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LETTER CODE:  F-1 
 
COMMENTOR:  United States Department of the Army 
 
DATE:   February 6, 2009 
 
 
RESPONSE F-1-1: 
 
The comment states that the although the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) found that the 
proposed project would result in a Class I significant adverse unavoidable impact related to the 
Development project site’s proximity to Camp Roberts, this conclusion does not adequately protect 
the mission of the California National Guard at Camp Roberts and that the DEIR should have 
contained information related to the impact of new growth on military readiness activities carried out 
on the Camp as required by the California Complete Streets Act of 2008 (Assembly Bill [AB] 1358). 
DEIR Section 4.1, Land Use, contains a discussion of the potential impacts of the proposed project on 
Camp Roberts, including those related to habitat for the San Joaquin kit fox and the curtailment of 
military mission activities. 
 
Specific potential impacts to Camp Roberts discussed in Section 4.1 include possible increased 
security risks from trespassers, noise impacts/complaints from new residents, and new sources of 
night lighting. As discussed on pp 4.1-25–4.1-27, each of these individual potential impacts could 
lead to the curtailment of military readiness or training activities and impact the California National 
Guard’s Mission at Camp Roberts, thereby resulting in a significant unavoidable project impact. In 
addition, as discussed on p. 4.1-31, the potential land use compatibility impacts stemming from the 
Development project site’s proximity to an active military installation in conjunction with that of 
other development projects to the north and south of the base, and increasing pressure to develop 
these areas, would result in a cumulatively significant impact related to land use compatibility.  
 
Although implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.1.2 would inform potential residents of possible 
land use compatibility impacts between Camp Roberts and residential uses, it would not reduce 
potential compatibility issues (including those related to habitat for the San Joaquin kit fox and the 
curtailment of military mission activities) to a less than significant level. The DEIR meets the basic 
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as it informs governmental 
decision-makers and the public about the potential significant environmental effects of proposed 
activities (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15002). The DEIR also considered alternatives that would 
locate proposed development farther from Camp Roberts; analysis of the Expanded Urban Reserve 
Line (URL) Alternative (Alternative 7) showed a reduction in the significance of potential impacts 
related to land use compatibility with Camp Roberts.  
 
Therefore, the DEIR did contain information on the impact of new growth on military readiness 
activities carried out on Camp Roberts and, in compliance with the Complete Streets Act of 2008, 
County decision-makers will consider those impacts when they consider adoption of the 
environmental document and make a decision on the proposed project. Consistent with the 
requirements of CEQA, the DEIR disclosed potential project and cumulative impacts and found that 
proposed mitigation would not reduce impacts below a level of significance. The County concluded 
that the proposed project would have a significant adverse project and cumulative impact related to 
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land use compatibility with Camp Roberts and that the project may impact military operations on the 
Camp. 
 
 
RESPONSE F-1-2: 
 
The comment states that approval of the proposed project could severely undermine the ability of the 
California National Guard to carry out its training and readiness mission, and the proposed mitigation 
would not diminish the land use incompatibility impacts or other conflicts associated with the project. 
This statement is consistent with the information and analysis presented in the DEIR. Please refer to 
Response F-1-1.  
 
 
RESPONSE F-1-3: 
 
The comment states that the proposed project represents an increased security risk to Camp Roberts 
that may require substantial enhancement of security infrastructure which, in turn, may exacerbate 
potential land use impacts. This statement is consistent with the information and analysis presented in 
the DEIR. Please refer to Response F-1-1. 
 
 
RESPONSE F-1-4: 
 
The comment states that the DEIR does not adequately address the impact of the future completion of 
the Mission Street/US 101 interchange (South Camp Roberts Over Head), including complaints from 
residents to the County Board of Supervisors from residents unable to readily access their property 
during construction closures. The project does not propose any improvements to the interchange that 
would close the interchange or hinder access to nearby property owners. The improvements proposed 
by the project would be within Caltrans right-of-way, but would not affect the operation of the 
US 101 ramps. There are no other planned or funded future improvements to the South Camp Roberts 
Over Head. 
 
