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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. 17 
Howard Vallens, Resident 
April 13, 2008 
 
 
17-1 For discussion on the commentor’s energy use and related greenhouse gas 

emissions concerns, please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 5-16 and 9-39.  For 
discussion on other alternatives, please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 3-5, 4-
3, 4-6,4-7, 4-13, 9-5, 9-10 and 9-16.  

 
17-2 Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 4-3, 4-4, 4-5, 4-7, and 4-13.  The 

comments are noted and will be addressed within a project-level EIR/EIS.  The 
project-level EIR/EIS will include environmental analysis of alternatives that could 
either avoid, or mitigate, the concerns outlined by the commentor.   

 
17-3 Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 3-3, 4-3, and 4-6 regarding a project 

level CEQA/NEPA review of a desalination facility.  Geological information on the 
San Simeon Creek beach area was derived from geophysical measurements 
conducted during 1998 (Maas & Dickey, Microgravity and Electrical Resistivity Study; 
and, Mann, Ground Penetrating Radar survey), and to a lesser extent from a 1988 
USGS report by Yates and VonKonyenburg (USGS Report 98-4061).  The earlier 
studies by Maas and Dickey, as well as Mann, confirmed a depth to bedrock of 
approximately 70 to 110 feet at the main paleochannel where the San Simeon Creek 
enters the ocean.  Further geotechnical data collection is proposed to confirm 
whether the lithology at the near shore area is similar to that found in well driller logs 
from wells constructed further upstream from this location.  Currently, well 8R3 
(installed by Gus Yates while employed by the USGS), which is located immediately 
northeast of the northern Highway 1 bridge abutment, is the closest well to this area 
that has a thoroughly documented lithology.  Following collection of geotechnical 
data closer to the various study areas, several alternatives will be developed and 
analyzed during development of a project-level EIR/EIS. 

 
17-4 The commentor has copied all text in the Draft EIR which identifies the need for 

further review, after more details become available regarding a desalination facility, 
in order to conduct a project specific CEQA/NEPA review.  No further response is 
necessary. 

 
17-5 Water Master Planning has included demands for a future community park on the 

eastern portion of the Fiscalini Ranch Preserve within its Task 3 Recycled Water 
Distribution System Master Plan report.  Future park demand will be met by the use 
of recycled water as opposed to desalinated seawater.  The Fiscalini Ranch 
Preserve EIR briefly considered desalinated seawater for park irrigation and 
dismissed such an application.  However, it is unfortunate that the Fiscalini Ranch 
Preserve EIR misapplied the word “speculative,” as it has very broad application and 
interpretation, and could conceivably be applied to any water supply alternative that 
has not already been constructed. 

 
17-6 Please refer to Response to Comment No. 9-48. 
 
17-7 Comment is noted. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. 18 
Elizabeth Bettenhausen, Resident 
April 14, 2008 
 
 
18-1 Comment does not raise new environmental information and does not directly 

comment on information provided in the Draft EIR.  No further response is 
necessary. 

 
18-2 Commentor is correct.  The Draft EIR considers conceptual aspects of the WMP, 

including a seawater desalination facility, recycled water system, potable water 
distribution system improvements and Water Demand Management.  All are features 
of the policy program set forth in the WMP and are subject to further environmental 
review, once they further defined beyond the conceptual programming in the 
Program EIR. 

 
18-3 Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 4-6, 5-3, 5-4, and 17-4, regarding a 

project specific EIR/EIS for a desalination facility. 
 
18-4 The use of the word “improvements” can be interchangeable with “facilities” and the 

usage of “improvements” in no way implies that a project feature automatically 
improves conditions.  All existing and potentially affected conditions are subject to 
review and analysis.  Please refer also to Response to Comment No. 5-4. 

 
18-5 With regard to future tiering of the Program EIR, please refer to Response to 

Comment No. 5-3.  Additional comment does not raise new environmental 
information and does not directly comment on information provided in the Draft EIR.  

 
18-6 The Project Cooperation Agreement between CCSD and the Corps requires the 

Army Corps to design the desalination facility in cooperation with the CCSD.  If the 
design does not meet the approval of the CCSD, the CCSD can choose not to go 
forward with the project.  Any desalination project constructed pursuant to this 
agreement will have been fully analyzed by a CEQA/NEPA document. 

 
18-7a The Program EIR serves as the environmental review as the CCSD considers the 

adoption of the Water Master Plan.  As referenced in Response to Comment No. 5-3, 
future project components would be subject to further review at a Project level 
analysis, once the details of the individual project components are identified.  This 
would include a project level analysis for seawater desalination. 

 
18-7b Buildout Reduction is referenced as mitigation on Page 5.13-24 of the Draft EIR 

(Mitigation Measures PHG-1 and PHG-2). 
 
18-7c Please refer to Response to Comment No. 9-13. 
 
18-7d Please refer to Response to Comments Nos. 4-6 and 18-7a. 
 
18-7e Please refer to Response to Comment No. 18-6.  The Project Level EIR/EIS shall be 

required to fully comply with State and Federal review requirements, pursuant to both 
CEQA and NEPA. 
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18-7f With regard to Alternatives, please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 3-5, 4-3, 4-6, 
4-7, 4-13, 9-5, 9-10 and 9-16. 

 
18-8a Please refer to Response to Comment No. 18-7a. 
 
18-8b The commentor’s reference to “likely customer base” is unclear.  The commentor 

does not provide new environmental information and does not directly comment on 
information provided in the Draft EIR.  No further response is necessary. 

 
18-8c Based upon the conclusion that the WMP components are subject to applicable 

County, State and Federal requirements, the Program EIR concludes that impacts 
would be less than significant, based upon compliance. 

 
18-8d The Program EIR considers the inter-relationships of each topical area addressed 

with other related topics when concluding the significance of impacts. 
 
18-9 SB 18 requires local governments to consult with tribes prior to making certain 

planning decisions and to provide notice to tribes at certain key points in the planning 
process.  These consultation ad notice requirements apply to adoption and 
amendment of both general plans (defined in Government Code Section 65300 et 
seq.) and specific plans (defined in Government Code Section 65450 et seq.).  
Although SB 18 does not specifically mention consultation or notice requirements for 
adoption or amendment of specific plans, existing state planning law requires local 
governments to use the same processes for adoption and amendment of specific 
plans as for general plans (see Government Code Section 65453).  Therefore, where 
SB 18 requires consultation and/or notice for a general plan adoption or amendment, 
the requirement extends also to a specific plan adoption or amendment.  The WMP 
does not include the adoption of a Specific Plan or Amendment to the North Coast 
Area Plan. 

 
18-10 The commentor offers perspective on the adequacy of the Program EIR analysis.  

Comment is noted. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. 19 
Lynne Harkins, Resident 
April 14, 2008 
 
 
19-1 As stated on Page 5.1-22 of the Draft EIR, County approval and Coastal 

Commission concurrence would be required in order to implement a proposed 
desalination facility.  Also, compliance with NCAP Standard CW-5 (Desalination 
Plants) would be required to establish consistency with the NCAP.  A future project-
specific EIR/EIS would need to further discuss consistency with the County’s 
General Plan after more details become known regarding the desalination system.  
Additionally, the EIR/EIS would analyze alternative desalination facility sites.  Refer 
to Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR (Agreements, Permits, and Approval) for a complete 
outline of the necessary agreements, permits, and approvals.   

 
Ownership of a desalination facility is not an environmental impact.  The CCSD will 
comply with all of the applicable laws regarding ownership of the desalination facility.  
Please refer to Response to Comment No. 18-6 regarding contract between CCSD 
and Army Corps and assurances of the CEQA/NEPA process.   

 
19-2 The comments are noted and will be further analyzed as part of a project-level EIR 

for recycled water.  For a related discussion, please refer to Response to Comment 
No. 4-8 which describes approximately 450 to 500 acre-feet of additional recharge 
that will occur from the future use of desalinated seawater.  The 185 acre-feet of 
future recycled water demand from the Warren property should be offset by the 
additional recharge occurring through that portion of desalinated water that ultimately 
percolates back into the aquifer after being treated at the wastewater treatment plant.  
The commentor is reminded that a water connection moratorium was imposed during 
2001, which is within one year of the referenced 2000 Kennedy/Jenks report.  
Therefore, not much additional water demand has occurred to Cambria’s water 
supply since the 2000 report was completed. 

 
19-3 The 50 percent quality of life increase was used as a basis for sizing per Response 

to Comment No. 4-15. 
 
19-4 Water conservation measures being implemented by the CCSD are described within 

its 2005 Urban Water Management Plan Update.  This document is available on the 
CCSD web site at cambriacsd.org.  CCSD’s water master planning calls for a three-
pronged approach towards addressing Cambria’s chronic water shortage; water 
conservation, recycled water for non-potable landscape irrigation, and seawater 
desalination to augment its potable water supply.  As the referenced Pacific Institute 
report attests to, desalination is only part of CCSD’s puzzle towards providing a long-
term reliable water supply.  With regard to the energy concerns, the CCSD has 
planned for the use of renewable power to offset greenhouse gas emission concerns 
while also reducing operating costs.  Since the June 2006 Pacific Institute report was 
issued, the State of California passed AB 946 (Krekorian, 2007), that allows for net 
metering credit from remotely located renewable power systems.  Adoption of this 
recent legislation further facilitates the application of renewable power to desalination 
projects of the size planned by the CCSD.  As far as recent studies/ evidence to 
support the use of desalination, the commentor may also wish to refer to the CCSD’s 
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2005 Urban Water Management Plan Update, which includes planning for various 
multi-year drought scenarios.  Significant drought periods of recent historical record 
include 1988-1990, and 1975-1976.  With regard to water use efficiency, the CCSD 
is a signatory agency to the California Urban Water Conservation Council (CUWCC), 
and implements demand management measures developed by the Council as well 
as within the CCSD’s code.  Ms. Cori Ryan of the CCSD serves as the Water 
Conservation Officer and routinely coordinates water audits and rebate programs 
that encourage the use of the most water efficient fixtures, toilets, and clothes 
washing machines available.  The CCSD also provides services that go beyond 
measures developed by the CUWCC, such as its monthly household residential leak 
monitoring and notification program.  Should a residence be flagged as having 
potential leaks, the CCSD will meet and investigate questionable water use with the 
resident free of charge.  The CCSD web site also contains a link to the H2OHouse 
web site, a highly educational and interactive site that promotes water conservation.  
With regard to the commentor’s questioning the location of meters in difficult to 
access locations, such meter locations are normally fixed by the location of a service 
line that was initially set during the home’s original construction.  To address meter 
reading access issues, and for a nominal one-time fee of $25, the CCSD offers a 
small remote readout device that is magnetized and can be readily attached to a 
refrigerator for ease of viewing. 

