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November 9, 2010

Mr. Michael Draze, Project Manager
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760 Mattie Road
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SUBJECT: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Price Canyon

Planning Area General Plan Update, Sphere of Influence (SOI) Change, Annexation,

and Specific Plan

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed Draft Environmental Impact Report

(DEIR) for Price Canyon Planning Area General Plan update, SOi Change, Annexation, and Specific

Plan. This letter contains consolidated comments from County of San Luis Ofaispo's Land-Based

Departments including the Department of Planning and Building, the Department of Public Works,

General Services Agency - Parks and Recreation, and the Department of Agriculture/Weights and

Measures. Comments from each Department are included as attachments to the cover letter.

This letter focuses on regional land use and environmental concerns that may be in conflict with

County policy or result in environmental impacts to unincorporated lands. The County understands

that the City of Pismo Beach is likely to recirculate the DEIR with a refined project description and

given this underlying premise, the letter provides recommendations on the project description and

suggestions on refining <in>.\ modifying the environmental analysis and significance conclusions, as

they pertain to the County's interest.

As a global comment, the project's planning and environmental documents describe the intent to

have a Specific Plan prepared for the project; however, a Specific Plan was not available at the tiire of

the County's analysis, as such the project description and analysis are lacking some fundamental

project components. The availability of a Specific Plan would provide greater specificity on the

following project components: the allowable uses in each proposed land use category, a description

of the allowable uses and associated development standards, development landscape standards, trail

design and operation standards, and specifics about the water supply and slormwater control

infrastructure and design.
b*

Once you and your staff have had an opportunity to review the comments contained in this letter, the

County would welcome facilitating additional discussion amongst the Land-Based Departments

represented in this letter, if you would like to pursue further face-to-face discussions with the

County, the Department of Planning and Building can coordinate a meeting between City staff and

subject matter experts from the County. Please contact Chris Macek at (805) 781-570S or via email at

976 Osos Street, Room 300 • San Luis Obispo • California 93408 ■ (805) 781-560C

email planning@co.slo.ca.us ■ fax. (805) 781-1242 • website http//www.sloplanning.oig



cmacek'fe'co.sio.ca.us to schedule a meeting at your convenience.

Thank you for your consideration of the County's comments and we look forward to working with

you and your staff.

JASON H. GIFFEN, Director

Department of Planning and Building

cc: David Foote, FIRMA

Jon Biggs, City of Pismo Beach Community Development Director

Glenn Marshall, County Development Services Engineer

Michael Isensee, County Agriculture Department

Elizabeth Kavanaugh, County Parks

Attachments

A. Department of Planning and Building Comments

B- Department of Public Works Comments

C. General Servdes Ageny, Parks and Recreation Comments

D. Department of Agriculture/Weights and Measures Comments
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ATTACHMENT A

Department of Planning and Building Comments

The County General Plan (Framework for Planning, Chapter 4, Public Service Considerations) states

that expansion of Spheres of Influence should address a number of criteria for expanding urban and

village reserve lines. Among those criteria are the Planning Principles and Policies that encourage

strategic growth. In our review of the DEIR, the proposed project is inconsistent with County

strategic growth principles and the DEIR does not adequately address potential environmental

impacts associated with the proposed project. A number of these concerns are discussed in the

following pages.

The DEIR considers future development scenarios that are conceptual and suggests the allowance for

relocation of residential development potential between neighborhoods of similar land uses (Project

Description, page 1-54). Based on similar issues identified throughout the document, the proposal is

not specific enough to determine the impacts of numerous issue areas (i.e. aesthetics, agriculture,

biological resources, etc.); therefore, the level of impact after mitigation is uncertain.

