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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) has been prepared for the proposed Water System 

Master Plan Update project (“proposed Project”) by the City of Solvang (hereafter referred to as “the 

City”). The Final EIR consists of the June 2012 Draft EIR, comments received during the 45-day public 

comment period, responses to those comments, and changes to the text of the Draft EIR. Note that this 

Final EIR incorporates the Draft EIR by reference, and a disc containing the Draft EIR is attached to this 

Final EIR on the inside back cover. The Draft EIR may also be viewed electronically, in pdf format, on the 

City’s internet website at: http://www.cityofsolvang.com/. 

This Final EIR has been prepared for the City pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA) (California Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.) and in accordance with the Guidelines 

for the Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act (California Code of Regulations, Title 

14, Section 15000 et seq.). The State CEQA Guidelines stipulate that an EIR must be prepared for any 

project that may have a significant impact on the environment. The Water System Master Plan Update 

Project is a “project” as defined by the Guidelines. Upon preliminary review, the City determined that 

the Water System Master Plan Update Project may have significant effects on the environment and, 

therefore, this EIR has been prepared. 

The City, as the Lead Agency for this proposal, is required by the State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15089 

to prepare a Final EIR. The Final EIR will be used by the City as part of its approval process, including 

determining appropriate conditions for the lease agreement, and incorporating mitigation measures for 

project implementation. A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), inclusive of revisions 

following the publication of the Draft EIR, is attached to this document as Appendix 1.0. 

1.1 PROJECT BACKGROUND 

In 1996, the City adopted a Water System Master Plan, which contains a description of the City’s water 

supplies, distribution and treatment system, population and water demand projections, and future 

facilities to address need for additional supplies and treatment requirements. Since 1996, several 

important events occurred that have necessitated an update of the Master Plan, including the delivery 

of water from the State Water Project (SWP), completion of several new local facilities (including a new 

pump station and water main sections), and loss of several wells in the Santa Ynez River due to flood 

damage.  
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In 2002, the City prepared and adopted a Water System Master Plan Update. The scope of the work at 

that time included the following: 

• Reviewing previous master planning studies of the City water system 

• Analyzing those studies in light of current information to confirm or revise previous assumptions in 
the planning studies 

• Preparing a summary of current recommendations for capital improvements to the system, and 
presenting the rationale for those recommendations 

• Preparing a summary of the Project recommendations for environmental analysis concerning the 
City’s application for a time extension for the City’s Water Rights Permit No. 15878 to divert 
underflow from the Santa Ynez River 

In 2009, the City also completed a minor update of the 2002 Master Plan Update. The current Master 

Plan Update (2011 Update) is City staff’s further minor update of the 2002 Master Plan Update. 

The purpose of the Water System Master Plan Update is to: (1) evaluate the present and future water 

supply and demand conditions; (2) analyze and identify water system supply and distribution 

deficiencies; and (3) develop recommendations for prioritizing water sources, developing new and 

expanded water production and treatment facilities, upgrading various distribution and storage 

facilities, and developing a capital improvement program to address deficiencies. 

The first major recommendation in the Master Plan Update is the installation of new Santa Ynez River 

underflow wells to give the City sufficient pumping capacity to extract Santa Ynez River underflow at the 

maximum instantaneous rate allowable under Water Rights Permit No. 15878. This action will allow the 

river wells to be the first priority and primary water source for the City. The other major 

recommendation is to utilize the river wells in conjunction with the wide range of other water supplies 

available to the City to provide a highly reliable source to the water users within the City’s municipal 

coverage area. 

In order to adopt the Water System Master Plan Update and to implement the projects recommended 

in the update, the City must complete the environmental review process and conduct public hearings. 

Completion of the EIR is also required for the City to pursue licensing by the State Water Resources 

Control Board (SWRCB) of the maximum rate of diversion and the annual amount of water the City 

desires to appropriate under Water Rights Permit 15878. Under the permit, the City extracts underflow 

from the Santa Ynez River using the City’s groundwater wells along the river. 
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1.2 SUMMARY OF THE PUBLIC REVIEW PROCESS 

On January 4, 2011, the City circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP) (State Clearinghouse [SCH] 

Number [SCH] 2011011007) of an EIR for review and comment by the public, and responsible and 

reviewing agencies. The NOP review period extended for 30 days and ended on February 2, 2011. As 

provided by CEQA (Section 21083.9), the City held a scoping meeting on January 19, 2011, which was 

attended by several individuals. 

The Draft EIR was released for agency and public review on June 15, 2012, and consisted of 

approximately 550 pages with appendices, including a detailed analysis of impacts in 13 environmental 

issues including: 

• Hydrology, Water Supply, and Water 
Quality 

• Terrestrial Biological Resources 

• Fisheries Resources 

• Cultural Resources 

• Air Quality 

• Greenhouse Gas 

• Land Use 

• Recreation 

• Noise  

• Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

• Aesthetics 

• Energy 

A summary of public involvement opportunities during the CEQA process is presented in the following 

paragraphs. A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR, the 

comments received on the Draft EIR, and responses to the comments are provided in Section 3.0 of this 

Final EIR. 

On June 14, 2012, a release of the Draft EIR was noticed by the City in the Santa Ynez Valley News 

newspaper notifying interested parties of availability of the DEIR for the proposed Project; the notice 

included information on how to access the Draft EIR.  

A Notice of Completion (NOC) was issued on June 15, 2012, to the State Clearinghouse and entities 

commenting on the NOP. The Draft EIR was made available for public review for 45 days, until July 30, 

2012. 

In compliance with the State CEQA Guidelines, the City provided a public review period of 45 days for 

the Draft EIR. The City allowed written comments on the Draft EIR to be submitted by mail and in person 

to the City’s Planning Department. 
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The comments received by the City during the public review period are reproduced in this Final EIR 

along with responses to the comments. 

The Final EIR for the proposed Project is directly distributed to entities making comments on the Draft 

EIR. The Final and Draft EIR is also available for review at the following locations: 

City of Solvang 
Planning Department 
411 Second Street 
Solvang, California 93463 
 
Santa Barbara County Library – Solvang Branch 
1745 Mission Drive 
Solvang, California 93463 

In addition, the Final EIR and Draft EIR are available on the City’s website at:  

 http://www.cityofsolvang.com/. 

1.3 ORGANIZATION OF THE FINAL EIR 

As required State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132, the Final EIR consists of the following elements: 

• A summary of the public review process (see Section 2.0). 

• A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR (see Section 3.0). 

• Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR (see Section 3.0). 

• Responses to significant environmental points raised in the review and consultation process (see 
Section 3.0). 

• Revisions to the Draft EIR (see Section 4.0). 

• An MMRP, inclusive of revisions following the publication of the Draft EIR (attached to this 
document as Appendix 1.0). 

• The Draft EIR or a revision of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR is incorporated by reference, and a disc 
containing the Draft EIR is attached to this Final EIR on the inside back cover. The Draft EIR may also 
be viewed electronically, in pdf format, on the City of Solvang’s website.  
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1.4  DECISION-MAKING PROCESS 

The City is the Lead Agency for this Final EIR because it has the principal responsibility for approving the 

proposed Project. The City will use the Final EIR in its decision-making process to consider the 

environmental effects of this proposed Project in determining whether or not to proceed. The State 

CEQA Guidelines require that the City the following: 

• The Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA. 

• The Final EIR was presented to the City in a public meeting and the City reviewed and considered 
the information contained in the Final EIR prior to considering the proposed Project. 

• The Final EIR reflects the City’s independent judgment and analysis (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 
15090). 

The City is also required by the State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15091 to prepare and adopt one or more 

written findings of fact for each significant environmental impact identified in the Final EIR. The possible 

findings include the following:  

• Changes or alterations to the Project are required, which will substantially lessen or avoid the 
significant impacts identified in the final EIR. 