 
19-5 With regard to biological considerations and concerns, please refer to Response to 

Comment Nos. 3-1, 3-2, 3-4, 4-6 and 5-3.  Regarding Alternatives and the level of 
analysis under a Program EIR, please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 3-5, 4-3, 
4-6, 4-13, 5-3, 5-4, 6-1 and 9-10. 

 
In response to the commentor’s concerns for the level of analysis provided in the 
Program EIR for the WMP, Section 15146 of CEQA has been provided in its entirety, 
along with a discussion from the CEQA Guidelines. 
 

15146.  Degree of Specificity 
 
The degree of specificity required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of 
specificity involved in the underlying activity which is described in the EIR. 
 

(a) An EIR on a construction project will necessarily be more detailed in 
the specific effects of the project than will be an EIR on the adoption 
of a local general plan or comprehensive zoning ordinance because 
the effects of the construction can be predicted with greater accuracy. 

 
(b) An EIR on a project such as the adoption or amendment of a 

comprehensive zoning ordinance or a local general plan should focus 
on the secondary effects that can be expected to follow from the 
adoption or amendment, but the EIR need not be as detailed as an 
EIR on the specific construction projects that might follow. 

 
Note:  Authority cited:  Section 21083, Public Resources Code; Reference:  
Sections 21003, 21061, and 21100, Public Resources Code.  Formerly 
Section 15147. 
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Discussion:  This section is necessary to deal with the wide range of activities 
which are subject to the CEQA process.  Some activities such as the 
adoption of local general plans may deal with issues on a level of broad 
generalities.  At the other end of the scale, CEQA also applies to conditional 
use permits for specific development projects.  While CEQA requirements 
cannot be avoided by chopping the proposed project into pieces to render its 
impacts insignificant the EIR need not engage in a speculative analysis of 
environmental consequences for future and unspecified development.  
(Atherton v. Board of Supervisors of Orange County, (1983) 146 Cal. 3d 346.) 
 
As with the range of alternatives, the level of analysis provided in an EIR is 
subject to the rule of reason.  The level of specificity for a given EIR depends 
upon the type of project.  The analysis must be specific enough to permit 
informed decision making and pubic transportation.  The need for thorough 
discussion and analysis is not to be construed unreasonably, however, to 
serve as an easy way of defeating projects.  What is required is the 
production of information sufficient to understand the environmental impacts 
of the proposed project and to permit a reasonable choice of alternatives so 
far as environmental aspects are concerned.  See Laurel Heights 
Improvement Association v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 
Cal. 3d 376.  In Antioch v. Pittsburg (1986) 187 Cal. App. 3d 1325, the court 
held that EIR requirements must be sufficiently flexible to encompass vastly 
differing projects with varying levels of specificity.  When the alternatives 
have been set forth in this manner, an EIR does not become vulnerable 
because it fails to consider in detail each and every conceivable variation of 
the alternatives stated. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. 20 
Cynthia Hawley, Attorney, Greenspace - The Cambria Land Trust and Landwatch San Luis 
Obispo County 
April 14, 2008 
 
 
20-1 Comment is noted.  Commentor disputes the referenced water supply calculation of 

602-acre feet per year and conclusions rendered in the Draft EIR.  Please refer to 
Response to Comment No. 4-15. 

 
20-2 The commentor correctly identifies the purpose of the Water Master Plan process, 

which involves the identification of feasible long-term water supply alternatives.  The 
commentor’s reference to the function of the Program EIR to “justify the Water 
Master Plan’s rationale for selecting …” is incorrect.  The WMP has been determined 
by the CCSD, serving as the lead agency, to be a “Project” under CEQA (Public 
Resources Code Section 21065) and thus requires an environmental review 
determination. 

 
20-3 As has been previously discussed in Response to Comment Nos. 4-6, 5-3, 5-4, 15-4, 

17-4 and 18-7, the Draft EIR has been prepared as a Program EIR in accordance 
with Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines.  The Program EIR is to serve as the 
CEQA clearance for the program/policy adoption of the WMP.  In order for 
implementation, each project component shall be subject to further environmental 
review, once each component can be fully defined, in accordance with Public 
Resources Code 21065. 

 
20-4 Comment is noted.  Please refer to Response to Comments Nos. 20-1, 20-2 and 20-

3. 
 
20-5 With regard to the Commentor’s claim of deferral of analysis, please refer to 

Response to Comment No. 5-4. 
 
20-6 The commentor again identifies concerns for deferral of analysis and indicates that 

the significance conclusions for issue area does not reach proper conclusions and 
findings.  With regard to the deferral claim, please refer to Response to Comment 
No. 5-4.  The Program EIR analysis and conclusions are based upon the review of 
conceptual project components, which have not been fully defined at this time.  As 
stated in Response to Comment No. 20-3, the Draft EIR serves as a Program EIR for 
the program/policy adoption of the WMP, which is the intent of Section 15168 of 
CEQA. 

 
20-7 The CCSD commissioned the December 8, 2000, Final Report, Baseline Water 

Supply Analysis Report, which included detailed analysis and modeling of the 
groundwater basins under various scenarios.  The scenarios included the hydrologic 
class year (normal, dry, and critically dry) as well as whether adequate or only partial 
recharge occurred to the groundwater basin during the prior rainy season.  Modeling 
completed without the use of the existing Santa Rosa wells SR1 and SR3, found the 
San Simeon supply to be inadequate under all scenarios.  Operation of the new 
emergency well SR4, which was installed behind the Coast Union High School, 
upstream from the MtBE plume, resulted in sporadic operation during the later 
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summer of 2002.  At issue during this time, were concerns that the well might 
contribute towards dewatering reaches of the creek that served as potential 
steelhead habitat.  As a result, the CCSD operators shut down well SR4 on several 
occasions during the dry season, which coincides with the period when it is most 
needed.  This operating practice is in conformance with the existing CCSD diversion 
permits that require compliance with the Endangered Species Act.  With regard to 
reference to Table 3-4, of the Baseline Analysis report, the table shows just the 
opposite conclusion than those of the commentor.  Under the fully recharged 
groundwater basin scenario with critically dry years, the groundwater elevation is 
below acceptable minimums.  Under a partially recharged groundwater basin 
scenario at the start of the dry season, there is only a 64 to 57 percent probability 
that the basin will actually be at the level necessary to sustain it through the 
remainder of the year (under all hydrologic year classes; normal, dry, and critically 
dry years, with the higher probability being associated with a normal year). 

 
 It should be noted that the CCSD’s diversion permits have many performance 

constraints. First is that San Simeon Creek is to be the primary source of water. The 
Santa Rosa Creek wells may only be used when the San Simeon wells should not be 
pumped due to some damage to the wells or its delivery system or due to the 
likelihood that further pumping may cause a violation of the diversion permit, may 
violate someone else’s water rights, or may cause damage to the environment. 
Therefore, the productivity of the Santa Rosa Creek well is only relevant on those 
occasions the CCSD cannot pump enough for the San Simeon wells to supply its 
customers.  This is almost always during the driest times, for if San Simeon Creek is 
low on water Santa Rosa Creek would be too. This is when reliability of the Santa 
Rosa Creek well is relevant. The CCSD’s diversion permit for Santa Rosa Creek has 
a number of its own performance standards, including its own diversion permit and 
the constraints of other legally superior users of water, and environmental concern 
that in many years does not allow for enough water extraction to serve Cambria.  As 
such, the CCSD has had to impose and enforce use restrictions and surcharges.  
The future reliability of Santa Rosa Creek water is also impacted by the increased 
upstream agricultural use. That use too is greatest during droughts and the driest 
parts of the year.  

 
20-8 In response to the commentor’s assertions regarding the 602 acre-feet dry season 

capacity sizing and 50 percent quality of life increase, please refer to Response to 
Comment Nos. 4-1 and 4-15.  It is noted that existing programs and regulations, 
including the County’s Growth Management Ordinance, further regulate and mitigate 
the potential for growth-related impacts. 

 
20-9 In response to the commentor’s questioning the 602 acre-feet dry season capacity 

sizing, please refer to Response to Comment No. 4-15. 
 
20-10 In response to the commentor’s questioning the 602 acre-feet dry season capacity 

sizing, please refer to Response to Comment No. 4-15.  Further discussion on the 
evaluation matrix can be found in Response to Comment No. 4-3. 

 
20-11 Further discussion on the evaluation matrix can be found in Response to Comment 

No. 4-3.   
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20-12 The commentor asserts that the Program EIR mitigation measures are inadequate, 
deferment and concerns for the biological resources analysis section.  Please refer 
to Response to Comment Nos. 3-2, 3-4, 4-6, 5-3, 5-4, 5-16, 9-13, 19-5 and 9-19. 

 
20-13 With regard to comments regarding biological considerations and concerns, please 

refer to Response to Comment Nos. 3-1, 3-2, 3-4, 4-6, 5-3 and 19-5.  The 
commentor again refers to deferment, which is responded to in Response to 
Comment No. 5-4.  The CCSD has Incorporated by Reference the 1994 Cambria 
Desalination Facility EIR in accordance with Section 15150 of the CEQA Guidelines 
(Page 1-8 of the Draft Program EIR) which provides a review of marine impact 
considerations at the time of the previous desalination facility proposal by the CCSD. 

 
20-14 With regard to alternatives, please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 3-5, 4-3, 4-6 

and 20-2.  The Warren reservoir alternatives were investigated and reported on 
during a March 23, 2001 CCSD Board meeting.  Please refer to Response to 
Comment No. 9-48. 

 
20-15 The Whale Rock exchange alternative remains a possible supply alternative, as do 

other listed alternatives.  However, this alternative also relies upon the exchange of 
Whale Rock stored water with Nacimiento reservoir water.  Pumping of Nacimiento 
water has similar energy concerns associated with desalination.  As described in 
Response to Comment No. 4-3, an independent pipeline from Nacimiento to 
Cambria would actually require more pumping energy than desalination. 

 
20-16 The CCSD is in the process of collecting geotechnical data to support alternative 

descriptions within a project-level EIR/EIS.   Each alternative will consider the points 
referenced in the California Coastal Commission report, with the selected alternative 
ultimately being subject to Coastal Commission permitting.  The commentor is also 
reminded that the Coastal Commission recently approved a desalination project for 
Sand City that is currently under construction. 

 
20-17 The CCSD is in the process of collecting geotechnical data to support descriptions 

within a project-level EIR/EIS.  The project-level alternatives analysis will address the 
concerns noted. 