Specific concerns are identified in the following comments:

A. Project Description completeness - The project description is lacking detail and does not provide

standards to ensure the development of densities discussed in the project description. Details

associated with major infrastructure components of the project such as water service, wastewater

upgrades, and road improvements are not provided in the document. The project's lack of

specificity precludes an analysis of the "whole of the action" and in lieu of a Specific Plan to

address the above concerns, a complete, accurate evaluation of the project's potentially significant

environmental impacts has not occurred. It is recommended that the project description either (1)

be revised to only include a programmatic analysis for the SOI and Annexation; or (2) be

enhanced to include a complete project level analysis with a draft Specific Plan. As currently

presented and written, the DEIR does not fit a programmatic or project level EIR model and

should be revised to fit one or the other.

B. Phasing plan/ strategic growth - The phasing plan shows Spanish Springs North to be developed

in Phase One. This property is located the furthest from the city limits and is not initially

proposed to utilize urban services (i.e. sewer service), unless septic is determined to be infeasible

(Project Description, page 1-17). Since sewer service may be provided to this area (depending on

soil conditions), growth inducing impacts and other potential impacts should be evaluated with

the assumption that sewer service will be provided to this area. If these impacts are not evaluated

at this time, but are contemplated in the proposed project, they must be addressed now and not

deferred to some indefinite time in the future.

The proposed phasing plan represents leapfrog development, which is inconsistent with County

Planning Principle 2 (Framework for Planning). The intent of this principle aims to phase urban

development in a compact manner, first using vacant or underutilized "infill" parcels and lands

next to or near existing development. The Spanish Springs North property's proposed rural

development (lacking urban services) should be reconsidered, as part of the proposed project.

Removing this portion of the project from the proposal would likely result in less impacts

throughout the document. Development of project phases adjacent to the city limits and in a more
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compact manor would be more appropriate and consistent with County planning principles and

policies.

C. Compact design and walkable communities - The proposed project does not include compact

building design. The proposed overall density of approximately one dwelling unit per acre is not

consistent with County goals to support transit oriented development and walkable communities.

The proposed project would change the character of the area and include large lot development

throughout the project area. While the proposed preservation of open space and agricultural

lands are favorable, the overall project design proposes a traditional parcelization that is

inconsistent the County's strategic growth principles.

It is foreseeable that there will be additional impacts associated with the lack of head-of-

household jobs in a low density development requiring longer commutes to existing employment

centers. The project's expansive design layout and foucs on service related jobs may include

possible associated air quality, traffic and circulation, and noise impacts to surrounding

neighborhoods. These impacts may be reduced by providing an improved jobs/housing balance

through more head-of-household jobs, as suggested below in Section G.2.

D. Water - The DEIR identifies numerous proposed water sources for the proposed project including

groundwater (from multiple aquifers), reclaimed water from the Price Canyon oil field and the

city wastewater facility, and water from the State Water Project (to be obtained from the County

or other purveyor sometime in the future). The DEIR does not appear to have adequate

information about the timing and availability of water resources for purpose of evaluation under

CEQA. The proposed water supplies would not be considered an "adequate, reliable, and

sustainable" water supply and would be considered paper water at this time.

For projects that propose over 500 units, SB 610 requires that each source of water be verified as to

its availability and reliability. The assessment must cover a 20-year projection of water demand

and supply, in addition to existing and planned future uses. The contents of the DEIR and

Technical Appendices do not appear meet the requirements of SB 610. For example, as noted on

page 26 of the Groundwater Supply Assessment, "77k PXP produced water is not considered a

reliable, sustainable permanent, long-term supply since at some future time (suggested by Ms. Salway to be

within 15 years) petroleum extraction, and hence the produced water will gradually decline and cease." As

discussed above, required infrastructure associated with delivery of the proposed reclaimed water

does not appear to be analyzed in the DEIR.

As required by SB 610, for a new source of water to be considered, the water supply assessment

must document that the water purveyor has secured water rights, can obtain capital funding for

infrastructure and can identify and secure the required regulatory approvals. These tasks appear

to be pending, based on the outcome of the annexation request and other required negotiations. A

water assessment that meets the requirements of SB 610 should be completed to ensure that an

"adequate, reliable, and sustainable" water supply is available for this project. Furthermore, it is

recommended that legitimate water supply be identified through a comprehensive SB610 analysis

as the project's first procedural priority. In lieu of an "adequate, reliable, and sustainable" water

supply the project's proposed density is inconsistent with the water supply.
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To use one source of water identified in the DEIR (PXP produced water), additional steps would

be required as noted below.