• These changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency 
and not the City and these changes have been adopted, or can and should be adopted, by such 
other agency. 

• Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations make infeasible the mitigation 
measures or Project alternatives identified in the Final EIR. 

After considering the Final EIR and these required findings, the City will consider whether to approve 

this Project. For any remaining significant impacts, the City may determine these impacts are acceptable 

due to overriding considerations identified in a Statement of Overriding Considerations as defined in the 

State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15093.  
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

2.1 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

This section provides copies of the comments submitted on the Draft EIR. Each comment set is 

immediately followed by the corresponding responses.  

The City received a total of 17 comment letters from federal agencies, state agencies, local agencies, 

environmental organizations, and the general public. Table 2.0-1, Commenters and Comment Letters, 

lists all comments and shows the comment set identification number for each letter. 

The Responses for the specific letters follows the Topical Responses. 

2.2 TOPICAL RESPONSES 

Many of the comments submitted on the Draft EIR raised the same issues. The City’s responses begin 

with “Topical Responses” for each of those issues of general interest. The goal is to provide a 

comprehensive response that addresses all of the comments on an issue rather than having the 

responses to each aspect of the issue scattered through the responses to the individual letters. 

Consequently, a particular Topical Response may provide more information than requested by any 

individual comment. Making each Topical Response complete results in some redundancy in the Topical 

Responses as many issues are related. The responses to the individual comment letters cite the Topical 

Responses as appropriate. 

Topical responses in this EIR address the following topics: 

(1) Identification of program versus Project EIR components. This topical response differentiates 
between the Project components that are evaluated at the programmatic level and those that are 
evaluated at the project level of review. 

(2) Adequacy and stability of the project description. This topical response addresses comments 
regarding the adequacy and stability of the project description. 

(3) Consideration of the proposed Project versus the identified alternatives. This topical response 
clarifies the proposed Project as the preferred alternative and explains why the remaining 
alternatives were not selected. 

(4) Selection and use of the environmental baseline. This topical response clarifies the selection and 
rationale for use of the 1,053 acre-feet per year (afy) of diversions from the Santa Ynez River as the 
environmental baseline for the component of the Project that proposes increasing diversions from 
the River. 
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(5) Water Right Order 89-18 and applicability to the proposed Project. This topical response explains 
how the water rights accounts established pursuant to water right Order 89-18 apply to impacts of 
the proposed Project. 

(6) Potential impacts to surface water hydrology. This topical response clarifies the analysis of 
potential impacts to surface water in the Santa Ynez River from the installation of the proposed 
wells downstream of Alisal Bridge. 

(7) Potential impacts to groundwater resources. This topical response clarifies the analysis of the 
potential impacts to groundwater resources from the installation of the proposed wells downstream 
of Alisal Bridge. 
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Table 2.0-1 
Commenters and Comment Letters 

Agency/Entity/Individual Name of Commenter 
Date of 
Comment 

Draft EIR 
Comment 
Letter No. 

Native American Heritage Commission Dave Singleton, Program Analyst June 25, 2012 1 

Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District Carly Wilburton, Air Quality Specialist July 10, 2012 2 

National Marine Fisheries Service Penny Ruvelas, Southern California Office Supervisor 
for Protected Resources July 20, 2012 3 

Cachuma Conservation Release Board Kate Rees, General Manager July 20, 2012 4 

Santa Ynez River Water Conservation District Bruce Wales, General Manager July 24, 2012 5 

County of Santa Barbara – Executive Office Chandra L. Wallar, County Executive Officer July 27, 2012 6 

County of Santa Barbara – Planning and Development Glenn S. Russell, Ph.D., Director July 26, 2012 7 

County of Santa Barbara – Fire Department Eric Peterson, Division Chief/Fire Marshall July 24, 2012 8 

Environmental Defense Center on behalf of CalTrout Brian Trautwein, Environmental Analyst/Watershed 
Program Coordinator, and Karen Kraus, Staff Attorney July 30, 2012 9 

Trout Unlimited Chandra Ferrari, California Water Policy Director July 30, 2012 10 

Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck on behalf of Alisal Guest Ranch Stephanie Osler Hastings July 30, 2012 11 

Santa Ynez River Water Conservation District, Improvement 
District No. 1 Chris Dahlstrom, General Manager July 30, 2012 12 

State Water Resources Control Board Ahmad Kashkoli, Environmental Scientist,  
Division of Financial Assistance July 30, 2012 13 

Bureau of Reclamation, Mid-Pacific Region, South-Coast 
California Area Office – Letter No. 1 

Randy J. English, Chief,  
Resources Management Division 

August 1, 
2012 14 

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse 
– Letter No. 1 Scott Morgan, Director August 2, 

2012 15 

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse 
– Letter No. 2 Scott Morgan, Director August 2, 

2012 16 

Joan Jamieson Joan Jamieson June 25, 2012 17 
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Topical Response 1:  Identification of Program Versus Project EIR 
Components 

Introduction 

Several comments have requested clarification on which aspects of the proposed Waster System Master 

Plan Update were evaluated at a program level and which were evaluated at a project level in the Draft 

EIR. This topical response clarifies the legal distinction between a program-level and a project level 

analysis. Finally, this response specifies which Project elements are evaluated at a programmatic level 

and which were evaluated at the more detailed project level. 

Discussion 

Regulatory Perspective 

The State CEQA Guidelines discuss the types of EIRs and the requirements, contents, and use for both 

project EIRs (Section 15161) and program EIRs (Section 15168). Further, the State CEQA Guidelines 

Sections 15120–15132 establish the requirements for all EIRs. 

As stated in the State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15161, a project EIR “examines the environmental 

impacts of a specific development project. This type of EIR should focus primarily on the changes in the 

environment that would result from the development project. The EIR shall examine all phases of the 

project including planning, construction, and operation.” 

State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15168 describes a program-level EIR and provides general requirements, 

including subsections (a) through (d) that describe the advantages of a program EIR and state 

requirements for its use with subsequent activities for a program EIR: 

A. General. A program EIR is an EIR that may be prepared on a series of actions that can be 

characterized as one large project and are related either: 

(1) Geographically 

(2) As logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions 

(3) In connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or other general criteria to govern the 
conduct of a continuing program 

(4) As individual activities carried out under the same authorizing statutory or regulatory authority 
and having generally similar environmental effects which can be mitigated in similar ways 
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B. Advantages. Use of a program EIR can provide the following advantages. The program EIR can: 

(1) Provide an occasion for a more exhaustive consideration of effects and alternatives than would 
be practical in an EIR on an individual action 

(2) Ensure consideration of cumulative impacts that might be slighted in a case-by-case analysis 

(3) Avoid duplicative reconsideration of basic policy considerations 

(4) Allow the Lead Agency to consider broad policy alternatives and program wide mitigation 
measures at an early time when the agency has greater flexibility to deal with basic problems or 
cumulative impacts 

(5) Allow reduction in paperwork 

C. Use with Later Activities. Subsequent activities in the program must be examined in the light of the 

program EIR to determine whether an additional environmental document must be prepared. 

(1) If a later activity would have effects that were not examined in the program EIR, a new Initial 
Study would need to be prepared leading to either an EIR or a Negative Declaration. 

(2) If the agency finds that pursuant to Section 15162, no new effects could occur or no new 
mitigation measures would be required, the agency can approve the activity as being within the 
scope of the project covered by the program EIR, and no new environmental document would 
be required. 

(3) An agency shall incorporate feasible mitigation measures and alternatives developed in the 
program EIR into subsequent actions in the program. 

(4) Where the subsequent activities involve site-specific operations, the agency should use a 
written checklist or similar device to document the evaluation of the site and the activity to 
determine whether the environmental effects of the operation were covered in the program 
EIR. 