 
20-18 The modular nature of the reverse osmosis process used in desalination can be 

phased to address sizing concerns as well as related unknowns associated with 
future demographics, such as the number of persons per household.  Please refer to 
Response to Comment Nos. 4-2 and 4-15 for a related discussions.  The modular 
nature of the desalination process can also offer a direct benefit to the concern 
expressed by the commentor through allowing a smaller plant to be initially built.  
However, the project-level EIR will address impacts associated with a facility sized 
for its ultimate capacity. 

 
20-19 With regard to claims of deferment, please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 20-5 

and 20-6.   
 

With regard to a geotechnical investigation related to siting a desalination facility, a 
prior Mitigated Negative Declaration to conduct the study is referenced on Page 1-14 
of the Draft EIR.  This is a site-specific consideration subject to the detailed review 
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under a project level EIR/EIS.  The CCSD is in the process of collecting geotechnical 
data that will support descriptions within a project-level EIR/EIS.  The project-level 
alternatives analysis will address the concerns noted.   
 
Of further note, with the Coastal Commission’s denial of the Coastal Development 
Permit for the test wells as San Simeon Creek, the CCSD does not have sufficient 
information regarding what type of test system and what specific location would be 
acceptable to trigger a more detailed analysis at this time.  Also, the cases cited 
involve the legislative acts of planning agencies.  The CCSD’s WMP is not a project 
that vests land use rights.  It provides a blueprint for analysis of a proposed plan that 
could be implemented to but only after all environmental impacts are analyzed and 
mitigated in accordance with CEQA. 

 
20-20 The Draft EIR incorrectly refers to mapping and grading that has not occurred.  Page 

5.6-23, Paragraph 3, of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR as follows: 
 

 
The determination of impacts in this analysis is based on a comparison of maps 
depicting project grading limits and maps of the site’s biological resources.  All 
construction activities, including staging and equipment areas, are assumed to be 
contained within the limits of grading.  Both direct and indirect impacts on biological 
resources have been evaluated.  Direct impacts are those that affect habitats due to 
grading and construction.  Indirect impacts are those that would be related to 
disturbance from construction activities (e.g., noise, dust) and use of the project site. 
 

 
20-21 As stated in Section 5.8 of the Draft EIR, implementation of the proposed Project 

could expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects involving 
risks from seismic hazards, based on the following factors: 

 
 Fault Rupture.  The potential for impacts associated with fault rupture in 

Cambria area is considered low, because the only fault zone within the 
community (i.e., Cambria Fault zone) is not designated as a special studies 
zone.  However, the Cambria Fault zone has not been extensively examined 
for activity.  Also, the recycled water improvements are proposed in the 
immediate vicinity of the Cambria Fault zone.  Therefore, implementation of 
the proposed WMP improvements could expose people or structures to 
potential substantial adverse risk involving fault rupture.  

 
 Groundshaking.  Because Cambria is located in a seismically active region, 

implementation of the proposed improvements could expose people or 
structures to potential substantial adverse risk involving strong seismic 
ground shaking.   

 
 Liquefaction.  The potential for liquefaction triggered by a seismic event exists 

in portions of Cambria.  More specifically, areas that overlie deposits of 
saturated recent alluvium, such as the East/West Ranch and the Santa Rosa 
Creek floodplain, have high and very high liquefaction potential, respectively.  
The potable water distribution system includes existing pipelines connecting 
to wells located within the San Simeon well field, which is located adjacent to 
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Santa Rosa Creek.  Although no improvements are proposed for either the 
pipelines or wells, continued maintenance of these existing facilities would 
occur under the proposed WMP.  Therefore, these existing water facilities 
would continue to be exposed to potential substantial adverse risk involving 
liquefaction. 

 
 Landslides.  Portions of Cambria, particularly in the eastern residential areas, 

are located on moderate to steep slopes.  These areas are designated in the 
County’s Safety Element as having moderately high risk with regard to 
landslides.  The potable and recycled water improvements are proposed in 
these areas.  Therefore, the potable and recycled water distribution systems 
improvements could be located on a geologic unit that is unstable, potentially 
resulting in landslides.  Additionally, Project implementation could expose 
people or structures to potential substantial adverse risk involving seismically 
induced landslides.   

 
 Tsunamis and Seiche.  Although the majority of the Cambria urban area is 

protected by coastal bluffs, low lying areas along Santa Rosa Creek and San 
Simeon Creeks could potentially be impacted in the event of a tsunami.  
Although, the potential for tsunami damage is considered low, as no tsunami 
events have been recorded within Cambria, the proposed improvements 
could be exposed to potential risk involving tsunamis.  The County’s Tsunami 
Emergency Response Plan further recommends an elevation higher than 50 
feet amsl for purposes of avoiding potential tsunami run-up areas.  
Compliance with the County’s Tsunami Emergency Response Plan, which 
recommends an elevation higher than 50 feet amsl for purposes of avoiding 
potential tsunami run-up areas, would be required.  It is noted that Cambria 
does not contain surface water reservoirs large enough to generate 
significant impacts associated with a seismic-generated seiche.   

 
Overall, implementation of the proposed Project components could expose people or 
structures to potential substantial adverse risks involving seismic hazards, unless 
mitigated.  Through the County’s development review process, future WMP 
improvements would be evaluated to determine the appropriate permits for 
authorizing their use and the conditions for their establishment and operation.  
Compliance with standards contained within the County’s Building and Construction 
Ordinance (Title 19) regarding site preparation, construction activities, quality of 
materials, occupancy classifications, the location and maintenance of buildings and 
structures, and within the Tsunamis Emergency Response Plan regarding tsunamis 
run-up areas, would be required.  Excluding those exempted by Code, all proposed 
improvements would be required to prepare a geologic study (Code Section 
23.07.084), which recommends building techniques, site preparation measures, or 
setbacks necessary to reduce risks to life and property from seismic hazards to less 
than significant levels.  The proposed improvements would also be subject to 
compliance with NCAP Standard CW-15 (Shoreline Development).  Compliance with 
these standards would mitigate potential impacts associated with seismic hazards to 
a less than significant level.   

  



   
 Program Environmental Impact Report 

Cambria Community Services District Water Master Plan 
   

 
 

 
 
Final  July 2008 13-148 Comments and Responses 

In addition, the proposed seawater desalination facility improvements would be 
subject to compliance with the County’s Building and Construction Ordinance, 
CZLUO Section 23.07.080, and relevant NCAP Standards.  A future project-specific 
EIR/EIS would need to further determine the potential exposure of life or property to 
risks involving seismic hazards after more details become known regarding the 
desalination facility.  Additionally, the EIR/EIS would analyze alternative desalination 
facility sites. 

 
20-22 The CCSD is required to make a CEQA determination prior to CCSD Board 

determination on the WMP.  With regard to tiering, please refer to Response to 
Comment No. 5-3. 

 
20-23 Comment is noted. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. 21 
Vern Kalshan, Attorney, Attorney at Law 
April 14, 2008 
 
 
21-1 With regard to discharge from a desalination facility, please refer to Response to 

Comment No. 3-2. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. 22 
S. and James Mulroony, Residents 
April 14, 2008 
 
 
22-1 The commentor offers perspective regarding a desalination facility and related 

considerations.  The commentor does not provide new environmental information 
and does not directly comment on information provided in the Draft EIR.  No further 
response is necessary. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. 23 
Carolyn Opie, Resident 
April 14, 2008 
 
 
23-1 The commentor offers perspective regarding the “Water Plan as defined in 

Cambrian.”  The commentor does not provide new environmental information and 
does not directly comment on information provided in the Draft EIR.  No further 
response is necessary. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. 24 
Amanda Rice, Resident 
April 14, 2008 
 
 
24-1 Comment is noted.  Commentor indicates concern for inconsistencies within the 

document as an overall introductory comment. 
 
24-2 With regard to an extension of time for review, please refer to Response to Comment 

No. 9-4. 
 
24-3 The commentor suggests that the December 8, 2000 Baseline Water Supply 

Analysis report by Kennedy/Jenks is out of date and therefore inappropriately applied 
to the water master planning.  However, the commentor is reminded that the CCSD 
Board declared a Water Code 350 emergency water shortage during its November 
15, 2001 Board meeting, which was followed by a water connection moratorium.  In 
view of the maximum one percent growth rate (set by the County for the 2000-2001 
period) very little additional demand has actually accrued since the December 8, 
2000 Baseline report was completed.  In addition, the December 8, 2000 Baseline 
report included projections within its analyses for 10 percent and 20 percent 
increases in growth, which include any additional connections that may have 
occurred since the December 8, 2000 report was completed, (i.e., it projected 
forward in time), and the time when the current connection moratorium took effect 
(midnight, November 15, 2001).  The commentor attempts to draw comparisons of 
the supporting 2000 Baseline report to a proposed Senate Bill by Kuehl (SB 1165), 
which proposes to revert final EIR documents to draft status if they become more 
that five years old.  Because the 2000 Baseline report includes scenarios that can be 
applied to current conditions, and is not an EIR, the proposed SB 1165 legislation 
may not be applicable.  Because proposed SB 1165 was refused passage of the 
Senate Appropriations Committee on May 29, 2008, it is also not known whether this 
proposed legislation would become law.  The commentor further references the 
California Department of Water Resources (DWR) “Urban Drought Guidebook, 2008 
Updated Edition” (emphasis added by responder).  As noted within this reference, it 
is an update to an original 1991 DWR guidebook, as well as a subsequent 1991 
DWR update. Many of the recommendations contained within the 2008 Updated 
Edition were carried over from the prior year documents.  These earlier DWR source 
documents were available to the CCSD as it drafted updates to an Emergency Water 
Conservation Program Ordinance and an associated ordinance prohibiting the waste 
of water (included in Appendix E to the 2000 Baseline Report, and subsequently 
adopted and incorporated into the CCSD’s Code).   

 
In addition, the commentor does not reference specific water conservation measures 
recommended within the DWR’s 2008 Updated Edition that are not already being 
implemented by the CCSD.  The commentor suggests furthering water conservation 
as a means to augment the CCSD’s supply.  Indeed, the CCSD’s water master 
planning calls for continued conservation efforts as part of its overall approach. For 
example, the CCSD became a signatory agency to the California Urban Water 
Conservation Council (CEWCC) during 2005.  The CCSD adopted a 2005 update to 
its Urban Water Conservation Plan, which includes statewide demand management 
measures, many of which were originated by the CUWCC.  The adoption of future 
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water conservation measures also need to be tempered with how existing water 
conservation practices can lead to a “hardening of demand,” such that there is less 
ability to significantly reduce future demands after conservation efforts are already 
implemented and being practiced.  Although the CCSD is committed towards 
advancing water conservation, there may also be a certain degree of demand 
hardening resulting from its long history of water conservation practices when 
compared to data referenced from other areas with less conservation history.   
 