 
RESPONSE F-1-5: 
 
The comment states that the impact of the proposed project on the San Joaquin kit fox (a Class I 
significant adverse unavoidable impact) will put more pressure on Camp Roberts’ remaining kit fox 
habitat and may lead to an increase in regulations governing military activities on Camp Roberts. This 
statement is consistent with the information and analysis presented in the DEIR (p. 4.1-26). Please 
refer to Response F-1-1. 
 
 
RESPONSE F-1-6: 
 
The comment states that the proposed project would create a significant barrier to San Joaquin kit fox 
mitigation and likely preclude the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) from issuing a 
2081 incidental take permit. This statement is consistent with the information and analysis presented 
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in the DEIR. The DEIR states that County approval of the project with overriding considerations 
related to Class I/significant adverse impacts on biological resources, specifically San Joaquin kit fox, 
would preclude CDFG from issuing a 2081 (take) permit on the proposed project. Under those 
circumstances, CDFG would not be able to make its findings since the project would not meet the 
California Endangered Species Act (CESA) issuance criteria of “minimize” and “fully mitigate” for 
impacts of the proposed take. The applicant could propose a modified project that would allow CDFG 
to make its findings (less than significant), or an alternative to the proposed project could be analyzed 
in an EIR that would meet CESA’s issuance criteria for the 2081 permit. Refer to Section 4.6, 
Biological Resources, for additional information regarding impacts to the San Joaquin kit fox. Refer 
to Chapter 5.0 for a discussion of Alternative 5, which would reduce or minimize significant adverse 
impacts of the proposed project to San Joaquin kit fox.  
 
 
RESPONSE F-1-7: 
 
This comment introduces the Department of the Army’s comments on the cultural and 
paleontological resources section of the DEIR. No further response is necessary. 
 
 
RESPONSE F-1-8: 
 
The commentor states that more recent work has been conducted in proximity (within 0.25 mile [mi]) 
of the project area in Camp Roberts that is applicable to this project. The commentor does not identify 
the “recent work” that is applicable to the project.  
 
To identify the baseline conditions for cultural resources within the project area, a records search was 
conducted for the project area and a 0.25 mi radius at the Central Coast Information Center (CCIC) of 
the California Historical Resources Information System, University of California, Santa Barbara, on 
May 16, 2007. (The CCIC, an affiliate of the State of California Office of Historic Preservation, is the 
official State repository of cultural resources records and reports for San Luis Obispo County.) All 
previous cultural resources studies that are on file at the CCIC as of the date of the records search and 
that include all or a portion of the Development site or off-site project components are identified in 
the Cultural Resources chapter of the DEIR and the associated technical study. 
 
 
RESPONSE F-1-9: 
 
The commentor states that the three recorded archaeological sites within 0.25 mi of the project should 
be referenced. References for these three sites (CA-SLO-505, CA-SLO-1271, and CA-SLO-2004) 
have been added to the cultural resources technical study, which is provided in Appendix G of the 
FEIR. This additional information does not alter the conclusions of the DEIR regarding potential 
project impacts to cultural resources.  
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RESPONSE F-1-10: 
 
The commentor states that the San Luis Obispo County Archaeological Society (Society) and 
Northern San Luis Obispo County Historical Museum and Societies (Museum) should have been 
contacted through consultation. During preparation of the cultural resources analysis for the DEIR, 
consultation was conducted with the San Luis Obispo County Historical Society, Mission San 
Miguel, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), and local Native American 
representatives. The DEIR public review period was widely advertised by the County, hard copies of 
the DEIR were distributed to public libraries throughout the County, and an electronic version is 
available on the internet at: http://www.lsa-assoc.com/SanMiguelRanchDEIR/home.htm. Members of 
the public, including the Society and Museum, had a 60-day opportunity to comment on the DEIR to 
express any concerns or provide information regarding the project. Neither the Society nor Museum 
has provided comments on the DEIR to date. 
 