Note: The approval of the Plains Exploration and Production conditional use permit

(condition # 28) required the following: Future connection to a water treatment facility or

construction ofwater transmission lines for off-site use requires either an amendment of this conditional

use permit or the approval ofa new conditional use permit. Additional noticing shall be provided to tlie

parcels shown on Attachment 6. Tliis condition is not intended and shall not affect tlie applicant's

(PXP) ability to discharge treated produced water into Pismo Creek consistent with tlie terms of this

permit and the required NPDES permit.

E. Aesthetics / landform alterations and grading - Development will be allowed within the Price

Canyon Visual Corridor according to the DEIR. As stated on page 1-19 of the DEIR, "Development

within tlie overlay zone shall be subject to concise Specific Plan development and design principles..." but

these standards are not defined, since a Specific Plan has not been developed. The DEIR does not

appear to have adequate and/or specific information regarding potential aesthetic impacts that

may result from future development.

Based on the visual analysis prepared in the DEIR (including pylon placements), it appears that

project components have the potential to silhouette against the skyline as viewed from numerous

public vantage points and change the character of the Price Canyon area. Night lighting impacts

are also potentially significant due to the rural character of the area. It appears measures to

reduce lighting impacts associated with street improvements are provided by the DEIR, but no

discussion of lighting impacts and mitigation measures for individual residences are present.

Grading activities associated with road improvements and other future development has the

potential to result in large cut and fill slopes from various public viewing areas. The proposed

design guidelines discuss limiting the height of visible cuts and fill slopes to less than 10 feet but

there does not appear to be a limitation to cut and fill slopes associated with road construction

activities. At this time, it is likely that the project may have potentially significant visual impacts,

especially given the lack of specificity in the project description.

F. Biological Impacts (wildlife corridors and habitat loss) - Large areas of foraging habitat will be

impacted by the proposed project including areas that have the potential to support sensitive

plant species. These areas along with the Pismo Creek riparian corridor are important wildlife

corridors and provide general habitat for various ground-dwelling and semi-aquatic wildlife

species. Identified impacts to various habitats within the project area include but are not limited

to: 72% of the habitat for Pismo Clarkia, 75% of native grasslands, 48% of non-native grasslands,

27+% of oak woodlands, and approximately 60 acres of encroachment into riparian setbacks.

Based upon the significance criteria found in the DEIR (Biological Resources, page rV-C49/C50), it

would appear that these impacts may be significant and unmitigated (Class I), yet they have been

classified differently in the DEIR. These are important resources and must be adequately

evaluated.

G. Reasonable range of alternatives - The DEIR does not evaluate a reasonable range of alternative

as required by Section 15126.6 of the CEQA guidelines. Additional alternatives that would meet

the project objectives as well as County Principles and Policies discussed above may include but

are not limited to the following:
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1. Increased densities near the existing city boundaries. This alternative has the potential to

reduce aesthetic impacts, air quality impacts, traffic and circulation impacts, biological

impacts, and noise impacts, while providing affordable housing by design (being located

closer to existing infrastructure and services with smaller lots sizes).

2. Provide a range of job opportunities close to existing services and development (such as

commercial service uses and offices) to provide opportunities for head-of-household jobs.

This alternative has the potential to reduce aesthetic impacts, air quality impacts, traffic and

circulation impacts, noise impacts, etc.

These example alternatives would more closely reflect County General Plan criterion for proposed

urban expansion.

H. Feasible Mitigation Measures - It does not appear the DEIR has evaluated a full range of feasible

mitigation measures for the identified significant impacts. If overriding findings are to be made

for Class I impacts, those findings must be accompanied by all feasible mitigation measures to

reduce the identified impacts.