At the top of Page 2 of the commentor’s letter, a citation is made from Page 115 of 
the American Water Works Association Research Foundation’s (AWWArf) report 
entitled “The Value of Water: Concepts, Estimates, and Applications for Water 
Managers.”   While researching this particular citation, it was noted that it was under 
the subheading, “Issues in Defining the Baseline.”  Two sentences before the cited 
paragraph from the AWWArf report state: “… demand forecasts have embedded in 
them some assumptions on “hot button” topics such as the rate of growth in local 
populations and economic activity, the extent of and effectiveness of conservation 
programs, and so forth.  No-growth advocates may, for example, want to see limited 
water supplies in the future as a way of creating a bottleneck that will limit the 
number of new residents in the community.”  In defining its baseline, the CCSD spent 
considerable resources on directly addressing the growth issue.  The master 
planning documents were developed with multiple buildout scenarios, GIS modeling 
was used to inventory and evaluate development potential, and an economic model 
was developed to assess the cost burden and means for financing future buildout 
reduction efforts.  The culmination of these efforts resulted in the Buildout Reduction 
Program report, which is incorporated as Section 14.3 of the WMP Program EIR.  
This report was the end product of a broad cross-section of local Cambria citizens 
who spent a year questioning, reviewing, and refining the overall approach towards 
financing a buildout reduction plan.  The BRP and the Water Master Plan Program 
EIR have been further coordinated with the adopted “Cambria and San Simeon 
Acres Community Plans Update,” which was adopted by the County and 
subsequently certified by the California Coastal Commission.  In essence, a great 
deal of public review and input as well as effort went into defining the “baseline,” as 
defined in the AWWArf report.  
 
SB 1165 was first introduced in February 2008 as legislation to amend Public 
Resource Code Sections 21082.1 and 21166 and to add language to Section 
21166.5.  The legislation is deemed Active, but was refused passage in May 2008, in 
accordance with Senate Rule 28.8.  It is unclear whether the legislation will proceed 
further and, given the speculative nature of SB 1165, and the fact that it is not an 
existing or adopted standard, the commentor’s reference is not germaine to the 
WMP Program EIR document and current CEQA standards. 
 

24-4 With regard to the 50 percent “Quality of Life” water increase, please refer to 
Response to Comment Nos. 4-15 and 19-3.  The commentor correctly questions 
whether other rationales were used in applying the 50 percent quality of life increase. 
As discussed in Response to Comment No. 4-15, the other rationales were reliability 
under various emergency scenarios, as well as the potential for changes in long-term 
population density (e.g., 2.21 versus 1.66 persons per household).  In response to 
the commentor’s reference to the 2008 DWR Update to its Urban Drought 
Guidebook, the CCSD has included water conservation and recycled water for non-
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potable irrigation as part of its overall water master planning.  If the commentor were 
suggesting consideration of 30 gpcd in its future facility planning for sizing purposes, 
the CCSD would disagree in using such a low value.  However, the CCSD previously 
developed 50 gpcd in establishing residential use limitations under a Stage 3 Water 
Shortage Emergency (Appendix E to the December 8, 2000 Baseline Water Supply 
Analysis report).  The 50 gpcd is within the range of values cited within DWR 
Drought Guidebook 2008 Update for basic health and safety needs.     

 
The commentor further copies a past Coastal Commission report discussion that 
related to an appeal on the Pine Knolls Tank Replacement project (DeNovo Appeal 
Number A-3-SLO-05-017).  In citing the past Coastal staff report, the commentor is 
attempting to build a case that an inconsistency exists with the State on sizing of the 
tanks due to the application of a 50 percent quality of life increase in demands.  The 
Coastal Commission’s main goal in questioning the tank sizing was to avoid or 
minimize the new water tanks encroachment into the former CT Ranch property (a 
prior cattle grazing area deemed to be ESHA by the Coastal Commission).  In 
reflecting back on this past sizing debate, the typical high-risk fire season in Cambria 
occurs during the dry summer months when tourism is at its peak, and the 
occupancy of vacation homes increases.  While researching this response, it was 
found that the same tank sizes result from applying a higher residential occupancy of 
factor 2.21 persons per household with no quality of life increase applied.  (This may 
in part be attributed to past census data being typically collected during early April. 
The April occupancy rate was most likely lower than what occurs during the summer 
dry season due to Cambria being a vacation area.)  With no quality of life increase 
being applied and a 2.21 residential occupancy, the composite demand is 0.270-acre 
feet per year per residential connection (please refer to Page 24 of Task 3 Water 
Distribution System Analysis report “Composite demand,” includes commercial 
demands in addition to the residential demands).  By applying 2.21 persons per 
household with no quality of life increase, the total volume of the new Pine Knolls 
tanks equates to 1.1 million gallons; i.e., the originally permitted project with two 
550,000-gallon tanks that preceded the appeal and subsequent downsizing by the 
Coastal Commission to 930,000 gallons.  It is therefore agreed that the master 
planning report could have been written more clearly in describing the design criteria 
applied for tank sizing.  However, referring to the past report as being “flawed” is a 
mischaracterization on the part of the commentor.  (One could similarly argue that 
errors were made on the part of Commission planners and its design consultant by 
not having considered layout constraints that were dictated by existing 12,000-volt 
PG&E power lines.  Similarly, layouts suggesting onerous emergency vehicle access 
routes did not meet the needs of emergency responders.)  The more conservative 
approach used in sizing the water tanks within the Task 3 Potable Water Distribution 
System Analysis report also avoids any future need to construct additional storage 
further within the debated ESHA should long-term demographics change.  The 
CCSD believes that applying the 2.21 residential density remains justifiable within 
the Potable Water Analysis report in view of the springtime period when historic 
census data was collected, as well as the difficulty in accurately predicting future 
demographics throughout the lifetime of the new tanks (typically, at least 50 years).  

 
The last paragraph of the commentor is noted, with much of this discussion applying 
to the County’s operation of its storm water collection facilities.  Some homes and 
businesses in Cambria do use collected storm water drainage for irrigation.  
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However, this practice is generally more viable in areas that experience year-round 
rainfall.  During the summer months, customers with cisterns often resort to having 
water trucked to their property after their initial storage is depleted. 

 
24-5 With regard to the BRP, please refer to Response to Comment No. 4-1.  With regard 

to the commentor’s discussion on the existing diversion permits and the Coastal 
Commission issued CDP limitation of 1,230 acre-feet, it is an oversimplification to 
suggest handing out intent to serve letters based on the annual use of water.  This is 
due to the limited dry season demand, which is described in Response to Comment 
No. 4-15 and related Tables 2-6 and 2-7 of the Kennedy/Jenks Task 4 Assessment 
of Long-Term Supply Alternatives report.   

 
With regard to the commentor’s reference to groundwater basins (“The Cambria 
Community Plan would seem to agree…”) that are north of the San Simeon Creek 
aquifer, those areas are outside of the Cambria Community Plan.  Therefore, 
drawing parallels to needing further study of the San Simeon and Santa Rosa 
aquifers by using this out of context Community Plan citation, is an obfuscation and 
misapplication. 

 
24-6 With regard to the Tasks 1 and 2 WMP reports, please refer to Response to 

Comment No. 9-2.  Task 5 of the Water Master Planning was proposed to be a 
financing study.  Black and Veatch completed a recent financing study for the CCSD, 
which addressed all CCSD operations and proposed projects, including planned 
water projects.  This effort has since evolved into a periodic budgeting and rate 
setting effort on the part of CCSD staff. 

 
24-7 The Water Master Planning completed a separate Recycled Water analysis, which is 

described in detail within the report entitled “Final Report, Task 3: Recycled Water 
Distribution System Master Plan.”  Part 2.2 of this report provides specific details on 
how recycled water demands were developed.  “Demand Management” refers to 
potable water conservation, which is considered a separate master-planning 
element.  The inter-relationship between offsetting potable water irrigation with 
recycled water is described within the Recycled Water Distribution System Master 
Plan report. 

 
24-8 Key water distribution system improvements associated with this comment are 

described in the summary table below.   
 

Project Status Estimated Timing 
Pine Knolls Tanks Replacement New tanks are in operation with 

final punch list items being 
completed by the Contractor. 

Completion of tank project by mid 
2008. 

East-West Ranch Pipeline Loop the water system between 
Lodge Hill and Park Hill to improve 
fire flows and system reliability. 

Project completed. 

New Stuart Street Tank Conceptual design completed. On hold due to a lack of financing 
resulting from the 2007 Prop 218 
majority protest.  
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Project Status Estimated Timing 

Rodeo Grounds Pump Station 
Replacement 

Replace the existing pumping 
station with a new located out of 
the Santa Rosa Creek flood plain.  
The new station will also contain 
fire pumps to further augment fire 
fighting.  

On hold due to a lack of financing 
resulting from the 2007 Prop 218 
majority protest. 

Connector pipeline between 
Hillcrest and the end of Manor Way 

Planning level. On hold due to a lack of financing 
resulting from the 2007 Prop 218 
majority protest. 

Seismic upgrades to the Fiscalini 
and Leimert storage tanks  

Planning level. On hold due to a lack of financing 
resulting from the 2007 Prop 218 
majority protest. 

 
24-9 Page 3-18, paragraph 4 of the Draft EIR, has been revised in the Final EIR as 

follows: 
 

The 2007 NCAP concludes that the theoretical buildout of Cambria would be 
approximately 6,130 dwelling units, presuming that public service constraints can be 
resolved and other resource protection requirements of the LCP can be met.1  The 
2007 NCAP further acknowledges that “the CCSD has begun efforts to reduce water 
demand and to secure a reliable water supply.  During the CCSD’s Board of 
Directors’ July 24, 2003 meeting, action by the Board confirmed a maximum of 4,650 
connections as the ultimate buildout of Cambria.  This total was based on 3,812 
existing connections at the end of 2002, 165 connections in process at that time, and 
670 future connections from the CCSD wait list.”2  This value also approximates the 
number of dwelling units to be served by a desalination project, which was the 
subject of an advisory ballot measure approved in Cambria during August of 2000.  
In view of the CCC’s earlier recommendation to reduce buildout potential in Cambria, 
as well as the recent 2007 NCAP, the CCSD has developed a phased Buildout 
Reduction Program in parallel with its Water Master Plan efforts. 
 
 
 

1 County of San Luis Obispo, North Coast Area Plan Cambria and San Simeon Acres Portions 
Updated, November 6, 2007, Page 2-7. 

2 Ibid. 

 
 
24-10 Please refer to Response to Comment No. 24-7. 
 