(5) A program EIR will be most helpful in dealing with subsequent activities if it deals with the 
effects of the program as specifically and comprehensively as possible. With a good and detailed 
analysis of the program, many subsequent activities could be found to be within the scope of 
the project described in the program EIR, and no further environmental documents would be 
required.  
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D. Use With Subsequent EIRs and Negative Declarations. A program EIR can be used to simplify the 

task of preparing environmental documents on later parts of the program. The program EIR can: 

(1) Provide the basis in an Initial Study for determining whether the later activity may have any 
significant effects. 

(2) Be incorporated by reference to deal with regional influences, secondary effects, cumulative 
impacts, broad alternatives, and other factors that apply to the program as a whole. 

(3) Focus an EIR on a subsequent project to permit discussion solely of new effects that had not 
been considered before. 

Water System Master Plan Update Considerations 

The proposed Water System Master Plan Update contains several components as presented in Section 

2.4.2 of the Draft EIR that the City desires to implement to ensure a reliable supply of water for the 

City’s General Plan full build out conditions. As noted by the subsection headings, these include: 

• Water Supply Improvements (pages 2.0-8 to 2.0-9) 

• Distribution System Improvements (pages 2.0-9 to 2.0-10) 

• Reservoir Storage Improvements (page 2.0-10) 

• Standby Power (page 2.0-10) 

• Alternative Supply Sources (pages 2.0-10 to 2.0-11) 

The EIR only briefly discusses the Alternative Supply Sources without environmental analysis. Based on 

existing information discussed in that section, none of the potential Alternative Supply Sources is 

sufficiently promising to warrant further analysis. 

The Draft EIR provides analysis of the proposed improvements. 

The “Distribution System Improvements, Reservoir Storage Improvements, and Standby Power” are all 

examined at the program level, because they are long-term elements of the Master Plan that have not 

yet been specifically planned or scheduled. The proposed Water System Master Plan Update provides 

only general descriptions of the scope and nature of those improvements that are not site specific. 

When the City develops more specific plans for those improvements, they will be examined in light of 

this program EIR pursuant to Section 15168(c) to determine whether an additional environmental 

document must be prepared. 
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The proposed “Water Supply Improvements,” including development of new wells along the Santa Ynez 

River and water treatment facilities for those wells, are analyzed at the project level because the City 

intends to proceed with permitting and construction of those facilities promptly following certification 

of this EIR. Detailed information for the proposed additional river wells and the proposed water 

treatment facilities is presented in Sections 2.4.4 and 2.4.5, respectfully, of the Draft EIR’s project 

description. The Draft EIR provides site-specific review and supporting analysis for each of the 

components (proposed wells, connecting pipelines, and water treatment plant). The proposed Project is 

drilling and developing wells to obtain a specified amount of water flow. Therefore, all details of the 

Project are not under the City’s control and all details cannot be known until the Project is underway. 

The EIR does, however, review the environmental impacts of the worst-case scenario (six new wells) and 

the relative impacts of wells at the likely locations (Well Sites A and B). Therefore, the specific potential 

environmental impacts of the Project have been fully examined. The effects of the actual Project should 

be less than the impacts reviewed because the actual Project will likely have a smaller scope. No further 

review is planned at this time. 
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Topical Response 2:  Adequacy and Stability of the Project Description 

Introduction 

This topical response provides information to address comments that questioned the adequacy and 

stability of the project description in the Draft EIR. 

Discussion 

Regulatory Perspective 

The State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15124 sets forth the requirements for a project description in an EIR. 

It states that a “description of the project shall contain the following information but should not supply 

extensive detail beyond that needed for evaluation and review of the environmental impact. 

A. The precise location and boundaries of the proposed project shall be shown on a detailed map, 
preferably topographic. The location of the project shall also appear on a regional map. 

B. A statement of objectives sought by the proposed project. A clearly written statement of objectives 
will help the lead agency develop a reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate in the EIR and will 
aid the decision makers in preparing findings or a statement of overriding considerations, if 
necessary. The statement of objectives should include the underlying purpose of the project. 

C. A general description of the project’s technical, economic, and environmental characteristics, 
considering the principal engineering proposals if any and supporting public service facilities. 

D. A statement briefly describing the intended uses of the EIR. 

(1)  This statement shall include, to the extent that the information is known to the Lead Agency, 

(a)  A list of the agencies that are expected to use the EIR in their decision making, and 

(b)  A list of permits and other approvals required to implement the project. 

(c)  A list of related environmental review and consultation requirements required by federal, 
state, or local laws, regulations, or policies. To the fullest extent possible, the lead agency 
should integrate CEQA review with these related environmental review and consultation 
requirements. 

(2)  If a public agency must make more than one decision on a project, all its decisions subject to 
CEQA should be listed, preferably in the order in which they will occur. On request, the Office of 
Planning and Research will provide assistance in identifying state permits for a project.” 

The State CEQA Guidelines have noted that an EIR is required to describe the proposed Project in a way 

that will be meaningful to the public, to the other reviewing agencies, and to the decision makers. 
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Section 15124 is a codification of the ruling in County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 

185. The Inyo court noted that an accurate, stable, finite project description is an essential element of 

an informative and legally sufficient EIR under CEQA. 

Water System Master Plan Update EIR Compliance 

The Draft EIR has an accurate, stable, and finite project description. It provides all the project 

description elements required by the State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15124 as specifically set forth as 

follows. 

(a)  Precise Location and Boundary. 

In Section 2.3 of the Draft EIR (as clarified in Section 4.0 of this Final EIR), describes the Project location 

and includes a regional map in Figure 2.0-1. Figure 2.0-3 illustrates those boundaries and various 

components of the City’s water systems. Figure 2.0-4 illustrates the City’s current permitted Reach of 

Diversion and the proposed Extended Reach (Additional Reach) on a topographic map.  

The proposed well sites will be located in Well Site B and, if necessary, in Well Site A. While within the 

100-year floodplain, both well sites are outside and above the ordinary high water mark (OHWM) of the 

active river channel, which is defined as the 5-year flood event. Each wellhead would be placed at an 

elevation that is within the 100-year flood level.  

Wells Sites A and B were selected as a result of additional technical studies completed by Stetson 

Engineers (See Appendix 5.1 of the Draft EIR). Depending on the City’s ability to obtain access 

agreements, and the desirability of the flow rate, either or both locations may be utilized for the 

installation of the proposed six new wells. The City would be required to acquire additional easements 

along the Santa Ynez River for the new wells and associated water lines from Alisal Ranch and other 

owners downstream of Alisal Bridge. 

As noted in the Draft EIR (see page 2.0-17), the proposed well locations are intended to be a minimum 

of 500 feet from each other and from the existing wells in the River. Existing Solvang Well 3 is 

downstream of Alisal Bridge. New wells will be at least 500 feet downstream from Well 3. Therefore, the 

closest new well will be substantially more than 500 feet downstream from Alisal Bridge. 

Figure 2.0-9 illustrates the location of the proposed water treatment plant. 

(b)  Statement of objectives. 

The Draft EIR provides a statement of purpose and objectives in Section 2.2. 
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(c)  A general description of the project’s technical, economic, and environmental 
characteristics, considering the principal engineering proposals if any and supporting 
public service facilities. 

Section 2.4 of the Draft EIR generally discusses Project components and characteristics; more specific 

details are provided in the analysis of each component. Section 2.4.2 lists information for each of the 

components of the water System Master Plan; Sections 2.4.4 and 2.4.5 provide detailed discussions of 

the proposed river wells and water treatment plant, respectively. 