 
RESPONSE F-1-11: 
 
The commentor states that the Prehistoric Setting is antiquated and not germane to the project area 
and that, contrary to statements in the DEIR, the Camp Roberts/San Miguel area is the most 
thoroughly researched area in the interior of San Luis Obispo County. The commentor also notes that 
the Breschini and Haversat reference is thirty years old and should not be used to summarize local 
prehistory. 
 
The Prehistoric Setting statements made in the DEIR are consistent with the Integrated Cultural 
Resources Management Plan, prepared for the California Army National Guard (Jones & Stokes 
2004:3–4), which states, “Although much previous archaeological research has been conducted along 
the central California coast…comparatively little research has been conducted in the adjacent interior 
region of which Camp Roberts…is located.” It is acknowledged, however, that based on recent 
research, the statement made in the DEIR, “Little is known about the prehistory of the San Miguel 
area,” may be in error and has been removed.  
 
Contrary to the commentor’s statement of the Prehistoric Setting section being antiquated, the cultural 
periods identified in the Prehistoric Setting section of the DEIR constitute the latest cultural 
chronology for the area identified in the current literature on the region’s prehistoric archaeology 
(Jones et al. 2007:134). References to local phases noted in the Prehistoric Setting section have been 
removed, as these may not be directly applicable to the San Miguel area specifically.  
 
 
RESPONSE F-1-12: 
 
The commentor states that (1) the Ethnographic Setting is inaccurate and appears to be derived from 
Alfred Kroeber’s Handbook of the Indians of California (1925); (2) recent research suggests the 
ethnolinguistic boundary separating the Salinan and Chumash was much further to the north and in 
closer proximity to the project area; and (3) the Ethnographic Setting inaccurately states that Salinan 
houses are not described in the literature.  
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The Ethnographic Setting is based on standard ethnographic references of the Salinan, not exclusively 
Kroeber’s 1925 Handbook. The commentor is referred to the References Consulted section of the 
cultural resources technical study. 
 
The project area is near the ethnolinguistic boundary of the Chumash and Salinan. Standard 
ethnographic references and summaries of the area’s ethnographic setting, however, generally 
attribute the San Miguel area to the Salinan, including a recent Cultural Resources Management Plan 
prepared for the California Army National Guard (Jones & Stokes 2004:3–6). 
 
Neither the DEIR nor the cultural resources technical study claim that Salinan houses are not 
described in the literature. 
 
 
RESPONSE F-1-13: 
 
The commentor states that the project area is in close proximity to at least three ethnohistoric villages 
related to Salinan and Chumash tribal groups. The background research conducted for the cultural 
resources technical report in the DEIR, which evaluated the Development project site, off-site 
infrastructural areas associated with the proposed project, and an area 0.25 mi outside of the project 
area, identified the possibility of one ethnohistoric village in Mission San Miguel. This information is 
included in the Ethnographic Setting section of the DEIR, Section 4.7, and the cultural resources 
technical report in Appendix G. The distance of the three villages referenced by the commentor from 
the project area is not stated; however, the presence of those villages does not change the conclusions 
as presented in the DEIR cultural resources analysis. 
 
The commentor also states that the repeated reference to Jones 2008 is misleading. Jones 2008 refers 
to the cultural resources technical study prepared for the DEIR, which is included as Appendix G of 
the DEIR. The commentor is referred to the technical study for additional information. 
 
 
RESPONSE F-1-14: 
 
The comment states that the Paleontological Setting does not discuss the basewide paleontological 
survey at Camp Roberts, where numerous localities were identified, including some in proximity to 
the proposed project area. The comment also states that the findings of Camp Roberts contradict the 
assumptions made in the report, noting that a Miocene horse bone was recovered within a few miles 
of the project area in the Santa Margarita Formation less than 20 feet (ft) below the surface, where the 
DEIR states only Quaternary alluvium should be. 
 