24-11 With regard to cumulative considerations in the North Coast Area Plan planning 

area, which includes San Simeon, please refer to Response to Comment No. 5-5. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. 25 
Leslie Melina Richards, Resident 
April 14, 2008 
 
 
25-1 With regard to the BRP, please refer to Response to Comment No. 4-1.  With regard 

to concerns for mitigation and claim of deferment (“left for future speculation”), 
please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 5-3, 5-4, 9-7, 9-13, and 9-19.  The 
CCSD disagrees with the commentor’s assertion that there is a failure of the lead 
agency to disclose “significant new information.”  The CCSD has fully complied with 
the requirements set forth under CEQA.  Please refer also to Response to Comment 
No. 5-18. 

 
25-2 The October 2005 Draft BRP report has been considered as a reference document 

for the Citizens Finance Committee in their review and recommendations to the 
CCSD Board of Directors regarding implementation of a BRP.  Once presented to 
the Board, no further action was determined necessary on the October 2005 report.  
Thus, a Final Report was never initiated.   

 
25-3 Page 5.10-17, Paragraph 1, Lines 1 and 2, of the Draft EIR provide an incorrect 

reference to Table 5.13-7.  The reference will be corrected in the Final EIR and the 
correct reference is Table 5.13-3, Summary of Buildout Reduction Program. 

 
 
The Buildout Reduction Program (BRP) described in Section 3.0 (Project 
Description) anticipates continued implementation of current CCSD and County 
programs to retire and/or merge residential lots.  The main features of the proposed 
Program are outlined in Table 5.13-7 5.13-3 (Summary of Buildout Reduction 
Program).  As outlined in Table 5.13-37, of the 3,357 residential lots to remain 
undeveloped, the BRP estimates that 1,526 total lots are non-buildable.  In addition, 
lots that are in steep  “fire chimneys,” which are forested and tend to draw fire up, 
may be given a higher priority by land conservancies seeking the voluntary 
retirement of future development rights.  The BRP also estimates that 879 total 
residential lots would be retired and/or merged voluntarily by the lot owner.   
 
 

25-4 Please refer to Response to Comment No. 25-2.  Page 11-2, Line 1, of the Draft EIR 
will be revised in the Final EIR as follows: 

 
 
Final Buildout Reduction Program Report, February 2008. 
 
Draft Building Reduction Report, October 2005, prepared by RBF Consulting.   
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25-5 Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 4-1 and 25-4. 
 
25-6 With regard to commentor’s concern that the BRP will result in secondary growth 

affects, please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 4-1, 24-5 and 25-1. 
 
25-7 Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 4-1 and 25-1. 
 
25-8 With regard to the commentor’s assertion that the Program EIR mitigation measures 

are inadequate, please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 3-2, 3-4, 4-1, 4-6, 5-3, 5-
4, 5-16, 9-7, 9-13, 9-19 and 19-5. 

 
25-9 Please refer to Response to Comment No. 4-1. 
 
25-10 Comment is noted and, as referenced in Response to Comment No. 20-8, existing 

programs and regulations, including the County’s Growth Management Ordinance, 
further regulate and mitigate the potential for growth-related impacts. 

 
25-11 Please refer to Response to Comment No. 4-1.  The BRP is a mitigation measure for 

potential growth inducing impacts resulting from the Water Master Plan.  The BRP 
mitigates potentially significant environmental impacts resulting from uncontrolled 
growth if the County’s Growth Management Ordinance does not.  The beginning 
point for environmental analysis is the present environmental setting.  This setting 
has many lots that are developable but have yet been developed due to lack of water 
service.  The BRP does not change this setting.  It raises money to preserve this 
setting to protect the environment.  As such, it, even if considered alone, does not 
have an environmental impact. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. 26 
Steve Shimek, Executive Director, The Otter Project 
April 14, 2008 
 
 
26-1 Section 2.1 of the Draft Program EIR provides an historical discussion of the CCSD’s 

potable water considerations involving local groundwater aquifers along San Simeon 
and Santa Rosa Creeks.  The basins cannot reliably meet the increased demands of 
the waiting list and grandfathered connections (4,650 residential connections) 
without an additional source of recharge.  The Task reports prepared by the CCSD 
concludes that a supplemental source is required to further augment supply during 
the summer months.  This is all documented in Section 2.0 of the Draft EIR and thus 
the CCSD fully complies with the Project Objectives reporting, as required by Section 
15124 of CEQA. 

 
26-2 The Project Description clearly identifies the project location in the coastal region of 

the central coast and the existing conditions baseline for each topical area is 
presented in Sections 5.1 through 5.13.  With regard to the geologic setting, please 
refer to Response to Comment No. 20-21.  With regard to biological resource 
concerns, please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 3-1, 3-2, 3-4, 4-6, 5-3 and 19-
5. 

 
26-3 The Task 2 Baseline report was incorporated by reference into the Water Master 

Plan Program EIR.  The CCSD disagrees with characterizing the changes as being 
“significant,” as noted in the commentor’s last paragraph.  The commentor 
references a 2002 fallowing agreement with Clyde Warren that lasted for only one 
year. 

 
26-4 Section 2.2, “Existing Water Demands,” of the Water Master Plan’s Task 3 Potable 

Water Distribution System Analysis report provides a detailed discussion on 
Cambria’s existing water use and how it compared to similar coastal communities.  
This section also answers certain questions raised by the commentor, such as the 
2000 census data, which was the basis for the 1.66 persons per household density in 
Cambria (including both occupied and non-occupied residences) as well as the 
higher 2.21 persons per household density for occupied residences.  From the 
Section 2.2 discussion, when considering only residential water use, the average 
water use in Cambria is approximately 0.161 acre-feet per residential connection. 
Applying the 2000 U.S. Census value of 1.66 persons per household results in a 
residential consumption of 86.6 gallons per capita per day (gpcd), which rounds to 
approximately 90 gpcd.  A response to the 50 percent quality of life increase can be 
found in Response to Comment No. 4-15, which includes further explanation on how 
this enhances reliability in response to emergencies while also providing a 
contingency for addressing potential increases in long-term residential occupancy 
(e.g., 2.21 persons per household).    

 
In response to the comparative water consumption information provided by the 
commentor, the CCSD also conducted research on this subject during development 
of the water master plan.  This research found that much of the data available for 
comparison purposes from other service areas was not segregated, and included 
commercial, industrial, and institutional use along with residential use.  For 
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comparison purposes, (i.e., including all urban consumptive use categories; 
commercial, institutional, industrial, and residential), total urban water use in Cambria 
was 113 gpcd.  According to the commentor’s cited Pacific Institute’s “Waste Not 
Want Not” reference, California’s urban water use is about 185 gpcd.  Therefore, the 
urban water use in Cambria is about 61 percent of the California urban water use 
identified within the cited Pacific Institute report (i.e., 113/185 x 100).  The 
commentor makes further reference to USGS Circular 1268, entitled “Estimated Use 
of Water in the United States in 2000.”  From review of this USGS report, no 
reference could be found to support the commentor’s statement that “domestic water 
use in California is approximately 95 gallons per day.”  To further investigate this 
statement, 2000 data from the USGS website referencing this report was 
downloaded and analyzed for San Luis Obispo County.  According to the USGS 
supplied data for 2000, the total population served by public water supplies within the 
County amounted to 193,590, with a total consumption of 33.61 million gallons per 
day.  This equates to about 174 gpcd on a countywide basis.  Thus, Cambria’s gpcd 
consumption is about 65 percent of the overall countywide gpcd consumption (i.e., 
113/174 x 100).  From follow-up research to this comment, the responder was not 
able to reach the same conclusions as those of the commentor.  However, it should 
not be implied that this response is intended to dismiss the CCSD’s intention of 
further implementing demand management as part of its overall master planning 
approach.  Response to Comment No. 19-4 also provides additional discussion on 
the CCSD’s water conservation efforts. 

 
26-5 With regard to global climate change, please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 5-

16 and 9-39; plant siting, please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 4-6, 5-3, 5-4, 
17-4 and 18-7; growth inducement, please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 4-1, 
4-2, 9-15, 9-18, 9-22 and 9-24; marine/biological considerations, please refer to 
Response to Comment Nos. 3-1, 3-2, 3-4, 4-6 and 5-3; cumulative affects, please 
refer to Response to Comment No. 5-5.  Comments regarding other desalination 
facilities are noted. 

 
26-6 With regard to the referenced matrix, please refer to Response to Comment No. 4-3.  

The commentor’s reference to funding sources, resources and opportunities are 
noted. 

 
26-7 The existing CCSD operation creates a hydraulic groundwater barrier of treated 

wastewater effluent between the ocean and its upstream San Simeon aquifer potable 
well field.  To ensure there would be no decrease to the groundwater within this 
aquifer, the Task 3 Recycled Water Distribution System Master Plan developed a no-
net increase approach.  Under the no-net increase approach, existing upstream 
potable water irrigation demands could be readily replaced with recycled water, 
without any change occurring to the existing CCSD hydraulic barrier operation or 
aquifer water balance.  From Table 2-5 of the recycled water report, the existing 
irrigation demands amounted to approximately 49 acre-feet per year.  The same no-
net increase reasoning could not be applied towards future irrigation demands (Table 
2-5, subcategory B), which amount to another 50 acre-feet per year.  Such increased 
diversion would be subject to further detailed project-level analysis.  The potential 
impact from such future recycled water demand diversions could also be avoided by 
following the start up of a desalination facility, which would provide additional 
groundwater recharge (please refer to Response to Comment No. 4-8).  Table 2-5, 
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subcategory C also identifies “less likely recycled water sites” due to their remote 
location from the main recycled water system distribution system supply main.  The 
cost in providing recycled water to such remote locations may prove to be 
prohibitively expensive.  Besides their remote location and consequent piping 
delivery system costs, certain subcategory C demands are on their own wells, which 
could further lessen their potential for future recycled water use.  The commentor 
correctly notes that there are potential savings in future demand from future recycled 
water use.  However, the existing savings may only be on the order of zero to 6-
percent (zero assuming no additional diversion from the hydraulic mound, and 
approximately six percent assuming 50 acre-feet per year additional diversion from 
the more likely future recycled water demand sites {i.e., ~50 afa/~800afa existing 
total demand x 100}). 