Price Canyon General Plan Update, SOI Change, Annexation, and Specific Plan Program DEIR Page 6 of 23



ATTACHMENT B

Department of Public Works Comments

The DEIR has been reviewed by several divisions of Public Works, and the following represents their

consolidated response. The following information should be addressed in the Specific Plan to clarify

future County requirements with respect to project connection to County maintained roadways:

A. Price Canyon Road:

1. We have limited comments on the connection of the proposed planning area streets to Price

Canyon Road under the assumption that the City of Pismo Beach will be annexing Price

Canyon Road from the existing city limits to the most northeasterly edge of the planning area

boundary. Thus the City will be the permit authority of these future intersections. If the

annexation does not occur than all connections to Price Canyon Road shall be subject to

County encroachment permit conditions. The PCSP should make it clear that the City will be

annexing all of Price Canyon Road within the project limits.

2. Under a Fairshare quick analysis; projected ADT in 2030 for Price Canyon Road is 15,000.

With approximately 9,000 current trips, that would assign about 6,000 additional ADT. With

correcting for trip distribution from project, it appears about half the future trips would come

from the project. Currently, Price Canyon Road from Ormonde to Route 277 has limited

shoulders/width and would be a major emphasis for widening in order to support this traffic.

The PCSP should provide widening (shoulder improvement) mitigation to this stretch of Price

Canyon Road.

3. While SLOCOG has listed widening of Price Canyon Road in the Regional Transportation

Plan, there is only $ 3.4 million actually programmed to accomplish widening. There is

insufficient funding to widen the roadway with standard shoulders, let alone funding Price

Canyon Road, or Route 227 to a converted, four lane facility.

4. Unless it was in an appendix; we did not see the volumes and timing needed to make the left

turn lane improvements on Price Canyon Road at the new inland arterial intersection. The

same being true for the traffic signal installation. A discussion of the warrant analysis

connected with phase demand should be provided and improvements to Price Canyon Road

should be constructed sooner rather than later as construction traffic will proceed residential

demand.

5. To minimize side streets connections to Price Canyon Road, the County does not support the

proposed Q Street connection.

B. Ormonde Road:

1. Since the proposed Road A connection to Ormonde Road is outside the annexation limits an

encroachment permit from the County will be required for this work. It is reasonable to

anticipate that issuance of a future encroachment permit for this connection will require

improvements to the Ormonde Road at Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) crossing as

recommended by UPRR (see page V-D56), and Ormonde Road at Price Canyon Road.

2. Unless it was in an appendix; we did not see the volumes and timing needed to make the left
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turn lane improvements on Price Canyon Road at Ormonde Road. Same is true for the traffic

signal installation. A warrant analysis connected to phase demand should be provided.

Furthermore, the improvements should be built sooner rather than later, as construction traffic

will precede the residential demand.

C. Vetter Lane:

1. The proposed emergency access connection to Vetter Lane is outside the annexation limits and

an encroachment permit from the County will be required for this work. It is reasonable to

anticipate that issuance of a future encroachment permit for this connection may require

additional improvements.

D. Inland Arterial:

1. The proposed connection of the Inland Arterial to Oak Park Boulevard is outside the proposed

annexation limits and an encroachment permit from the County will be required for this work.

It is reasonable to assume the point of connection will require additional traffic evaluation for

location, sight distance, proximity to existing intersections and warrant analysis.

E. Infrastructure Finance:

1. Fair share payment into a regional traffic impact fee program does not mitigate as well as

improvements in-place. Recommend that PCSP require development and approval of an

infrastructure funding mechanism; phasing plan for installation of the funded improvements;

and require completion of the necessary improvements prior to occupancy. As a

recommended alternative to a fee program the City may consider adopting a reimbursement

ordinance such that approved development be responsible construct the full phased

improvements then be "fair-share" reimbursed as future development is approved.