The paleontological survey referenced by the commentor (Cogstone Resource Management, Inc. 
2005)1 does not include the project area, and no fossil localities identified by that survey are adjacent 
to the project. To identify fossils within the project area and to determine the paleontological 
sensitivity of geological formations underlying the project area, a fossil locality search was conducted 
by Dr. Pat Holroyd at the University of California Museum of Paleontology, Berkeley. The fossil 
                                                      
1  Cogstone Resource Management Inc., 2005. Paleontological Survey and Evaluation of Camp Roberts and 

Camp San Luis Obispo, California Army National Guard Facilities, Central California. Cogstone Resource 
Management Inc., Santa Ana, California. 
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locality search, which included the project area and a 10 mi radius, identified one fossil locality 
within the search radius. Other localities in proximity to the project area noted by the commentor 
were not identified as a result of Dr. Holroyd’s fossil locality search. 
 
The paleontological survey report completed for the Army National Guard states that “All of the 
formations on both camps (i.e., Camp Roberts and Camp San Luis Obispo) are known to produce 
significant fossils and no earthmoving should occur without monitoring by a San Luis Obispo County 
Qualified Paleontologist” (Cogstone Resource Management Inc. 2005:i). This finding and 
recommendation are consistent with those of the DEIR, which states that there is a possibility of 
buried paleontological deposits within the Pleistocene alluvium and Paso Robles Formation that 
underlie the Development project site and off-site infrastructure areas (DEIR, p. 4.7-17). The DEIR 
requires that a qualified paleontologist monitor ground-disturbing activities due to the 
paleontologically sensitive formations that underlie the project area (Mitigation Measure 4.7.4).  
 
The Miocene horse bone referenced by the commentor was found within the Santa Margarita 
Formation, a paleontologically sensitive formation that underlies the project area. This sensitivity 
statement is consistent with the information and analysis presented in the DEIR. The Miocene horse 
bone was not found within or adjacent to the project area, and the depth of this fossil is not 
necessarily indicative of the depths at which such fossils may be found in the project area. 
 
 
RESPONSE F-1-15: 
 
The commentor states that the research methods applied to the project may not have been rigorous 
enough to adequately address the potential for cultural resources. The methods used to identify 
cultural resources within the project area, which included background research at various archives, 
field surveys by qualified archaeologists, and extensive consultation with Native American 
representatives identified by the NAHC and historical organizations, are consistent with County 
standard procedures for archaeological and historical resource evaluations to identify the project’s 
potential impacts to cultural resources.  
 
 
RESPONSE F-1-16: 
 
The commentor states that the significance of the concrete reservoir is not mentioned. The 
significance of the concrete reservoir, and all cultural resources identified within the Development 
site and off-site components, is discussed on page 22 of the technical study, which was included as 
Appendix G of the DEIR. The analysis concluded that the reservoir does not meet any of the criteria 
for listing in the California Register of Historic Places and is therefore not an historic resource for 
purposes of CEQA. The DEIR Section 4.7 addressed the more significant resources in the project 
area. 
 
 
RESPONSE F-1-17: 
 
The commentor states that the significance of the prehistoric artifact identified near the Wastewater 
Treatment Plant expansion location is not properly considered. The significance of the isolated 
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artifact is discussed on p. 4.7-15 of the DEIR and in the cultural resources technical study (p. 22), 
which was included as Appendix G of the DEIR. The analysis concluded that the artifact does not 
meet any of the criteria for listing in the California Register of Historic Places (California Register) 
and is therefore not a historical resource for purposes of CEQA.  
 
 
RESPONSE F-1-18: 
 
The commentor states that the work at Camp Roberts has identified numerous buried archaeological 
deposits along river banks and that a similar approach to that used for the Nacimiento Water Project is 
appropriate to better protect cultural resources and reduce potential impacts. This statement is 
consistent with the analysis and findings of the DEIR, which require that preconstruction 
archaeological testing (Mitigation Measure 4.7.2) and monitoring (Mitigation Measure 4.7.3) be 
conducted at the Wastewater Treatment Plant expansion site to mitigate potential impacts to 
prehistoric and historical archaeological sites. 
 