 
26-8 Prior Response to Comment Nos. 4-15 and 26-4 address the commentor’s concerns 

over the 50 percent quality of life increase.  Reducing outdoor water use is a 
commendable goal and one that is recommended within the CCSD’s adopted 2005 
Urban Water Management Plan (Page 8-15, Section 8.1.63).  However, the actual 
implementation of such a measure can prove difficult, particularly with existing 
customers that may place a relatively high value on their personal landscaping 
preferences.  Cambria may also have a relatively low percentage of outdoor water 
use when compared to other areas.  This may be among the reasons its per capita 
use is about 61 percent of the statewide average (see earlier response to comment 
26-4).  Regardless, the suggested natural landscaping comments are appreciated 
and will be considered as the CCSD implements future outdoor water conservation 
demand management measures.  In general, the CCSD has been more aggressive 
with its efforts to reduce indoor water use.  Because of its relatively long history of 
conservation, a certain level of demand hardening may have set in, which can 
diminish future water conservation savings (i.e., the low-hanging fruit may have 
already been picked).  This is also part of the reason that future demand 
management measures may appear lacking in detail to the commentor.  In addition, 
such measures are incorporated by reference within the CCSD’s adopted 2005 
Urban Water Management Plan. 

 
26-9 With regard to the Buildout Reduction Program, please refer to Response to 

Comment No. 4-1.  Regarding the 4650 water connections, please refer to Response 
to Comment No. 4-2.  Regarding comments pertaining to a modular desalination 
facility and the possibility of increasing capacity, please refer to Response to 
Comment No. 20-18. 

 
26-10 Comment is noted.  Comment expresses an opinion on the Project Description. 
 
26-11 With regard to Cumulative affects, please refer to Response to Comment No. 5-5.  It 

is important to note that the commentor’s reference to Section 4.0 is correct with 
regard to a discussion of the basis for the cumulative analysis.  As stated on Page  
5-1 of the Draft EIR, each of the topical study areas in Section 5.0 include a 
subsection addressing cumulative affects and is based on the discussion in Section 
4.0. 

 
26-12 Please refer to Response to Comment No. 26-11. 
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26-13 Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 4-6, 5-3, 5-4, 17-4, 18-7 and 26-11. 
 
26-14 The commentor incorrectly refers to the Regulatory Setting subsection as “cut and 

paste.”  Applicable regulations and standards for the topic sections are described 
and not “cut and pasted” into the document. 

 
The commentor refers to analysis of “change,” based upon new connections and 
homes built in Cambria.  Section 1.6 of the Draft EIR acknowledges and incorporates 
by reference the North Coast Area Plan Update, which includes the Draft and Final 
EIR for the Update.  The Draft and Final EIR address buildout affects and conditions 
in Cambria and is the appropriate reference to the commentor’s inquiry/concern. 
 
The regulatory references provide the appropriate framework in order to conduct 
analysis for the Program-Level EIR.  The cumulative analysis is appropriate, 
considering the provisions of Section 15168 of CEQA.  Please refer to Response to 
Comment Nos. 4-6, 5-3, 5-4, 17-4 and 18-7. 

 
26-15 No changes in land use patterns are proposed with the WMP.  Buildout conditions 

and analysis have been addressed in the Draft and Final EIR for the North Coast 
Area Plan Update. 

 
26-16 With regard to the 50 percent “Quality of Life” increase and indoor/outdoor usage, 

please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 4-8 and 4-15. 
 
26-17 With regard to growth inducement and modular facilities, please refer to Response to 

Comment Nos. 4-1, 4-2, 9-15, 9-18, 9-22, 9-24 and 20-18. 
 
26-18 The review for Aesthetics is consistent with the review factors referenced in 

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. 
 
26-19 The commentor is referred to several previous Response to Comments which 

address the project level EIR/EIS consideration, Purpose of a Program EIR and 
biological considerations.  This includes Response to Comment Nos. 3-1, 3-2, 3-4, 4-
6, 4-7, 4-13, 5-3, 5-4, 9-5, 9-10, 9-16, 17-4 and 18-7. 

 
26-20 With regard to the Program EIR and Subsequent EIR/EIS, please refer to Response 

to Comment Nos. 4-6, 5-3, 5-4, 17-4 and 18-7.  With regard to Alternatives, please 
refer to Response to Comment Nos. 3-5, 4-3, 4-6, 4-7, 4-13, 9-5, 9-10 and 9-16. 

 
26-21 Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 26-21 and 5-15, which addresses 

Drainage and Water Quality. 
 
26-22 Please refer to Response to Comment No. 26-14. 
 
26-23 With regard to global climate change considerations, please refer to Response to 

Comment Nos. 5-16 and 9-39. 
 
26-24 With regard to Alternatives, please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 3-5, 4-3, 4-6, 

4-7, 4-13, 9-5, 9-10 and 9-16. 
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26-25 With regard to global climate change considerations, please refer to Response to 
Comment Nos. 5-16 and 9-39. 

 
26-24 With regard to Alternatives, please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 3-5, 4-3, 4-6, 

4-7, 4-13, 9-5, 9-10 and 9-16. 
 
26-26 Comment is noted.  Please refer also to previous responses noted in Response to 

Comment No. 26. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. 27 
Norm and Mary Stockton, Residents 
April 14, 2008 
 
 
27-1 The commentor offers perspective regarding water supply alternatives and 

specifically refers to interest in a reservoir alternative.  The commentor does not 
provide new environmental information and does not directly comment on 
information provided in the Draft EIR.  No further response is necessary. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. 28 
Anonymous  
April 14, 2008 
 
 
28-1 The commentor offers perspective regarding desalination.  The commentor does not 

provide new environmental information and does not directly comment on 
information provided in the Draft EIR.  No further response is necessary. 

 
28-2 Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 4-15 and 24-4 for related discussions. 
 
28-3 Comment is noted.  No further response is necessary. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. 29 
Mary Webb, Resident 
April 14, 2008 
 
 
29-1 In addition to the following response, please also see related discussions under 

Response to Comment Nos. 4-5 and 4-13.  The commentor suggests storage 
reservoirs are environmentally superior to a desalination project due to the higher 
energy use required of a desalination facility.  The Steiner Creek reservoirs are 
specifically cited by the commentor as having “medium” levels of environmental 
concerns.  While researching this comment, it was noted that the Task 4 Kennedy/ 
Jenks Water Master Plan report stated that the Lower Steiner Creek reservoir would 
“face considerable environmental challenges due to the habitat at the dam site and 
downstream.”  The Task 4 report further referenced a 1991 report (please refer to 
WMP Task 4 Report, Appendix E, Engineering Science, Comparative Analysis of 
Potential Long-Term Water Supply Projects”), which contains additional specifics on 
the Lower Steiner Creek reservoir.  From this 1991 reference, the environmental 
scientist’s commentary noted that approximately 152 acres of relatively undisturbed 
riparian woodland and 1.9 miles of riparian stream channel habitat would be lost.  
The area further supports various listed species, including southwestern pond turtles 
and steelhead.  In view of this commentary, it would be a mischaracterization to refer 
to this as a medium level of environmental concern.  It is acknowledged that 
desalination would require more energy than either the upper or lower Steiner Creek 
reservoir sites.  However, the Task 4 Water Master Plan report also includes 
description of a renewable power supply system that will be applied to offset the 
power use and any consequential greenhouse gas emission concerns from a future 
desalination project.   

  
While researching this response for the Upper Steiner Creek Reservoir alternative, it 
was found that this particular site was not included within the Task 4 Water Master 
Plan’s referenced 1991 Engineering Science report.  In addition, no explanation was 
found within the 1991 report on why this alternative was not carried forward from an 
earlier referenced 1987 alternatives analysis reference.  The Task 4 Water Master 
Plan report therefore relied upon the earlier 1987 report reference (please refer to 
WMP Task 4 Report, Appendix E, Boyle Engineering Corporation, Economic 
Analysis of Alternative Water Resources Development), as well as a similarly cross-
referenced 1976 report (Engineering Report on Proposed Water Systems 
Improvements and Master Plan, Coastal Valley Engineering, February 1976) for 
much of its background information on the Upper Steiner Creek Reservoir site. 
Besides the approximate 160-acre reservoir area, the 1976 report also suggested 
purchasing the entire 1,534-acre drainage basin to this site to maximize basin 
management.  From review of the 1987 report, it was found that the Upper Steiner 
Creek reservoir site was “the only site not visited during our inspection of the various 
projects.  This was due to a lack of access across private property.”  The 1987 report 
authors were therefore relying upon the 1976 report as well as peering into the area 
from outside as a limited measure to assess onsite characteristics.  When compared 
to the 1991 reference that described the lower Steiner Creek reservoir, both the 1987 
and 1976 references did not include an environmental scientist commentary.  
However, the 1976 report does include a statement that “the project would appear to 
be out of the major area of environmental concern for riparian habitat and fisheries.  
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The 1976 time frame for this statement preceded the Federal designation of critical 
habitat for steelhead, which occurred during 2005.2  The 1976 report that originated 
the upper Steiner Creek alternative also stated “additional information is needed to 
determine the feasibility of the project.  A stream gage should be installed at the 
proposed dam site to determine safe yield of the basin.”  Because of this lack of an 
environmental scientist commentary as well as a lack of onsite information from past 
references, the research for this response resorted to using high-resolution satellite 
imagery.  From this exercise it was found that there would be about 1.2 miles of 
stream channel and riparian habitat lost from a reservoir constructed at the Upper 
Steiner Creek reservoir site.  The Figure below provides additional detail.  The 
proposed reservoir area includes woodlands along the lower slopes with a more 
concentrated flora and fauna within a channel in the northeastern portion of the 
proposed reservoir site.  Because the Upper Steiner Creek reservoir is similarly an 
“in-stream” impoundment like the Lower Steiner Creek reservoir, it would similarly 
face considerable environmental challenges.  In addition, because both the Upper 
and Lower Steiner Creek reservoir sites are within Federally-designated critical 
habitat areas for the south central coast steelhead trout, such proposals would be 
subject to complying with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA).  Under 
Section 7 of the ESA, all federal agencies must ensure that any actions they 
authorize, fund, or carry out are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of a 
listed species, or destroy or adversely modify its designated critical habitat.   

 

 
                                                        

2 40 CFR Part 256, September 2, 2005, “Endangered and Threatened Species; Designation of Critical 
Habitat for  Seven Evolutionarily Significant Units of Pacific Salmon and Steelhead in California; Final Rule.” 
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29-2 Please refer to Response to Comment No. 4-1. 
 
29-3 The commentor makes reference to the MtBE groundwater contamination plume 

along the lower reach of the Santa Rosa Creek aquifer and questions whether the 
CCSD can restart its older Santa Rosa wells either following the ultimate cleanup of 
the contamination plume, or by additional treatment facilities.  Further questions are 
raised by the commentor on the status of an on-going groundwater remediation effort 
being performed along the northern flank of the Santa Rosa Creek well field and the 
availability of related MtBE data.  