F. State Water Uncertainties:

1. As a "permanent transfer" from another State Water Contractor (which would be the case if an

agreement between Carpentaria and Pismo Beach were to occur) the actual transfer would be

between the Santa Barbara County Flood Control District and San Luis Obispo (SLO) County

Flood Control District, because the Districts are the State Water Contractors (Pismo Beach and

Carpentaria are subcontractors of each). Due to the existing contracts with the State this

option is not simply by agreement of Pismo Beach and Carpentaria. It would take numerous

multi-agency agreements.

2. As an increase in Pismo Beach's current State Water allocation from SLO Flood Control, which

is possible, but until the Master Water Plan and a public process associated with State Water

has been addressed this option has numerous uncertainties.

Mitigation Comments:

G. MM TC-1;

1. States that development will complete the necessary traffic study which will allow for a

regional traffic impact fee. We have no consensus at this point that such a fee will be enacted.

This would require a Memorandum of Understanding between the City of Pismo Beach, City

of Arroyo Grande, the County, and SLOCOG to define the study and commitment towards

assuring the fee is put into place before this is considered an acceptable mitigation.
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2. Some of the improvement to be identified in the future regional traffic study, such as left turn

lanes and frontage improvements, should not be a prorated share from the new development,

but instead would need to be a clear condition of development to move forward. The report

will need to identify project specific impacts versus regional impacts.

3. The report will need to identify when the improvements must be in-place to adequately

mitigate for the development.

H. MM TC-2;

1. Mitigation is to pay a regional traffic impact fee, but one does not currently exist. The

mitigation should also include the design and implementation of the regional fee, together

with optional funding mechanisms, such as a reimbursement agreement.

2. On the ground improvements should be in-place prior to occupancy. Traffic impact fee

financing should include reimbursement such that development constructs the improvements

then is reimbursed by future development through the fee program.

I. MM TC-3;

1. If the Inland Arterial connects to the County maintained portion of Oak Park Blvd then under

the encroachment permit provisions a HDM 405.7 intersection and center left turn lane may be

required based on the results of a traffic study required prior to permit issuance.

2. See also comments HI & H2 above.

J. MMTC-4;

1. See comments G1-G3 above.

K. MM TC-5;

1. See comments G1-G3 above.

L. MM TC-6;

1. The mitigation needs to extend the entire length of Price Canyon Road to SR 227 (offsite

improvements). Together with right-of-way acquisition, the mitigation should include offsite

road widening improvements, center left turn lanes at each intersection and driveway and

bike lanes. This section of Price Canyon Road should either be included in the road impact fee

or constructed as a condition of the development.

2. Securing ROW is not mitigation, but rather construction of the widening improvements is and

the ROW is required for the improvements.

M. MMTC-7;

1. Securing ROW is not mitigation, but rather construction of the improvements is and the ROW

is required for the improvements.

2. Construction of full intersection improvements in accordance with HDM 405.7 is

recommended.
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3. Placement of a stop sign is not a mitigation, ifs a traffic control requirement based on warrant

analysis.

Specific Comments:

No

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

DEIR Ref

Map 1-2

Map 1-3

Map 1-11

Map 1-8

Map 1-17

Map 1-18

V-D23

Map 1-9

Map 1-15

Fig 1-3

Fig 1-4

Table 1-14

Table V-

D.4

Table V-

D.7

Pg V-D4

Comment

Portions of Price Canyon Rd adjacent to the "Wilde" property appear to be

excluded from the annexation limits. The entire width and length of Price

Canyon Rd from the city boundary northeasterly to planning area boundary

must be part of the annexation.

a. Vetter Lane (#2106) should be identified as "emergency access"

b. Public Works does not support the proposed Ormonde Road connection

without improvements to the Ormonde Road at UPRR crossing.

This map designates Ormonde Road under UPRR as a multiuse path however

there is not sufficient width to accommodate such designation.

The access driveway appears to close to the intersection of Price Canyon Road

and Inland Arterial.

Recommend adding pedestrian sidewalk or path to the road section to keep

^pedestrians from walking within the travel lanes.

Recommend 10-foot wide travel lanes in accordance with Cal Fire minimum

standards given that the project is in a high to very high fire risk area.

