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LETTER CODE:  P-25 
 
COMMENTOR:  Karl Von Dollen 
 
DATE:   February 9, 2009 
 
 
RESPONSE P-25-1: 
 
The commentor states that use of data from a 30-year-old well as “sole input” for purposes of analysis 
is not appropriate. Further, the commentor raises the issue that the North Well may or may not have a 
sanitary seal to a depth of 50 feet (ft), which will be an issue with the regulatory agencies. 
Please refer to Master Response No. 4. The impacts analysis considered data from the so-called 
“North Well” in addition to data from dozens of nearby wells to characterize and conceptualize the 
aquifer system, and determine both on-site and off-site drawdown impacts. 
 
With respect to the issue of the sanitary seal depth of the North Well, a Water Well Drillers Report 
for the well was not available for review at the time of this analysis. If a driller’s report cannot be 
produced to document the existence of a sanitary seal, then actions will be required to prove the 
presence of a seal (through performance of a cement-bond geophysical log, for instance), or a new 
well will have to be drilled nearby and constructed to meet State and local standards. A new well 
located next to the old well would be expected to produce at least as much water as the older well, 
which would then be abandoned. 
 
 
RESPONSE P-25-2: 
 
The commentor points out that there is a tremendous amount of groundwater under the site and raises 
the issue of alternative well sites on the project site that could have been considered to provide water 
to the proposed development. 
 
The analysis in the DEIR was based on project plans submitted by the project applicant. The applicant 
proposed use of the existing North Well as the water source for the proposed project. Therefore, the 
analysis in the EIR was based on the project as proposed. The County concurs with the comment 
relative to the availability of groundwater under the site as documented in the Water Resources 
Evaluation in the DEIR and that other well locations could have been considered, perhaps further 
east. However, it should be noted that selection of alternative well sites, assuming similar depth and 
production rates, the constraints of property boundaries, and the project site size would result in 
similar drawdown impacts. In addition, the construction of a new on-site well could have other 
environmental impacts (e.g., related to hazards, water quality). 
 
 
RESPONSE P-25-3: 
 
The commentor suggests an impact analysis be conducted using several specific alternative well 
locations (i.e., in lieu of the North Well). As stated in the Response P-25-2, such analysis could be 
performed to assess on-site and off-site drawdown impacts (using the same or other well production 
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rates and aquifer stress). The predicted results would essentially mimic the results presented in the 
DEIR using the North Well, altered only with respect to the location of alternative well locations. The 
project description, however, was based on the use of the North Well, and impacts analysis was based 
on that location. 
 
 
RESPONSE P-25-4: 
 
The commentor raises the issue of a lack of pumping history for the North Well. Please refer to 
Master Response No. 4. 
 
 
RESPONSE P-25-5: 
 
This comment relates to regional issues of regional basin groundwater use, capacity analysis studies 
that are being performed, supply conditions in the City of Paso Robles, golf course water use, and 
Nacimiento Project water. 
 
The comment does not raise an environmental issue directly related to the project, but regional issues 
of importance in considering future projects. The descriptions of conditions east of the City of Paso 
Robles and the quotes by Jim App apply to conditions in that area that are much different than those 
encountered in the San Miguel area, particularly with respect to demand competition, recharge 
capabilities of the Salinas River and the aquifer, and the water well capacities of the City. Please refer 
to Master Response No. 4 and Response L-6-17. 
 
 
RESPONSE P-25-6: 
 
The commentor asks if the groundwater from the North Well meets California Department of Public 
Health standards without treatment and if treatment will be required for removal of bacteriological 
constituents.  
 
As discussed in the DEIR, Section 4.15.1, the North Well does meet water quality standards for use as 
a community supply well (to be part of the San Miguel CSD) but will require verification testing as 
part of amending the CSD water system permit for inclusion as a supply source. Treatment for 
bacteriological constituents (disinfection) would be required. 
 
 
RESPONSE P-25-7: 
 
The comment states that the Tenth Street access road is incorrectly labeled as “Exit Rd.”; however, it 
will handle both ingress and egress. It is acknowledged that the roadway is labeled “Exit Rd.” in 
many figures. However, the roadway will provide two-way travel and has been analyzed in the DEIR 
as a two-lane roadway providing ingress and egress to the project. The comment states that it is 
unreasonable that the project is not required to contribute to future improvements to Cemetery Road 
as well as to a southbound on-ramp to US 101. The project is not required to contribute to future 
improvements because even with the addition of project traffic, the volume on Cemetery Road and on 
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the southbound US 101 on-ramp would be well within the capacity of the roadway. Please see Master 
Response 1 pertaining to the Tenth Street/Cemetery Road–US 101 southbound on-ramp. 
 
 
RESPONSE P-25-8: 
 
The comment discusses the Mission Street/US 101 southbound on-ramp and states that it is already a 
problem due to its configuration. The commentor believes that project traffic could exacerbate the 
operational deficiency caused by this on-ramp. There are two Mission Street/US 101 on-ramps.  One 
is located adjacent to the project, and the other is located at the south end of the San Miguel Urban 
Area. It is assumed that the commentor is referring to the southern on-ramp, as the northern on-ramp 
is a standard configuration. The south Mission Street/US 101 southbound on-ramp was not evaluated 
in the DEIR because it is unlikely that project trips would utilize this facility due to its location in 
relation to the project. The project will impact the US 101/State Route 46 (SR-46) interchange 
because it will contribute project trips to the interchange; however, the project would not add trips to 
the Mission Street/US 101 southbound on-ramp. Rather, project trips would use Cemetery Road to 
access US 101 southbound. 
 