 
In response to these questions, the MtBE data that the commentor requests can be 
found within status reports that Chevron’s consultant (Secor) provides to the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).  Such monitoring and status 
reporting is in compliance with the RWQCB’s Cleanup and Abatement Order No. 01-
022 and Monitoring and Reporting Program No. 97-79, as Revised June 16, 2004.   
The RWQCB is the prime regulatory agency in charge of regulating and monitoring 
the MtBE remediation effort.  The CCSD normally receives copies of these reports 
and can also make them available for review at its offices.  While researching this 
comment, a summary was found on the cited web site.  The full report was also 
found through searching the Federal Remediation Technologies Roundtable web 
site.  The treatment technology being used on the MtBE plume consists of a “high-
vacuum dual phase extraction system” and a groundwater treatment system.  The 
high-vacuum system essentially incinerates hydrocarbons that are sucked off of 
wells located within the plume area using vacuum pumps.  The groundwater 
treatment system treats water that is pumped from wells within the plume area with 
activated carbon.  

 
In response to questions on how this information can apply to the CCSD’s water 
supply planning, the CCSD does not have an estimate on the time for clean up to be 
abated.  However, it would not be uncommon for such clean up actions to take 
decades.  Due to such a long and protracted cleanup process, the CCSD decided it 
would be most prudent to turn off its existing Santa Rosa well field rather than risk 
pulling the MtBE plume further towards its wells and into the existing potable well 
aquifer.  An emergency well SR-4 was also constructed upstream from the plume 
area behind the Coast Union High School.  However, following start up of well SR-4 
during August of 2001, operating personnel had to shut down the emergency well 
during the late dry season to ensure it was not impacting listed species in the 
adjacent stream channel.  Although the emergency well system works fine while the 
creek is flowing, it is not viewed as a reliable source during the dry season due to 
this past history.  

 
Besides reliability during the dry season months, other reasons for pursuing 
seawater desalination include the fact that neither groundwater basin is adjudicated. 
Without adjudication, future agricultural operations could ultimately increase their 
water use by converting non-irrigated areas, such as rangeland, to vegetable or 
other irrigated crops.  This trend was previously described within USGS Report 98-
4061 (Yates and Van Konyenburg).  Such future riparian use is difficult to project, as 
well as outside of the CCSD’s immediate control.  Future increases in riparian 
demands on the aquifer, particularly during the summer dry season, could also 
jeopardize listed species residing in the downstream reaches of the creek and 



   
 Program Environmental Impact Report 

Cambria Community Services District Water Master Plan 
   

 
 

 
 
Final  July 2008 13-208 Comments and Responses 

lagoon.  The primary species of concern within the lower creek channel reaches and 
lagoon area is the tidewater goby, which is listed as endangered.  Other riparian 
species that are listed as threatened include the steelhead trout, southwestern pond 
turtle, and red-legged frogs.  Thus, beyond the more immediate concern of 
groundwater contamination, there are further considerations associated with future 
potential aquifer demands due to agricultural intensification as well as associated 
impacts to listed species.  These are among the reasons that the CCSD has chosen 
seawater desalination as the preferred long-term supple alternative, and has not 
included the Santa Rosa aquifer supply in its supply and demand calculations 
(please refer to Response to Comment No. 4-15). 

 
29-4 From review of the Water Master Plan documents and Program EIR, there was no 

statement “it is believed.”  Therefore, the commentor may actually be making 
reference to Chapter 4 of the CCSD’s adopted 2005 Urban Water Management Plan 
Update.  Within the 2005 UWMP, there is discussion on unaccounted water loss as 
well as future projections that show the 12 percent value found in 2005 being 
reduced to seven percent over the next 20 year period.  Unaccounted water can be 
attributed to distribution system leaks as well as meters that under-account for the 
actual amount of water being used by a customer.  (As water meters age, they tend 
to allow water through them without registering such use.)  To arrive at the percent of 
unaccounted water, the total for all water billed each year plus estimates for fire 
fighting and other incidental uses that may not be billed are summed.  This sum is 
then divided by the total volume of water actually produced at the San Simeon well 
field and emergency well SR-4.  The commentor recommends that the 12 percent 
water loss be corrected as a “priority project before desalination is considered.”  The 
CCSD does not agree with this logic due to the following points: 

 
1) Unaccounted water that is due to poor meters can continue to be consumed 

by customers regardless of meter accuracy and will therefore require 
production by the CCSD in meeting future demands.  

 
2) The total volume of the 12 percent of unaccounted water cited in the 2005 

UWMP is approximately 100 acre-feet per year.  Even if all the water meters 
read perfectly and not a drop of water leaked from the distribution system, 
this would not be enough water to meet the CCSD’s long-term water needs.  
Because there will always be a certain amount of unaccounted water due to 
aging pipes and meters, an acceptable industry goal is around 10 percent.  
With a 10 percent goal being achieved, the 100 acre-feet total would be 
reduced to around 80 acre-feet per year, leaving a 20 acre-foot net total 
improvement between meter replacements and leak repairs.  Per item 3 
below, the relatively low volume total for unaccounted water is not meant to 
imply the CCSD is doing nothing towards being more efficient in reducing its 
unaccounted water percentage.  

 
3) Since the 2005 UWMP was adopted, the CCSD has replaced all of its 

residential water meters.  Therefore, the CCSD has already made significant 
strides towards reducing its unaccounted water percentage.  However, 
reducing unaccounted water is an ongoing effort, and one that is in parallel 
with its efforts to develop a reliable long-term water supply project.  The 2007 
unaccounted water percentage following residential meter replacements was 
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around 9.4 percent, which indicates Cambria is now better than the 10-
percent goal cited by the U.S. EPA.     

 
4) As the existing distribution system continues to age, there will be future leaks 

to contend with, which will tend to offset the percent reduction gained by 
meter replacements.  Similarly, as the recently replaced meters age, they will 
need to be part of an ongoing replacement program or the unaccounted 
water percentage will creep upward in time.  The area is also subject to 
seismic activity, which tends to increase system leaks following ground 
movement. 

 
29-5 For a related discussion, please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 4-15, 26-4, and 

26-8. 
 
29-6 For a related discussion on water usage, please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 

4-15 and 26-4.  Tables 2-7 and 2-8 of the Task 4 Water Master Plan Report, 
Assessment of Long-Term Water Supply Alternatives, provide further details on 
summer water supply deficits.  The minimum storage need without allowing for any 
increase in current customer demand would be 306 acre-feet, which is found on 
Table 2-7 under Scenario 4 (i.e., 1.66 persons per household, no increase in unit 
demands, and with build out capped at 4650 residential units).  Storage reservoirs 
typically need three to five times that amount due to evaporative losses, long-term 
sediment accumulation, losses to the surrounding geological formation, carry-over 
storage for dry periods, downstream riparian water rights needs, riparian habitat 
needs, and so forth.  Therefore, without allowing for any increase in customer use 
demand, including no future change in demographics, a minimal seasonal storage 
volume requirement would be on the order of 918 to 1,530 acre-feet. 

 
29-7 The CCSD takes exception to the “loading the bases” inference made by the 

commentor on Page 4 of her comment letter.  Response to Comment Nos. 4-3, 4-13, 
9-48, 20-15, and 29-1 address the commentor’s assertions on reliability and 
environmental issues found on Page 5 of the commentor’s letter.  In response to the 
commentor’s assertions on environmental issues, please refer to Response to 
Comment No. 4-5, which further explains the data gathering purpose of the 
geotechnical investigation efforts at San Simeon State Park as supporting due 
diligence data gathering efforts in order to more clearly define alternatives that will be 
analyzed within a project-level EIR/EIS.  Response to Comment No. 4-3 also 
disputes the commentor’s assertion that desalination uses the highest amount of 
energy to produce water, as independent pipelines from the Nacimiento Reservoir 
were found to require greater pumping pressures than current desalination 
technology. 

  
At the bottom of Page 5 and through half of Page 6, the commentor further questions 
the use of photovoltaic energy to offset energy use by desalination while also citing 
reports by the World Wildlife Fund and Pacific Institute.  From review of the cited 
World Wildlife Fund report (Page 47), it was found that this report actually suggests 
using renewable power to minimize desalination impacts: “Plants are powered 
through renewable energy, purchase green energy or use ‘Gold Standard’ offsets for 
all their emissions.”  For Cambria’s situation, the California Solar Initiative (“CSI,” 
which became law in California during late 2006) provides direct economic incentives 
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to the CCSD while also addressing greenhouse gas emission concerns.  Under the 
CSI program, the CCSD will be able to receive net metering credit from a renewable 
power system, which will offset facility power consumption while also stabilizing long-
term power costs.  Besides the net metering credit reduction on future power bills, 
the CSI provides for performance based incentives that provide rebates tied to the 
renewable power system’s performance as well as the timing of when such a system 
would go into service.  In addition to the CSI, the passage of AB 946 (Krekorian) in 
2007 further allows net metering to occur from remotely located solar arrays.  The 
recent AB946 legislation provides the CCSD with greater flexibility on the location of 
renewable power facilities, as they would no longer need to be contiguous with the 
power load (i.e., the desalination facility).  With regard to the commentor’s cost 
discussion on “going into the business of running solar energy generation,” and 
related financing concerns, it is true that such a facility would represent a significant 
investment for the CCSD.  However, in researching this response to comments, it 
was conservatively estimated that an amount of about $2.3 to $1.3 million in 
performance payments could be received back from CSI performance incentives 
over a five year period3 to help offset the initial capital cost.  In addition to the CSI 
performance incentive program, there are various contracting alternatives available 
to the CCSD to construct a renewable power system.  For example, Government 
Code 5956 allows contracting strategies to include design, construction, operation, 
and financing, which could conceivably share some of the energy cost savings with a 
contractor should the CCSD not have adequate up front capital nor wish to operate 
such a system.  Unlike other capital cost items, solar power costs have actually gone 
down since the 2004 Kennedy/Jenks Task 4 Water Master Plan report was 
completed due to the advent of thin film solar technologies and the ramping up of 
solar manufacturing capacity.  The solar cost used in the 2004 Kennedy/Jenks report 
was roughly $9.10 per watt installed.  Current 2008 solar costs are around $5 to 
$5.50 per watt installed; with thin film manufacturers suggesting costs in the mid to 
low $2 per watt range becoming possible.  Reverse osmosis treatment process 
improvements have also lowered the total energy demand of desalination since the 
2004 K/J report was completed.  This is primarily due to the use of more efficient 
reverse osmosis membranes.  From review of the past report, an approximate 590 
KW system would have been required to offset the energy use for a desalination 
facility sized for 602 acre-feet capacity during the dry season.  Using more recent 
technology, this same facility would now be closer to 400 KW in size.4  Not 
discounting for any CSI incentives, the renewable power system costs have gone 
down in price from about $5.37 million ($9.1 x 590,000) using the 2004 report values, 
to around $2.2 million ($5.5 x 400,000) in 2008.   