It is unclear when the Price Canyon Road widening improvements will be

constructed but assumed that Spanish Springs (North & South) and Big Bird are

the main fronting properties and as such will be paying for these

improvements. Consider a reimbursement agreement for Price Canyon Road

widening improvements be a recommended condition of approval?

Under ATE's methodology (footnote 8), they are using 2002 Florida DOT

standards for determining LOS on two lane highways. The LOS must be based

on Highway Design Manual methods for percent time following. For a facility

like Price Canyon Road, this would likely reflect current operation of LOS but

coming close to LOS D.

Trip distribution, the Job centers should reflect a much greater percentage

towards San Luis Obispo. Currently, only 16% is assigned to Price Canyon

Road and Route 227; 21% assigned onto northbound Route 101. There is no

practical destination for them on Route 101 north outside of San Luis Obispo

and these trips would made and should be assigned on Price Canyon

Road/Route 227. Therefore a distribution of at least 30% should be on this

pathway.

Given that distribution of trips, project traffic on price Canyon Road would

likely double from 1,500 ADT to 3,000 ADT.

C-3: The County's 20-year projected Price Canyon Road section is 12-foot

lanes with 8-foot paved shoulders and a 12-foot center left turn lanes at each

intersection and driveway.
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No

11.

12.

13.

14.

DEIR Ref

Pg V-D52

Pg V-D53

Pg V-D55

Pg V-D57

Comment

Need for a Dual left turn lane on Price Canyon Road would seem evident from

early phases of work. This should be shown in graph to determine when this

would be initiated.

Price Canyon Road/Ormonde Road: The county has no plans to widen Price

Canyon Road to 4 lanes as indicated in the assumption. The PCSP needs to

revise the traffic study outside the project area to address this comment and if

there is a project specific impact development needs to widen Price Canyon

Road northerly to SR 227.

Fig V-D.l identifies Ormonde Road as having an existing ADT of 500 which

contradicts the 250 ADT stated in the text.

Development "fairshare" could also be made via establishing a Mello-Roos

District to fund the access issues for Price Canyon Road and access issues.

Alternative type of funding such as sales tax revenue or regional fees are not in

place in the foreseeable future. Moreover, they would likely be put towards

existing capacity deficiencies of 201 not those new capacity problems created by

cumulative growth such as this specific plan. City of SLO as part of their Orcutt

Road Specific Plan included a "Finance Plan" which included the establishment

of the necessary fees to implement.
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ATTACHMENT C

General Services Agency, Parks and Recreation Comments

The DEIR has been reviewed by Parks and Recreation and their comments are listed below:

A. It is not clear from the contents of the DEIR if this development project intends to place or build

a trail along the Historic Juan Bautista De Anza trail alignment adjacent to Price Canyon Road.

This site is located within this important trail corridor.

B. There is no evaluation or discussion of what parkland / recreation thresholds were met or not

met. Please provide an evaluation of this issue in the FEIR.
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ATTACHMENT D

Department of Agriculture/Weights and Measures Comments

The DEIR has been reviewed by the Agricultural Commissioner's office and their comments are listed

below:

The Department does not concur that the proposed mitigations result in less than significant impacts

to agricultural resources or operations. Specifically the Department finds that the proposed

annexation of over 1,700 acres of rural agricultural land and the future development of a mix of

residential, recreational, and visitor uses on 750 acres of the site, in a manner which spreads these

uses throughout the site, and coupled with associated necessary infrastructure (including roads,

improved trails, unimproved trails, water, wastewater, stormwater, and proposed recharge program)

would:

• convert a significant quantity of productive rangeland including 34 acres of Farmland of

Statewide Importance (Soil Unit 102) to non-agricultural use and preclude future agricultural

uses (indirect conversion) by placing prime agricultural lands and other important

agricultural lands in proposed future City Open Space, Rural Residential and Public Facility land

use designations,

• create incompatibilities by locating non-agricultural uses proximate to agricultural uses

without adequate distance separation and other measures to ensure compatibility, and

• create as many as fifteen separate agricultural parcels on 480 acres of the site proposed for an

Agriculture designation, interspersing this land use category with non-agricultural

development. It appears that many of these parcels would consist of inadequate land and

water resources to remain as sustainable independent agricultural parcels.