Section 2.4.4 describes both the new river wells the City included in the proposed Project and all of the 

alternative well configurations that are included in the Alternatives analyzed in the EIR. To clear up any 

confusion expressed by several commenters in Section 4 of this Final EIR, the following statement is in 

both Sections 2.4.2 and in 2.4.4 of the Draft EIR: 

While the EIR analyzes numerous alternative well configurations, the proposed Project is to construct 

new river wells collectively capable of extracting river underflow water at the rate of approximately 5 

cfs. The proposed wells will be constructed in Well Site B and, if necessary to meet the desired flow rate, 

in the most downstream portion of Well Site A as shown on Figures 2.0-6 and 2.0-7. 

To avoid potential interference to existing wells upstream of Alisal Bridge, the following mitigation 

measure is added to Section 5.1.6.2 (see Section 4.0 of the Final EIR): 

HYD-2 The proposed Project will initiate construction of new river wells in Well Site B. If the 

desired flow rate (5 cfs) cannot be achieved within Well Site B, then the City will 

construct wells in Wells Site A starting with the most downstream portion of Well Site A. 

As noted under Topical Response No. 1, the proposed river wells and water treatment plant are 

evaluated at the project level while to the other components of the Water System Master Plan Update 

are evaluated at the program level. 

(d)  The intended uses of the EIR. 

Section 2.5 lists the required and potential permits and approvals required by State CEQA Guidelines, 

Section 15124(a) that are needed for the proposed Project. The Draft EIR Section 2.5 noted in the State 

CEQA Guidelines includes: 

A. A list of the agencies that are expected to use the EIR in their decision making, and the decisions 
each is expected to make 

B. A list of permits and other approvals required to implement the project 
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C. A list of related environmental review and consultation requirements required by federal, state, or 
local laws, regulations, or policies 

As noted, the Draft EIR includes all the required components of the project description. The Draft EIR 

provides additional detail where it is necessary to evaluate specific technical issues. The additional 

information provided is consistent with that provided in the project description, and only is used as 

needed for issue-specific concerns. Information and details of the Project do not shift for various issues, 

and the analysis is for the same project throughout. 

For instance, Comment Letter 11 states that it is unclear how many wells are proposed and their 

capacity. The commenter is confusing the parameters in the technical analysis to determine impacts 

with the Project description. The proposed Project is, at all times, to drill up to six wells starting in Well 

Site B with a goal of achieving total diversion from the river of 1980 afy at a maximum rate of 5 cfs. The 

scenarios needed to determine impacts and the discussion of Alternatives to the proposed Project are 

extensive but they do not change the description of the Project. 
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Topical Response 3:  Consideration of the Proposed Project Versus the 
Identified Alternatives  

Introduction 

As requested by several comments, this topical response clarifies why the proposed Project is preferred 

by the City, and clarifies the reasons why the alternatives considered in the Draft EIR were not chosen. 

This topical response clarifies the scope of the proposed Project and the alternatives. 

Discussion 

The Draft EIR analyzes the City’s proposed update to its current Water System Master Plan. The purpose 

of the Master Plan Update is to improve water supply reliability by: (1) evaluating present and future 

water supply and demand conditions through full build out of the City’s General Plan; (2) identifying 

water system supply and distribution deficiencies; and (3) prioritizing water sources. The proposed 

Water System Master Plan Update also states that the City will develop new and expanded water 

production and treatment facilities for water diverted from the Santa Ynez River, upgrade various 

distribution and storage facilities, and develop a capital improvement program to address deficiencies. 

The Water System Master Plan Update, if adopted, would establish as City policy that the City apply to 

the State Water Resources Control Board for (1) a further extension of time to perfect and license its 

water right on the Santa Ynez River, and (2) to secure an expansion of the reach of diversion specified 

for water right Permit 15878. The specific purpose of the EIR is to (1) evaluate the impacts of the 

proposed Project; (2) support the City’s request for an extension of time to perfect and license the water 

right; and (3) obtain an expansion of the City’s currently permitted reach of diversion. 

As noted in Topical Response No. 1, the proposed Water System Master Plan Update contains several 

components as presented in Section 2.4.2 of the Draft including: 

• Water Supply Improvements (pages 2.0-8 to 2.0-9) 

• Distribution System Improvements (pages 2.0-9 to 2.0-10) 

• Reservoir Storage Improvements (page 2.0-10) 

• Standby Power (page 2.0-10) 

• Alternative Supply Sources (pages 2.0-10 to 2.0-11) 

The City rejected the Alternative Supply Sources based on its prior experience that upland wells within 

the City limits have low yield and poor water quality as discussed in Section 2.4.1 of the Draft EIR (see 
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pages 2.0-6 through 2.0-8). The City has no rights or agreements that would allow it to explore upland 

wells outside the City limits and has no assurance that it could acquire any upland rights outside the City 

limits. Therefore, the Draft EIR provides no analysis of those unlikely water sources.  

The Draft EIR provides analysis of all the other proposed improvements. Some are analyzed on a more 

general programmatic level, while others are analyzed on a specific project level. 

The “Distribution System Improvements, Reservoir Storage Improvements, and Standby Power” are all 

examined at the program level. These activities are general in nature and non-site specific as currently 

presented in the proposed Water System Master Plan Update. When the City completes further design 

of these improvements, more environmental review may be appropriate. 

The proposed “Water Supply Improvements,” including development of new wells along the Santa Ynez 

River and water treatment facilities for those wells, are analyzed at the project level. Detailed 

information for the proposed additional river wells are presented in Section 2.4.4 of the Draft EIR’s 

project description, and details of the proposed water treatment facilities are presented in Section 2.4.5 

of the Draft EIR’s project description.  

Section 2.4.4 describes both the new river wells the City included in the proposed Project and all of the 

alternative well configurations that are included in the Alternatives analyzed in the EIR. To add clarity to 

the number and location of river wells proposed by the City, both Sections 2.4.2 and in 2.4.4 have been 

revised (see Section 4.0 of this Final EIR) to include the following statement: 

While the EIR analyzes numerous alternative well configurations, the proposed Project is 

to construct new river wells collectively capable of extracting river underflow water at 

the rate of approximately 5 cfs. The proposed wells will be constructed in Well Site B 

and, if necessary to meet the desired flow rate, in the most downstream portion of Well 

Site A, as shown on Figures 2.0-6 and 2.0-7. 

The Draft EIR provides a site-specific analysis for each of the components contained in the Water System 

Master Plan Update (proposed wells, connecting pipelines, and water treatment plant). In particular, in 

the case of the river wells, the Draft EIR provides extensive review of the potential impacts for 

numerous alternative locations and configurations for the improvements. No further review is required 

at this time. 

Some comments have requested that the City clarify where new wells will be installed along the Santa 

Ynez River. The studies included as part of the Draft EIR analyze the impacts and benefits of installing 

new wells in the “Existing Reach of Diversion” as designated under water right Permit 15878. 
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Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4 include either new or renovated increased capacity wells in the Existing 

Research of Diversion; however, the City did not choose any of those alternatives as the proposed 

Project. 

The Draft EIR’s analysis of the impacts of well development and pumping in Well Sites A and B supports 

the City’s application to the SWRCB to add the “Additional Reach of Diversion” to Solvang’s Permit 

15878. If the SWRCB approves that application, the data indicates that the City will be able to obtain its 

full entitlement of water under Permit 15878 from the downstream portion of the Additional Reach of 

Diversion. If the SWRCB approves the City’s request to include the Additional Reach of Diversion, the 

City intends to drill the first new wells in Well Site B (see Topical Response 2). The impacts of the 

planned pumping in Well Site B are analyzed as described in Section 5.1 of the Draft EIR. If wells located 

in Well Site B were sufficient to meet the water supply goal of 5 cfs, then the City would not drill wells in 

Well Site A. If Well Site B is insufficient to reach the target flow rate the City would then install wells in 

the most downstream portion of Well Site A, if necessary, as noted in the new Mitigation Measure HYD-

2 (see Topical Response 2 and Section 4.0 of the Final EIR). 