 
RESPONSE P-25-9: 
 
The comment states that the proposed project does not provide a pedestrian or bicycle linkage 
between the Development project site and the existing San Miguel Urban Area. The comment 
specifically states that the DEIR does not require bike/hiking lanes or sidewalks to Tenth Street. 
Mitigation Measure 4.1.3, Tenth Street Pedestrian Connection, has been added to the Final EIR. This 
mitigation measure requires the project applicant to construct a 4 ft path at the time the proposed 
water lines are installed along Tenth Street and to include a 4 ft pathway along the Tenth Street 
connector road. Please also refer to Responses L-4-11 and S-2-6. 
 
 
RESPONSE P-25-10: 
 
The comment states that the zoning map in the DEIR shows only one Public Facility, the 1 ac fire 
station site. The commentor asks whether the main community park would be public or if it could end 
up being for residents of the development only. 
 
The proposed parks (one community and two pocket parks) would have a County General Plan 
designation of REC, and the proposed fire station site would be a Public Facility land use designation.  
As required by Mitigation Measure 4.13.1, the applicant would obtain approval for a Community 
Facilities District (CFD), and the CFD would be in place prior to recordation of the final map for the 
first phase of the development. The CFD would ensure funding for maintenance of the Community 
Park and trail system within the Development Project Site. Also, refer to Response P-11-12 regarding 
the legality of CFDs.  
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LETTER CODE:  P-26 
 
COMMENTOR:  Robin Chapman 
 
DATE:   February 11, 2009 
 
 
RESPONSE P-26-1: 
 
The comment states that the commentor has read the report the San Miguel Area Council prepared 
concerning the proposed project and concurs with the Council conclusions and recommendations. 
Opinions expressed about the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and the proposed project will be 
made available to the decision-makers for their consideration. The comment does not contain any 
substantive statements or questions about the Draft EIR (DEIR) or the analysis therein, and no further 
response is necessary. 
 
 
RESPONSE P-26-2: 
 
The comment states several concerns regarding the proposed Wastewater Treatment Plant expansion, 
including (1) level of bacteria that is released into the leach field adjacent to the Salinas River; (2) the 
release of carbon dioxide as bacteria digest the waste solids in the ponds; (3) the biological effect of 
releasing treated wastewater into the Salinas River. The commentor also suggests that the Wastewater 
Treatment Plant should incorporate an artificial marsh system to cleanse and purify wastewater 
naturally, to create oxygen to offset carbon dioxide release, and to decrease the need for off-site 
disposal of solids. 
 
Disposal of the treated wastewater through percolation is regulated by the Waste Discharge 
Requirements (WDR) Order No. 99-046, Waste Discharger Identification No. 3 400109001 for San 
Miguel Sanitary District, San Luis Obispo, adopted by the Central Coast Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWQCB) on July 9, 1999. This permit allows a treated wastewater discharge of 
200,000 gallons per day (gpd). The permit specifies requirements for disposal and requires San 
Miguel Community Services District (CSD) to establish and maintain a monitoring program to 
document compliance with the requirements. The permit prohibits wastewater seepage from the 
percolation ponds to the Salinas River, adjacent drainage ways, or adjacent properties, and prohibits 
bypass of the treatment facility and discharge of untreated or partially treated wastes directly to the 
percolation beds. In addition, the permit requires the San Miguel CSD to comply with the Basin 
Plan’s groundwater quality objectives and other groundwater quality requirements outlined in the 
permit. As discussed in more detail in Section 4.15 of the DEIR, expansion of the Wastewater 
Treatment Plant would require that a revised WDR be obtained from the Central Coast RWQCB to 
increase allowable treated wastewater discharge to 400,000 gpd prior to expansion of the Wastewater 
Treatment Plant. It is anticipated that the revised permit would also prohibit wastewater seepage from 
the percolation ponds to adjacent surface waters, including the Salinas River. Therefore, with 
compliance with the revised WDR, impacts to water quality, runoff, storm water drainage systems, 
and beneficial uses (including wildlife in the river) would be less than significant. 
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With regard to the carbon dioxide released during the decomposition process, it should be noted that 
many practical design and operating decisions for wastewater treatment plants can have significant 
impacts on the overall environmental performance, in particular the greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions. The main factor in this regard is the use of aerobic or anaerobic treatment technology and 
opportunities for carbon sequestration. It should also be noted that while one of the primary 
components of the proposed project includes the expansion of the San Miguel CSD Wastewater 
Treatment Plant by the San Miguel CSD, the San Miguel CSD, and not the County of San Luis 
Obispo, has the authority to make decisions regarding expansion of the Wastewater Treatment Plant. 
Therefore, the DEIR provided program-level and not project-level analysis for the expansion of the 
San Miguel CSD. Specific information regarding GHG emissions produced by operation of the 
Wastewater Treatment Plant would be addressed at the time that the San Miguel CSD moves forward 
with expansion plans. When additional details and construction plans are available for expansion of 
the Wastewater Treatment Plant, the San Miguel CSD will examine the action to determine whether 
the effects were fully analyzed in this EIR in accordance with State of California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15162, or whether any subsequent additional environmental 
review would be required. Environmental effects associated with expansion of the Wastewater 
Treatment Plant that may need to be addressed as part of any future assessment include GHGs and 
global warming. 
 
 
RESPONSE P-26-3: 
 
The comment states that the commentor opposes the project for the reasons propounded by the San 
Miguel Area Council and because of the commentor’s concerns over wastewater treatment and 
possible release. Opinions expressed about the EIR and the proposed project will be made available to 
the decision-makers for their consideration. The comment does not contain any substantive statements 
or questions about the DEIR or the analysis therein, and no further response is necessary. 
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