Each of these appears to have potential significant impacts that are not adequately addressed in the

DEIR.

Further, there is not adequate information regarding agricultural water use and allowable uses in the

proposed Agriculture zone. Thus, it is not possible to determine if the proposed level of future

agricultural water use, 0.5 acre feet per acre per year, is adequate. It is also not possible to determine if

limitations on uses in a proposed new City Agriculture zone will adequately protect agricultural

resources for future crop production and grazing, or if the proposed protection through easements of

certain lands designated for agricultural use will adequately limit non-agricultural uses in these areas.

A. Soils - The property consists of fourteen different soil units as classified by the Natural Resources

Conservation Service (NRCS). The County has utilized NRCS soils information including soil

capability classification, farmland classification, forage production, and slope, in addition to

generalized crop use, in order to create a list of Important Agricultural Soils in its recently

adopted Conservation and Open Space Element (COSE). According to the County definitions of

important agricultural soils found in the COSE, the following are the highest quality soils on the

site for agricultural use.
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Soil

Type

102

111

135

139

193

Acres

Important Agricultural Soils of San Luis Obispo County

Prime

Farmland

X

X

X

119

Farmland of

Statewide

Importance

X

34

Other

Important

Soils

X

79

Highly

Productive

Rangeland Soils

X

X

X

119

Total

Site

Acres

34

19

75

25

79

232

Thus, approximately thirteen percent of the 1,701 acre site consists of the identified important

agricultural soils. As with most rangeland and vineyard sites, the tapestry of soils and native

vegetation on the site creates both opportunities and constraints to agricultural uses. The long

history of dairying and livestock use on the site attests to its agricultural value. The applicant's

information about the number of head of cattle which graze on the site, 250 (pg. IV-B17), show

that the site provides ample forage for a substantial number of cattle and is representative of the

high quality rangeland generally found in the County's coastal hills. The recent establishment of

vineyards shows a continuing evolution in agricultural use.

B. Groundwater - According to the DEIR (pg. V-A17), on-site groundwater can reliably and

sustainably provide 120 acre feet per year (AFY), with 50 AFY from the discrete Indian Knob

aquifer (pg. V-B15, however pg. V-A30 recommends relying on no more than 40 AFY) and 70 AFY

from alluvium. From information provided in the document, current groundwater extraction

from Indian Knob is potentially not sustainable and groundwater extraction from alluvial

groundwater must be carefully monitored and managed to ensure it does not adversely impact in-

stream flows.

Current water resources on the site may not be sufficient to maintain the existing 124 acres of

vineyard. Based upon information provided in the Groundwater Resources section (pg. V-A27),

recent ("the past couple of years") irrigated agricultural use has averaged 175 AF/YR, or 1.41 acre

feet per acre (AF/ac) per year. However, the DEIR text also refers to the consumption of 75 AF

year (pg. V-A21), or 0.6 AF/ac per year. Various conclusory statements in the document suggest

that irrigated uses on the site can be sustained with only 0.5 AF/ac/yr. The only information

provided to substantiate such a figure is reference to a memo about vineyard irrigation demand in

Edna Valley (pg. V-B13). However, no details were provided in the DEIR or the referenced memo

to substantiate that this level of water use is appropriate on the project site. Actual water use

generally relates to a grower's marketing coupled with vineyard spacing, varietal, rootstock,

irrigation system efficiency, soil type and precipitation on the site. Actual water use associated

with the vineyards on the project site appears to be substantially higher and would be the more

appropriate conservation figure to utilize for purposes of environmental review.

C. EIR analysis (Impacts and Mitigation)

The Department disagrees with a number of the DEIR conclusions regarding agricultural

resources.
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