As noted in Topical Response 2, the Draft EIR has been revised to note that all new wells would be 

located at least 500 feet downstream from Well 3 that is located approximately 100 feet downstream of 

Alisal Bridge. New wells will be located in either Well Site A or Well Site B as shown on Figure 2.0-5. Well 

Sites A and B, while within the 100-year floodplain, are outside and above the ordinary high water mark 

of the active river channel. Each wellhead will be placed at an elevation that is within the 100-year flood 

level. The proposed well sites are currently at least 150 feet from any surface water flows in accordance 

with Department of Public Health (DPH) requirements for extraction without additional monitoring and 

filtration treatment. The proposed well locations are intended to be no closer than approximately 500 

feet from each other and any existing wells in the River (see page 2.0-17 of the Draft EIR).  

The statement in the Draft EIR (see page 2.0-17) regarding the placement of wells at the mouth of 

Alamo Pintado Creek has been deleted. No new wells are proposed upstream of Alisal Bridge. 

If the new downstream wells meet the City’s water supply needs, the City would continue to maintain 

existing Wells No. 3 and 7A, and will not likely renovate and rehabilitate Well No. 5 (as it would not be 

needed). 

As described previously, the Water System Master Plan is the proposed Project. The Draft EIR also 

describes the alternatives to the proposed Project, in Draft EIR Section 6.0, and analyzes the potential 

impacts of those alternatives. State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6 state “An EIR shall describe a 

range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly 
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attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the 

significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.” 

The Draft EIR has identified the following alternatives for the decision makers and the public to consider 

in comparison to the proposed Project: 

Alternative 1:  No Project Alternative – The purpose of the No Project Alternative is to allow a 

comparison of the environmental impacts of approving the proposed Project with the 

effects of not approving it. This alternative would divert only the baseline amount of 

1,053 afy of groundwater from the Santa Ynez River underflow pursuant to water right 

Permit 15878. All diversions would occur from the Existing Reach of Diversion. 

 The No Project Alternative would continue existing operations and the City would 

rehabilitate or replace Well Nos. 3, 7A, and 5 as necessary to extract 1,053 afy from 

those wells. No other water supply facilities proposed by the Water System Master Plan 

Update would be constructed. The No Project Alternative is not a no-build scenario, 

however. The City will continue to grow to full build out under the approved General 

Plan because all of the development and all other infrastructure contemplated in the 

General Plan have been previously authorized.  

Alternative 2: This Alternative would supplement proposed Santa Ynez River diversions with SWP 

water. Under this alternative, the full buildout water demand of 1,980 afy would be 

supplied by both the Santa Ynez River underflow and SWP water from the City’s existing 

Table A Amount (1,500 afy). Solvang has chosen to use 40 percent of the Table A 

Amount as an estimate of the single or the multiple dry-year SWP delivery amount; that 

is, 600 afy as discussed on Draft EIR page 2.0-6. Therefore, under this alternative, the 

total demand of 1,980 afy would be met by using a maximum of 1,380 afy of 

groundwater diverted from the Santa Ynez River with the remaining 600 afy of demand 

met by SWP water. Under Alternative 2, the City would request SWRCB approval of the 

proposed downstream extension of the Additional Reach of Diversion new wells in the 

area downstream of Alisal Bridge would be installed within Well Site B, and more than 

500 feet away from any existing wells. 

Alternative 3:  This Alternative would increase Santa Ynez River Diversions to 2,400 afy. That volume of 

diversion reflects the City’s prior Master Plan diversion calculations. That plan provided 

irrigation water for uses outside of the City boundary but within the currently permitted 

place of use for the water diverted from the Santa Ynez River underflow. The additional 
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420 afy would be provided to existing commercial irrigation uses within and outside the 

Solvang City limits. The City has a history of providing irrigation water, although it has 

not done so recently. The remainder of the water to be diverted (1,980 afy) would be 

used as noted to meet demand within the City’s service area. This alternative would 

include the proposed downstream extension of the Additional Reach of Diversion and 

installation of new wells in the area downstream of Alisal Bridge within Well Site B and, 

if necessary, Well Site A. This alternative would also include the renovation and use of 

Well Nos. 3 and 7A and, possibly No. 5. 

Alternative 4:  This Alternative would obtain the 1,980-afy diversion from the Santa Ynez River 

underflow and group all new and existing wells within the Existing Reach of Diversion 

per water right Permit 15878. 

 As noted, with the exception of the No Project Alternative and Alternative 4, the 

proposed Project and the alternatives would place new river wells downstream of Alisal 

Bridge in the “Additional Reach of Diversion.” Alternative 4 would place new wells 

within the “Existing Reach of Diversion.” 

The Draft EIR (page 6.0-24) notes that of the Alternatives considered, the No Project Alternative 

(Alternative 1) would have the fewest impacts and would not result in any new significant impact. 

Therefore, it is currently the most environmentally sensitive. The No Project Alternative, however, 

would not meet the primary objective of the proposed Project to provide long-term water supply 

reliability for the City. As noted in several comments on the Draft EIR, the Existing Reach of Diversion 

above Alisal Bridge is an important reach of the River both for fishery resources and for water 

production by Alisal Ranch and ID No 1. The No Project Alternative would maintain Solvang’s reliance on 

pumping from that reach for a significant portion of its water supply. By contrast, the proposed Project 

will minimize potential future conflicts and impacts by moving Solvang’s water production significantly 

downstream from the Alisal Bridge. Because the No Project Alternative is environmentally superior, 

CEQA requires the City to identify another alternative as an environmentally superior alternative among 

the remaining alternatives.  

The environmentally superior alternative among the remaining alternatives would be Alternative 2 –

Supplement Proposed Allocation with SWP water. This alternative would result in similar or 

incrementally reduced impacts for all issues when compared to the proposed Project. Alternative 2 

would result in fewer diversions of Santa Ynez River underflow and would locate additional river wells 

downstream of Alisal Bridge. However, Alternative 2 relies on supplementing 600 afy of its water supply 
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needs on SWP water, which has become less reliable over the years due to increased litigation and 

potential impacts on endangered species, such as the delta smelt.  

By developing Alternative 2, as opposed to the proposed Project, the City would not achieve the 

following objectives to the same extent as the proposed Project: 

• Ensure a future reliable water supply to meet the projected water demand at City build out as 
provided for in the General Plan. 

• Secure adequate water rights to reliably meet the City’s water supply requirements. 

Because it relies on 600 afy of SWP water, Alternative 2 requires the City to forgo the opportunity to 

develop sufficient, relatively reliable, inexpensive, and less energy intensive local water supplies to meet 

all of Solvang’s needs at full build out. 

As noted, not only would Alternative 2 not meet project objectives it would require the City to 

implement severe water conservation measures in order to meet demand. Further, the City would 

continue to rely on SWP water for the remainder of the General Plan buildout demand. In the event that 

the SWP water becomes unreliable or unavailable, the City under Alternative 2 would not be able to 

supply water to its residents. 

Alternatives 3 and 4 do not reduce potentially significant impacts and, therefore, are not considered 

environmentally superior. Alternatives 3 and 4 would both increase impacts on fisheries and other 

diverters in the reach of the River above Alisal Bridge. As a result of the findings in the Draft EIR, the City 

is only pursuing the proposed Project, rather than the alternatives. 
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Topical Response 4:  Selection and Use of the Environmental Baseline 

Introduction 

This topical response provides clarification on the selection and rationale for the using 1,053 afy of 

diversions from the underflow of the Santa Ynez River as the environmental baseline for analyzing the 

proposed Project water diversions in the EIR. The impacts of the Project are determined based on the 

change that would result from this baseline. Several comment letters questioned whether the use of the 

selected baseline is appropriate. 