 
RESPONSE F-1-19: 
 
The commentor states that the potential of encountering paleontological remains appears to be 
understated based on studies conducted at Camp Roberts. This statement is not supported by the 
analysis and findings of the DEIR. The DEIR has identified paleontologically sensitive geological 
formations underlying the project area, and, based on the area’s sensitivity, Mitigation Measure 4.7.4 
requires that a qualified paleontologist monitor ground-disturbing activities.  
 
 
RESPONSE F-1-20: 
 
The commentor agrees with the conclusions in the DEIR regarding noise but states that the DEIR did 
not provide specific information regarding types, frequency, and travel distance of noise generated 
during soldier readiness training on the Camp. Refer to Section 4.10, Noise (pp. 4.10-28–4.10-30) for 
specific information regarding types, frequency, and travel distances of noise generated by Camp 
Roberts. The DEIR contains the distance to and maximum noise levels generated by aircraft 
operations, small arms fire, and blasting operations associated with the Camp. Due to the proximity of 
the firing range to US 101, noise from small arms fire would not be audible on site. Information 
contained in the DEIR is based on the Camp Roberts Installation Environment Noise Management 
Plan (December 2000).  
 
 
RESPONSE F-1-21: 
 
The comment states that the use of Military Use Disclosure Notices would not prevent future 
residents from complaining about the amount, duration, or severity of military training related noise 
and that those complaints may create a public affairs situation for the California National Guard and 
the County. This statement is consistent with the information and analysis presented in the DEIR. 
Military Use Disclosure Notices would inform future residents of potential exposure to high noise 
levels, but use of such notices would not prevent complaints or reduce noise levels. The DEIR states 
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that the proposed project would result in significant adverse unavoidable (Class I) impacts related to 
land use compatibility with Camp Roberts and noise levels associated with military aircraft and 
blasting from Camp Roberts. Refer to Sections 4.1, Land Use, and 4.10, Noise, in the DEIR for 
additional information related to land use compatibility impacts and noise impacts. 
 
 
RESPONSE F-1-22: 
 
The comment provides information regarding military operations at Camp Roberts and states that the 
proposed project site would be subject to high noise levels and potential safety risks from military 
aircraft using the Nacimiento Flight Track and the Twin Brothers Flight Track. The DEIR Section 
4.10 states that aircraft operations and blast noise generated by Camp Roberts would result in 
exceedances of the County’s daytime and nighttime exterior maximum noise thresholds on site. This 
is a significant adverse unavoidable (Class I) impact of the proposed project. In addition, the DEIR 
also states that development of land close to military installations can affect the ability of the 
installation to carry out its mission and threatens public safety because accidents sometimes occur in 
areas surrounding an installation (DEIR, p. 4.1-25).  
 
Flight mishaps involve any reportable damage to an aircraft that is preparing to fly, in flight, or 
completing a landing. Flight mishaps are classified by the Department of Defense (DOD) according 
to the severity of resulting injury or property damage. Class A mishaps involve damage of $1 million 
or more, a destroyed aircraft, or a fatality or permanent total disability. DOD requires that all mishaps 
be investigated so that causes can be identified and corrective actions taken to prevent future 
occurrences. In the United States General Accounting Office’s (GAO) 1996 review, the GAO 
reported that DOD aviation safety had improved significantly over the previous two decades. 
Between fiscal year 1975 and 1995, for example, the annual number of Class A mishaps decreased 
from 309 to 76, while the number of fatalities decreased from 285 to 85. During this period, Class A 
mishaps per 100,000 flying hours, referred to as the mishap rate, also decreased from approximately 
4.3 to 1.5. Between fiscal year 1975 and 1997, military aircraft were involved in 3,967 Class A 
mishaps, which resulted in 4,002 fatalities and 3,603 destroyed aircraft. The annual number of DOD 
Class A flight mishaps decreased from 309 in fiscal year 1975 to 68 in fiscal year 1997. In the Army, 
the number declined from 52 to 12. As with the number of mishaps, each of the services has also 
experienced an overall downward trend in their mishap rate since fiscal year 1975. Army aviation 
experienced a decrease from 4.3 in fiscal year 1975 to a rate of 1.25 in fiscal year 1997, a rise from its 
low rate of approximately 0.7 in 1996.1 
 