 
In response to the commentor’s assertions under “Costs” at the bottom of Page 5 of 
her letter, the summary cost table that follows was developed showing each of the 
screened alternatives using data from the 2004 Kennedy/Jenks Task 4 WMP report.  
To ensure a fair comparison, this cost data does not include any reductions due to 
outside grant funding or the California Solar Initiative.  To help in understanding the 
ranking used, a 30-year present worth cost column cost was added, with each 

                                                        
3 Assumes CSI steps 6 through 10 incentive kwhr rate payments over a five year period beginning in 2011, 

397 kw solar system, and i=4% per year. 
 
4 This includes pumping water from a subterranean well system to the on-shore treatment facilities, and the 

reverse osmosis treatment system.  
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alternative producing 602 acre-feet of dry season capacity per year.  For comparison 
purposes, a line item was also added for a 602 acre-foot desalination facility, which 
was extrapolated in cost between the 600 gpm and 900 gpm  facilities shown in the 
earlier 2004 report (Note: 602 acre-ft per dry season is around 740 gpm).  In 
addition, the 30-year total present worth cost was divided by the total acre-feet of 
water produced by each alternative over its 30-year analysis period to arrive at a 
total cost per acre-foot.  Based on a 30-year present worth cost, recycled water 
alternative was lowest in price, followed by the two on-stream reservoirs (San 
Simeon Dam and Jack Creek Dam), then desalination, the Whale Rock Exchange 
alternatives, and lastly the independent Nacimiento pipeline alternatives.  After 
eliminating the in-stream dams due to their major environmental issues, desalination 
and the Whale Rock exchange alternatives were most competitive as potable water 
supplies.  However, the present worth cost for Whale Rock is around $3 million more 
than a comparably sized desalination project.  With the further addition of solar 
power to the desalination alternative, the variable O&M costs for desalination 
decrease by about 65-percent.   

 
Costs Based on 2004 Kennedy/Jenks Task 4 Water Master Plan Report 

 
Because the 2004 report data was based on a June 2002 20-city average ENR index 
of 6602, costs were updated to reflect the June 2008 20-city ENR index of 8185 in 
the following table.  For discussion and comparative purposes, the next table also 
included a 602 acre-foot Whale Rock Exchange alternative, which used a $25,000 
per acre-foot buy in fee for the exchange water that would come from the Nacimiento 
project along with a $500 per acre-foot purchase cost for the exchange water.  The 
aforementioned Nacimiento exchange water costs came from recent 
correspondence between the CCSD District Engineer and County staff familiar with 
the Nacimiento project.  The local distribution costs, which are likely too low, simply 
prorated the 700 AFA Whale Rock alternative cost downward by a factor of 0.86 (i.e., 
602/700).  The next table also added in the current cost for a renewable solar power 
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system at $5.50 per watt installed onto the adjusted capital cost for each desalination 
alternative shown.  The additional capital cost for solar power allowed reducing the 
variable O&M cost on each desalination alternative to reflect power savings.  Again, 
no further reduction in cost has been applied to the present worth analysis shown on 
each desalination alternative due to the California Solar Initiative performance offsets 
(which may range from about $1.3 to 2.3 million), as well as the additional local 
capital cost savings from the Federal Water Resource Development Act Funding 
(approximately $13.3 million).  In addition, no improvements in desalination energy 
efficiencies since the 2004 time frame were assumed for the desalination costs in 
these analyses.  In this second table, the rankings remain similar to the first with the 
exception of desalination becoming more competitive than recycled water on a cost 
per acre-foot basis.  The net present worth costs for the Whale Rock exchange 
alternative remain about $3 million higher than a comparably sized desalination 
project.  Using more current data for the purchase of Nacimiento replacement water 
under a 602 AFA Whale Rock Exchange alternative increases its upfront capital cost 
to approximately $19.1 million.  Besides the costs shown, the annual $500 per acre-
foot Nacimiento water purchase cost is subject to a take or pay contract provision.  
This provision would require the CCSD to purchase the 602 acre-feet each year 
regardless of whether it is actually used (for 602 AFA, this amounts to about 
$301,000 per year). 
 

Capital Costs Updated to June 2008 Basis 
(with solar power system costs Included with Desalination alternatives) 
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Exception is further made to the commentor’s assertions on Page 6 of her letter 
regarding the creation of nightmare scenarios due to costs, future service 
connections, and day-to-day maintenance.  Assuming no outside funding, the 
present worth cost analysis for desalination shows it to be approximately $1,233 per 
acre-foot for a 602 acre-foot per dry-season capacity system, which includes the cost 
for a solar power system (and also not including any reduction for CSI performance 
incentive credits).  In comparison, the current water rate paid (June 2008) by 
Cambrians is approximately $3.62 per 100 cubic feet for the first six units billed.  
After this amount, the tiered rate structure further increases the unit price.  The initial 
$3.62 per 100 cubic foot rate equates to about $1,577 acre-foot, which is about 28 
percent higher than the present worth desalination unit cost.  At an average 
residential bi-monthly consumption of twelve-100 cubic feet units, the CCSD water 
rate is $4.56 per 100 cubic feet, which equates to $1,986 per acre-feet.  Further, 
should the community ever be forced to use bottled water following an emergency, 
such cost would equate to about $869,0005 per acre-foot.   

 
The commentor further asserts that the CCSD (a non-profit agency) will be profiting 
from new water connections.  No proof is provided to support this statement.  
Questions regarding the sizing of the desalination system pipes are also raised that 
will be subject to a project-level EIR/EIS after alternatives are further defined.  From 
the preceding discussion, the CCSD takes further exception to the commentor’s 
assertion that desalination would result in the community being sold the most 
expensive water money can buy.   

 
The commentor further questions Funding Availability and suggests that other 
funding may be available for other alternatives.  The commentor therefore suggests 
eliminating the funding availability criteria from the comparison ranking found in 
Table 6 of the Task 4 WMP report.  While analyzing this comment, the funding 
availability ranking was eliminated, and the cost comparison ranking was adjusted to 
match the 2008 cost table rankings.  This resulted in a similar ranking to that found 
within the 2004 Kennedy/Jenks report, with demand management ranking the 
highest, recycled water being second, and desalination being third.  However, the 
smaller Whale Rock alternative was also very close to being tied with the smaller 
300-gpm-desalination project.  Similarly, the larger Whale Rock alternative was very 
close to being tied with the larger 900-gpm desalination alternative.  However, such 
ranking would ignore the approximately $30 million dollar present worth cost 
differential that would favor the larger desalination project when compared with the 
larger Whale Rock alternative.  While researching this question, it was also noted 
that a significant difference in cost for treatment facilities occurs between the two 
Whale Rock alternatives.  In particular, the 1000 AFA Whale Rock alternative 
estimated the treatment plant would cost approximately $7.3 million, while an 
alternative with 700 AFA estimated its water treatment plant cost at only $178,000.   
This significant difference in treatment plant costs suggests an error may have 
occurred in underestimating the 700 AFA Whale Rock alternative.  Regardless of this 
apparent error, a similarly sized desalination project was still approximately $3 million 
dollars less in present worth costs.  Any increase to the $178,000 treatment plant 
estimate for the 700 AFA Whale Rock alternative would consequently increase the 
$3 million present-worth cost differential when compared to desalination.    

                                                        
5 Estimated at an assumed discount rate of 50 cents per 12-ounce bottle of water.   
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With regard to the commentor’s assertions on funding, the District aggressively 
pursued funding for desalination primarily in response to a Water Code Section 350 
emergency water shortage declaration that has remained in effect since November 
of 2001.  As a result, $10.3 million in Federal Authorization was obtained from the 
Water Resource Development Act program.  In addition, another $3 million in local 
credit towards the 25-percent local match has since been obtained.  (No allowance 
for such outside funding was made in the preceding cost comparison tables and 
discussion.) 

 
29-8 The Warren reservoir alternatives were investigated and reported on during a public 

workshop by the CCSD on March 23, 2001.  Please refer to Response to Comment 
No. 9-48.  

 
With regards to comments questioning steelhead habitat locations, the one mile 
reported for steelhead habitat along the San Simeon Creek channel is for portions of 
the stream channel that are upstream from the Palmer Flats area, and downstream 
from a naturally occurring bolder field that blocks further upstream steelhead 
migration.  This particular reach of San Simeon Creek tends to flow year-round 
(perennially) and therefore provides habitat for young-of-the-year steelhead, which 
reside in the creek year-round.  Steiner Creek joins into San Simeon Creek near 
Palmer Flats, which is below the one-mile habitat reach mentioned for steelhead 
within the Water Master Plan, as well as downstream from the bolder field that blocks 
further migration along San Simeon Creek.  According to the historical background 
provided within a June 2007 report by D.W. Alley and Associates, Steiner Creek had 
not been studied since 1994.  The Alley report also notes a diversion existed 
downstream from a wetted section of Steiner Creek, which suggests certain 
connecting reaches to San Simeon Creek may have been dewatered.  The Alley 
report further mentions that anecdotal evidence exists from landowners that 
steelhead regularly migrate into Steiner Creek.  In addition, the 2005 Federal 
designation of critical steelhead habitat includes Steiner Creek.  

 
With regard to the commentor’s reference to the Stonebrook Ranch Dam alternative, 
this is another in-stream seasonal storage reservoir alternative that was studied 
within the Water Master Plan’s referenced 1991 Engineering Science report.  Similar 
environmental issues exist with the Stonebrook Ranch as with other in stream 
storage reservoir alternatives.  Most substantial of these is the proposed construction 
of a dam within a Federally designated critical habitat area for steelhead.  In addition, 
the environmental scientist commentary within the 1991 report included mention of 
tidewater gobies existing within the mouth of Villa Creek, which would be 
downstream from the proposed Stonebrook Ranch dam.  These are significant 
environmental issues and among the reasons this alternative was not carrier forward.   

 
With regard to the commentor’s reference to the Jack Creek Dam project, the Water 
Master Plan’s referenced 1991 Engineering Science report’s environmental scientists 
commentary noted that approximately 160 acres of undisturbed forested land and 
3.1 miles of stream channel would be lost.  The stream where this dam would be 
located also serves as steelhead habitat and is tributary to Salinas River system.   
Major water rights issues and environmental issues would therefore be encountered 
with this alternative.  In addition, the stored water would require pumping over the 
Santa Lucia mountain range drainage divide in order to enter the Santa Rosa Creek 



   
 Program Environmental Impact Report 

Cambria Community Services District Water Master Plan 
   

 
 

 
 
Final  July 2008 13-215 Comments and Responses 

watershed.  Such factors are significant and not “easily changed thru subjective 
criteria” per the commentor’s assertions on comment letter Page 9.  

 
 