Discussion 

Regulatory Perspective 

To determine whether a project’s impacts are significant, an EIR ordinarily compares those impacts with 

existing environmental conditions, which constitute the “baseline” for the impact analysis (Communities 

for a Better Env’t v. South Coast Air Quality Mgmt. Dist. [2010] 48 Cal.4th 310; see also State CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15125[a] [covering baseline as part of the environmental impacts]). The baseline 

normally consists of the physical conditions that exist in the area affected by the project at the time the 

EIR process begins (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15125[a]). An EIR’s assessment of the project’s 

impacts should normally be limited to changes in those existing physical conditions (State CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15126.2[a]). Existing physical conditions are determined as of the time the notice of 

preparation is published or, if no notice of preparation is published, at the time the environmental 

analysis begins (State CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15125[a] and 15126[a]; Communities for a Better Env’t, 

48 Cal.4th at 320; Save our Peninsula Comm. v. Monterey County Bd. of Supervisors [2001] 87 

Cal.App.4th 99, 125). However, lead agencies may elect to use a different baseline if there is a 

reasonable basis for doing so (Save our Peninsula Comm. v. Monterey County Bd. of Supervisors [2001] 

87 Cal.App.4th 99, 126; Cherry Valley Pass Acres & Neighbors v. City of Beaumont [2010] 190 Cal.App.4th 

316 [“Cherry Valley”] [the appropriate baseline or environmental setting in an EIR may consider physical 

conditions at other points in time other than date NOP is issued]). 

Water System Master Plan Update Considerations 

The Draft EIR (see Section 3.6) identifies the baseline for City water diversions as 1,053 afy for use in this 

EIR. This baseline is supported by the SWRCB inspection of the City’s water use, which was completed in 

1999.1 The SWRCB staff identified Wells No. 3 and No. 7 as the only wells diverting underflow pursuant 

                                                                 

1  State Water Resources Control Board, correspondence to Mr. Craig Martin, City of Solvang from Mr. John O’Hagan, Chief, 
Compliance & Enforcement Unit, SWRCB, December 15, 1999. 
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to water right Permit 15878. The SWRCB staff determined that other City wells pumped from the 

percolating groundwater basin, not the subterranean flow of the Santa Ynez River. Based on the records 

of diversion submitted to the SWRCB at the time of the inspection (1999), the maximum amount 

diverted under Permit 15878 from Wells No. 3 and No. 7 was 1,053 afy as shown on Table 3.0-1, City of 

Solvang Pump Records from January 1997 through June 1998. The SWRCB also determined the 

maximum rate of withdrawal to be 1.85 cfs. 

The use of this baseline is consistent with the requirements of the State CEQA Guidelines and recent 

court opinions. As the court noted in Communities For A Better Environment v. South Coast Air Quality 

Management Dist. (2010) 48 Cal.4th 310, 320-321 ("CBE"), the baseline does not rely on hypothetical 

conditions but rather based on substantial evidence in the record for what has historically occurred 

under the City’s water right permit as approved by the SWRCB. The baseline used is the amount of 

diversions verified by SWRCB staff inspection pursuant to Solvang’s water diversion Permit 15878. 

Further, as noted in Cherry Valley Pass Acres And Neighbors v. City of Beaumont (2010) 190 Cal.App.4th 

316 ("Cherry Valley"), the appropriate baseline or environmental setting in an EIR may consider physical 

conditions at other points in time instead of the date the NOP was issued.  

The baseline used in the Draft EIR reflects the conditions that would most likely occur if the City does 

not process this EIR or pursue the proposed Project. The City can proceed with renovating existing Wells 

No. 3 and No. 7 (which were in service when the SWRCB completed their inspection in 1999)2 without 

any further environmental review. If this project does not proceed—essentially the No Project 

alternative—the City intends to renovate the existing wells to maximize production up to 1,053 afy that 

has already been verified by the SWRCB. Therefore, the baseline that reflects the amount of water 

extracted from these wells based on SWRCB inspection is the most appropriate baseline. 

Conditions at the time of the NOP were not used as a baseline because they do not reflect either the 

historical or the future Solvang diversions from the Santa Ynez River without the Project. Natural events 

cause variations in diversions from the river. The amount that Solvang has previously diverted and 

intends to divert from the river in the future is 1,053 afy without the Project. Therefore, the conditions 

at the moment of the NOP do not provide an accurate baseline for comparison to the impacts of the 

Project. 

                                                                 

2  As noted in Table 3.0-2 of the Draft EIR, Well No. 5 was taken out of service by flooding in March1993; Well No. 3 came 
online in September 2003 and Well No. 7A came online in November 2005. 
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Topical Response 5:  Water Right Order 89-18 and Applicability to the 
Proposed Project  

This topical response explains how water right Order 89-18 applies to the Project’s effects on water 

rights flows in the Santa Ynez River and fisheries management issues. 

Lake Cachuma operations regulate the flow of the Santa Ynez River downstream of Bradbury Dam. Lake 

Cachuma operations (the Cachuma Project) are the responsibility of the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 

(Bureau) and not the City. Lake Cachuma operations include water rights releases for downstream water 

rights. Water rights releases for downstream users are based on the SWRCB Order of 1973 (WR 73-37), 

as amended in 1989 (WR 89-18). Those SWRCB Orders require that the Bureau establish two accounts 

for the benefit of those, like Solvang, who hold water rights on the river. Those accounts track water 

stored in Lake Cachuma for (1) the water rights holders above the Narrows and (2) those below the 

Narrows. The Above Narrows groundwater basin is Bradbury Dam to the Lompoc Narrows downstream 

from Buellton and the Below Narrows groundwater basin is the Lompoc groundwater basin. The Santa 

Ynez River Water Conservation District (SYRWCD) manages the water rights releases to satisfy the needs 

of downstream water rights holders from the water in each account.  

Water rights releases will help to reduce the impacts of increased pumping by the City. The primary 

purpose of the water rights releases is to replenish dewatered storage in the two groundwater basins. 

Water rights releases occur in about 65 percent of all years. Generally, water rights releases are not 

made in spill years.  

The Above Narrows Account is limited by the dewatered storage space in the Above Narrows Alluvial 

Groundwater Basin; the increased pumping by Solvang will allow additional credits in the Above 

Narrows Account. Based on the Santa Ynez River Hydrology Model (SYRHM), the WR 89-18 releases are 

estimated to increase by 183 afy above the baseline conditions due to Solvang’s increase in pumping. 

Baseline conditions generally average about 5,800 afy of Above Narrows water rights releases would 

help mitigate changes to groundwater and surface water hydrology as a result of the Project. 

Furthermore, this increase in water rights releases as part of the Above Narrows Account would happen 

on its own accord, and would not be a direct result of the City’s proposed mitigation. Water rights 

releases under WR89-18 are part of both the baseline and the proposed Project conditions. 
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Topical Response 6:  Potential Impacts to Surface Water Hydrology  

This topical response clarifies the analysis of potential impacts to surface water in the Santa Ynez River 

from the installation of the proposed future wells downstream of Alisal Bridge. 

The relationship between the Above Narrows Alluvial Groundwater Basin and surface water is complex 

and is discussed thoroughly in the Draft EIR in Sections 5.1 and 5.3, and Appendix 5.1. Pumping from 

this particular groundwater basin is the same as diverting surface water, because groundwater in the 

alluvial aquifer has direct hydraulic connectivity with the river’s surface water. The SWRCB regulates 

groundwater pumping through its appropriation permitting process, which applies to surface water.  