The GAO also reported that no direct link appeared to exist between operating tempo and safety 
mishaps, but human error was identified as a contributing cause in 73 percent of the Class A flight 
mishaps in fiscal years 1994 and 1995. According to the Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association’s Air 
Safety Foundation, which provided an analysis of 10 years of accident data (1994–2003) from the 
National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB), 50 percent of all general aviation accidents occur 
during landing and takeoff. Although statistics are not available for when military aircraft are most 
likely to be involved in a flight mishap, it is likely that the “most hazardous” flight times would also 
be during landing and takeoff. 
                                                      
1   Military Aircraft Safety; Serious Accidents Remain at Historically Low Levels. Briefly Report to the 

Honorable Ike Skelton, Ranking Minority Member, Committee on National Security, House of 
Representatives. General Accounting Office. March 1998. 
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As stated in Section 4.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the Development project site is more than 
2 mi from the nearest Camp Roberts airfield or helipad (refer to Figure 4.9.2). Because neither the 
Development project site nor the proposed Wastewater Treatment Plant expansion site are in the 
vicinity of Camp Roberts airfields or helipads, and because of the historically low number and rates 
or air mishaps associated with military aircraft, the proposed project would not result in a significant 
safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area, and no additional mitigation is 
required.  
 
 
RESPONSE F-1-23: 
 
The comment states that the DEIR should include analysis of air vibrations related to both fixed-wing 
and rotary-wing aircraft traveling over the Development project site. The groundborne vibration 
impact analysis from activities within the Camp was based on the Camp Roberts Installation 
Environment Noise Management Plan (December 2000). Table 4.5 of the DEIR states that residential 
concerns begin at a vibration level of 0.1 inch per second. The corresponding airborne noise level for 
this vibration level would be 120 decibel (dB) Lpeak. The Camp aircraft activities over the 
Development project site would not generate noise levels in excess of this threshold. Therefore, the 
Camp activities would not result in any significant airborne noise vibration impacts. 
 
 
RESPONSE F-1-24: 
 
The comment states that the proposed project would create an elevated fire risk to Camp Roberts 
property and personnel. As stated in Section 4.12 of the DEIR, all construction on the proposed 
Development project site would be required to comply with the most recent Uniform Fire Code 
requirements and to implement relevant fire protection standards, as stipulated by the San Miguel 
Community Services District (CSD) Fire Department, including automatic fire sprinklers in all 
structures. Building codes include provisions for ignition-resistant construction standards in the 
wildland-urban interface. Other relevant fire protection standards include, but are not limited to, 
emergency water supplies that meet fire flow requirements (as discussed in Section 4.14 of the 
DEIR), installation of fire hydrants, and access road widths of a least 18 ft on two-way roads. The San 
Miguel CSD would be the fire service provider and would review and approve project plans for 
compliance with fuel management and fire reduction techniques.  
 
Furthermore, as discussed in the Project Description, the proposed project includes a Fire Safety Plan 
with Reduced Fuel Zones in compliance with Public Resources Code (PRC) 4291 (refer to Figures 
3.20 and 3.20A) and would provide the CSD with a 1.0 acre (ac) (42,317 square foot [sf]) site for a 
future fire station. As call volumes on the Development project site increase, in part as a result of 
aging buildings, the San Miguel CSD may choose to construct a second fire station on the land set 
aside on the Development project site for this purpose.  
 
Conclusions in the EIR were based on consultation with the San Miguel CSD, the fire service 
provider for the project area (when incorporated into the San Miguel CSD service area). According to 
the San Miguel CSD, compliance with existing County Codes and development and approval of a 
Fire Safety Plan with Reduced Fuel Zones would reduce potential impacts related to the urban-
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wildland interface to a less than significant level. The San Miguel CSD may construct a second fire 
station to ensure that the proposed project does not result in an elevated fire risk on the project site or 
in the vicinity of the proposed project.  
 