Initially, the City considered placing additional wells upstream of Alisal Bridge. Modeling analyses 

indicated, however, that an upstream site would impact an environmentally sensitive reach designated 

for spawning and rearing of endangered steelhead (NMFS’s 2000 Biological Opinion [BO])3 and create 

well interference with both the existing Alisal Ranch wells and the Santa Ynez River Water Conservation 

District Improvement District No. 1 (ID No. 1) wells. Any increased pumping by Solvang would primarily 

affect surface water conditions during periods of low flows.  

The City has chosen to request approval to locate new wells downstream of Alisal Bridge. Proposed Well 

Site B and, if necessary, Well Site A, will be used to avoid impacts to flows above Alisal Bridge. The 

Bridge does demarcate important distinctions in both hydrologic and environmental conditions. 

Hydrologically, the Buellton Subbasin below Alisal Bridge contains wider and deeper alluvial deposits 

with more hydraulic connection with aquifers to the north. Those conditions help stabilize water levels 

in this reach. The Alisal Subbasin above Alisal Bridge is narrower with thinner aquifer deposits and with 

more existing groundwater wells already in production. Environmentally, the reach below Alisal Bridge 

contains less desirable rearing habitat, while the Alisal Subbasin contains habitat that is better suited to 

rearing. In addition, the Alisal Reach, and not the reach below Alisal Bridge, was designated as a 

management reach in NMFS’s 2000 Biological Opinion for the Cachuma Project. Avoiding interference 

with the fisheries management actions in the Alisal reach is a primary reason the City has proposed 

placing the new river wells in either Well Site B and, if necessary, Well Site A, instead of upstream of the 

Alisal Bridge and near existing wells. 

The impacts of pumping from the river alluvium by the City on surface flows are discussed in the Draft 

EIR Sections 5.1.6.3 and 5.3.6.1. The effects of pumping from both Well Sites A and B on surface flows in 

                                                                 

3  National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). Biological Opinion for U.S. Bureau of Reclamation operation and maintenance of 
the Cachuma Project on the Santa Ynez River in Santa Barbara County, California (September 11, 2000). 
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the Buellton Subbasin are attenuated by other sources of water. This includes flows from nearby 

tributaries, direct precipitation, underflow from the underlying Paso Robles formation and Careaga sand 

located adjacent to the north side of the Santa Ynez River, and water rights releases from Lake 

Cachuma. Based on the SYRHM, the WR 89-18 releases are estimated to increase slightly by 183 afy (3 

percent) above the baseline condition. The increase in water rights releases from the Above Narrows 

Account in response to Solvang’s increased pumping would happen on its own accord, according to WR 

89-18, and not as part of the City’s proposed mitigation. 

Mitigation Measures FIS-1 through FIS-5 propose extensive monitoring to ensure pumping does not 

adversely affect the surface water conditions for the endangered steelhead species within the permitted 

Reach of Diversion. The flows at Alisal Bridge will also be monitored with an existing U.S. Geological 

Survey (USGS) gage to ensure that when compared to baseline conditions, pumping does not adversely 

affect the surface water conditions for the endangered steelhead species. In addition, Mitigation 

Measures HYD-1 will ensure that the City will actively advertise, promote, and implement its Water 

Management Program to conserve water, reduce consumption, and reduce the need for water pumping 

during the summer, fall, and times of drought. 
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Topical Response 7:  Potential Impacts to Groundwater Resources  

This topical response clarifies the analysis of the potential impacts installation of the proposed wells 

downstream of Alisal Bridge may have to groundwater resources. 

The Above Narrows Alluvial Groundwater Basin is part of the subterranean flow of the Santa Ynez River. 

In this case, “subterranean flow” and “underflow” are synonymous and interchangeable. Both terms 

refer to the portion of the Santa Ynez River that follows the same path of the river and is in a known and 

definite channel, but below the ground surface. Legally, pumping this underflow is the same as diverting 

surface water, and it is regulated by the SWRCB appropriation permitting process under California water 

laws. The groundwater basin is recharged primarily by seepage from the flows of the Santa Ynez River. 

The peak annual pumping that the City is now requesting is 1,980 afy; 1,053 afy of that is considered the 

historical pumping under baseline conditions. The historical average annual pumping by the City in its 

current state of development is projected at 1,691 acre-feet (see Draft EIR Table 2.0-1). The maximum 

requested pumping by the City is 5 cfs. However, the proposed Project is based on meeting the 

summertime demands of approximately 3 cfs (see Draft EIR page 2.0-29). 

Initially, the additional pumping for the proposed Project was proposed to be located upstream of Alisal 

Bridge. Modeling analyses indicated, however, that this site would impact an environmentally sensitive 

reach designated for the rearing of endangered steelhead, and would create well interference with both 

the existing Alisal Ranch wells and the ID No. 1 wells. To avoid impacts to flows above Alisal Bridge and 

potential well interference, the City proposed locating all additional groundwater pumping in Well Site B 

and, if necessary, Well Site A. By locating proposed wells within either of these sites and implementing 

Mitigation Measures FIS-1 through FIS-5, the City will avoid well interference with existing well 

production upstream of Alisal Bridge even during periods of little or no flows. If new wells are located 

within Well Site A, they will be located at least 500 feet downstream of Well 3, which is already 

downstream of Alisal Bridge (see page 2.0-17 of the Draft EIR).  

The proposed Well Sites are located in the Buellton Subbasin of the Above Narrows Alluvial 

Groundwater Basin. This Subbasin below Alisal Bridge contains wider and deeper alluvial deposits and 

has more hydraulic connection with aquifers to the north than the Alisal Subbasin upstream of the 

Bridge. Both factors help to stabilize water levels in this reach. 

Local ground water conditions were evaluated in Technical Memorandum No. 3 and Technical 

Memorandum No. 6 (see Draft EIR Appendix 5.1). Tables 5.1-5 and 5.1-6 in the Draft EIR indicate the 

projected cone of depression for the proposed Well Site B. To assess the worst case potential drawdown 

from the wells during summer or drought with no river or other inflows to the area, the analysis 
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reported in the tables uses a model to calculate the impacts of a 2,400 afy pumping rate over a 24-

month period. The analysis indicates that drawdown could reach a maximum of 9.1 feet at 1,000 feet 

from the well field in September of Year 2. However, drawdown would be less for Year 1 and March and 

June of Year 2. Due to the heterogeneous variability of aquifer properties, the City will update 

determinations of the local drawdown once it begins drilling wells and tests the actual amount of water 

available and localized aquifer properties at Well Site B. The current Theis analysis is based on aquifer 

properties of nearby wells in the Buellton Subbasin, which is the best source of information available. 

Tables 5.1-5 and 5.1-6 are very conservative because no inflows from the Santa Ynez River are assumed 

for the drawdown analysis and the analysis uses a pumping rate of 2,400 afy instead of the 1,980 afy 

requested by the City. 

The City proposes several mitigation measures to reduce impacts from the additional proposed 

groundwater pumping by Solvang. Mitigation Measures FIS-1 through FIS-5 propose extensive 

monitoring to ensure pumping does not adversely affect the surface water conditions for the 

endangered steelhead species within the permitted Reach of Diversion. The flows at Alisal Bridge will 

also be monitored with an existing USGS gage to ensure that when compared to baseline conditions, 

pumping does not adversely affect the surface water conditions for the endangered steelhead species. 

In addition, Mitigation Measures HYD-1 will ensure that the City will actively advertise, promote, and 

implement their Water Management Program to conserve water, reduce consumption, and reduce the 

need for water pumping during summer, fall, and droughts. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 1 – Native American Heritage Commission dated June 25, 
2012 

1-1  The comment notes that the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) is the designated 
“Trustee Agency” for the State of California for the protection and preservation of Native 
American cultural resources. 