 
RESPONSE F-1-25: 
 
The comment states that the proposed project could lead to the need for additional mutual aid 
requirements with the existing Camp Roberts Fire Department, thereby putting the Camp at greater 
risk. Refer to Response F-1-24. The position of Camp Roberts that the proposed project greatly 
increases the fire risk on the base and could result in a change in the status of the mutual aid 
agreement with San Miguel CSD will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.  
 
 
RESPONSE F-1-26: 
 
The comment states that existing and future mutual aid agreements between Camp Roberts and the 
San Miguel CSD Fire Department may be jeopardized to ensure continuous adequate support to 
Camp Roberts personnel, infrastructure, and training areas. Refer to Responses F-1-24 and F-1-25.  
 
 
RESPONSE F-1-27: 
 
The comment states that project water demand could adversely impact groundwater supplies at Camp 
Roberts. As discussed in Section 4.14 of the DEIR, groundwater levels in and around the San Miguel 
Ranch Development project site were simulated over a 27-year period using a groundwater flow 
model for the basin. Two different build-out demands for the San Miguel CSD were estimated. The 
San Miguel Community Services District Water Master Plan (Wallace Group 2002) estimated a 
build-out demand of 582 acre-feet per year (afy) and for Population and build-out estimates, Paso 
Robles Groundwater Basin (Hand 2004) estimated a build-out demand of 677 afy. Analysis using 
both build-out demand estimates indicated that the groundwater reservoir in the San Miguel area 
(Paso Robles Groundwater Basin) is capable of providing a long-term sustainable supply of 
groundwater to meet the water demands of the existing San Miguel CSD, the surrounding rural 
residences and small farms, Camp Roberts, and the proposed San Miguel Ranch development.  
 
Project water demand will be met through the use of an existing on-site groundwater well (the North 
Well) located 2–3 mi southeast of the Camp Roberts’ water supply well(s). The limited increase in 
groundwater use was modeled using a calibrated regional groundwater flow model to estimate 
interference (or drawdown) impacts on existing users of groundwater at specified distances from the 
project site. The model considered drawdown impacts or water level declines as the most critical 
impact to other groundwater users in the vicinity of the proposed project. Under various project 
development phases and at build out, drawdown at the project property boundary was less than 10 ft. 
For the Camp Roberts area, drawdown impacts typically were in the range of less than 2 ft and well 
within the range of seasonal and long-term water level variations. Such drawdown impacts will not 
significantly affect groundwater supplies at Camp Roberts. 
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RESPONSE F-1-28: 
 
The comment states that analysis should be done to indicate whether groundwater pumping by the 
proposed project could change the direction of the perchlorate plume (groundwater flow) so that it 
would flow toward the project site. The perchlorate contamination is in shallow groundwater. The site 
would pump groundwater from a deeper aquifer for drinking water purposes. As discussed in the 
DEIR, P. 4.15-3, perchlorate has been detected in groundwater at several active and inactive landfill 
areas at Camp Roberts and is undergoing remediation. TN & Associates, Inc. (2007), in an evaluation 
remediation report, found that for the landfill closest to the project site, all monitoring wells reported 
perchlorate at levels below the Title 22 maximum contaminant level (MCL). The direction of shallow 
groundwater flow at the landfill site is to the north and away from the project site. There are no 
hydrologic pathways or connection between the shallow groundwater at Camp Roberts and deep 
aquifers at the project site. Use of groundwater at the project site cannot affect a plume direction 
migration containing perchlorate at Camp Roberts since the aquifers are not hydraulically connected. 
 
 
RESPONSE F-1-29: 
 
This comment concludes the comment letter and does not contain any substantive statements or 
questions about the DEIR. No further response is necessary. 

 



 
 
S A N  M I G U E L  R A N C H  C O U N T Y  O F  S A N  L U I S  O B I S P O  
C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S  J U L Y  2 0 0 9  
 

P:\SLB0603\RTC\Response Files\MASTER.doc «07/29/09» 34 

This page intentionally left blank 