 The comment is noted. 

1-2 The comment notes that the NAHC has included state and federal statutes relating to Native 
American historic properties or religious and cultural significance with their letter. 

 The EIR contains a listing of federal and state regulations applicable to cultural resources, 
including those relating to Native American interests, in Section 5.4.3. 

1-3 The comment notes that CEQA requires that any project that causes a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of historical resources, including archaeological resources, is a 
significant effect requiring preparation of an EIR. 

 The City acknowledges that requirements of CEQA include the evaluation of cultural resources, 
including archaeological resources, as part the EIR for the proposed Project (see Section 5.4). 

1-4 The comment notes that the lead agency is required to assess whether the proposed Project will 
have an adverse impact on cultural resources, including archaeological resources, within the 
area affected by the proposed Project. The lead agency is required to assess whether the Project 
will have an adverse impact on such resources within the “area of potential effect” (APE), and if 
so, mitigate that effect. 

 The EIR includes an evaluation of cultural resources within the proposed Project area. For the 
known areas of disturbance, the City completed both a Phase I cultural resource survey and 
records search. The EIR (see Section 5.4.6) includes analyses of potential impacts to cultural 
resources, including archaeological resources. Where the EIR determines that there is the 
potential for significant impacts, mitigation measures are identified. 

1-5 The comment notes that sacred sites, as defined by the NAHC, are confidential and exempt from 
public disclosure via the Public Records Act. 

 The City recognizes the sensitivity of sacred sites and has not released any information relative 
to such sites to the public. The comment is noted. 

1-6 The comment suggests that early consultation with Native American tribes be conducted to 
avoid unanticipated discoveries and to access knowledge of religious and cultural significance of 
historic properties in the Project area. 
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 The City recognizes the need to work cooperatively with local Native American tribes. The City 
has notified local tribes via the SB 18 process to alert them of the proposed Project. As part of 
that process, the City has met with the Santa Ynez band of Chumash Indians to discuss the 
Project and obtain any information they may have. 

1-7 The comment notes that the NAHC recommends avoidance as the preferred method to protect 
Native American resources that could be damaged or destroyed. 

 The City concurs that avoidance is the preferred method to protect cultural resources. The EIR 
(see Section 5.4.6) recommends mitigation measures that provide for protecting potential 
cultural resources that may be discovered during implementation of the proposed Project. If any 
such resources found are considered significant by an approved archaeologist and Native 
American representative, further recommendations will be made as to their protection and or 
recovery. 

1-8 The comment notes that if the proposed Project is under the jurisdiction of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), further consultation and compliance with federal statutes may 
be required. 

 The proposed Project is not currently subject to the requirements of NEPA or other federal 
regulations. The comment is noted. 

1-9 The comment reiterates the need for confidentiality of “historic properties of religious and 
cultural significance.”  

 As noted in to the Response for Comment 1-5, the City acknowledges the need for 
confidentiality and has not provided any sensitive information to the public. The comment is 
noted. 

1-10 The comment notes that provisions for inadvertent discovery of human remains mandate a 
process to be followed if such occurs. 

 The EIR provides mitigation should any human remains be discovered. Please see Mitigation 
Measure CUL-5. 

1-11 The comment suggests that consultation on projects must be an ongoing process between 
Native American tribes and the lead agency. 

 The City recognizes the need to maintain ongoing dialogue with Native American tribes over the 
course of the Project. As such, the City has included provisions within the mitigation measures 
for Native American tribes to act as field monitors. The City will also continue to work with local 
Native American tribes to assure that they are aware of Project activities. 
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1-12 The comment reiterates the NAHC’s recommendation of “avoidance” of cultural sites, including 
burial sites. 

 The City concurs that avoidance should be the first priority. However, should avoidance not be 
feasible, the EIR contains mitigations to address significant cultural resource sites and burial 
sites should they be encountered during field activities and excavations. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 2 – Santa Barbara Air Pollution Control District dated July 
10, 2012 

2-1  The comment notes that the Project may utilize a generator to provide standby power to the 
SWP pumping station. The comment further notes, that as a responsible agency, the Santa 
Barbara Air Pollution Control District (APCD) would be the permitting agency for any generators 
and will require a health risk assessment (HRA) to demonstrate that the operation of the 
engines do not represent an acute (short-term) or chronic (long-term) health risk to the 
surrounding community. The comment provides information on the Santa Barbara APCD’s 
requirements for an HRA. 

 Currently, the proposed Project identifies that the proposed river wells and water treatment 
plant would be powered by electricity obtained from local distribution lines provided by Pacific 
Gas & Electric (PG&E). 

 To provide a backup power supply, the proposed Project provides for the potential use of a 
single generator to provide emergency power to the SWP pumping station, and the future river 
wells and water treatment plant. As noted in the project description, the size of this generator is 
not currently known and would be sized to meet the power needs as determined after the river 
wells and water treatment plant are designed and constructed. 

 The City recognizes the Santa Barbara APCD permit authority and identifies that the APCD will 
require a permit to be issued for the operation of a generator and/or diesel-fired engines (see 
Section 2.5.2). Should the City pursue either of these as options for backup power supply, 
specific information on the size and operating characteristics will be determined at that time. 
Prior to installation of any such engines, the City will meet the requirements of the Santa 
Barbara APCD to obtain a permit to operate, and prepare an HRA. 

2-2 The comment provides additional information regarding Santa Barbara APCD’s permitting 
requirements for diesel engines. 

 The comment is noted. 

2-3 The comment clarifies information obtained from the Santa Barbara APCD’s Rule 202 D.16 
regarding short-term construction emissions. The comment further goes on to suggest a change 
in language on page 5.5-17 in the Draft EIR to note that emissions from all, rather than any, 
sources do not exceed 25 tons per year as opposed to any of the specific sources exceeding 25 
tons per year. 

 The Draft EIR (see Table 5.5-5) lists the estimated construction emissions for all emissions, 
excluding CO, is 20.34 tons per year, and is less than the ACPD threshold of 25 tons per year. The 
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Draft EIR (page 5.5-17) has been revised to change “any” to “all” when referring to the 
emissions relative to the threshold. 

2-4 The comment notes that the text of the Draft EIR indicates that construction will occur over a 1-
year period; however, the comment notes that it appears that air quality emissions modeling 
was completed for a 5-year period. The Draft EIR should clarify that the methodology used to 
estimate the maximum tons per year of emission was the worst case for a single year over for 
the 5 years modeled. 

 The commenter is correct in noting that the construction period is for a 12-month (1-year) 
period as stated on page 5.5-16 of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR also assumes that construction 
activities could overlap and occur simultaneously, thus providing a worst-case scenario. The 
methodology considers Project emissions for each year over a 5-year period to determine the 
worst-case scenario year and reports that year (2012 as modeled) as the estimated construction 
emissions in Table 5.5-5 of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted. 

2-5 The comment notes that the Draft EIR identifies that the Project would include the use of 
generators during power outages (see page 5.5-22 of the Draft EIR). As such, the comment 
states that the EIR does not include an HRA to analyze the potential impacts of the proposed 
generators. 

 As discussed in the Response to Comment 2-1, the Draft EIR notes that the proposed Project 
could use generators in the future for standby or emergency power. However, the size and 
capacity of any such generator is not known at this time. Should the City decide to install 
generators, it will comply with the requirements of Santa Barbara APCD at that time, and if 
necessary, complete an HRA. 

2-6 The comment notes that the Santa Barbara APCD has not adopted any CEQA thresholds of 
significance relative to greenhouse gas emissions, including those adopted by the Bay Area Air 
Quality Management District (BAAQMD). The comment requests that the Draft EIR correct the 
statement on greenhouse gas thresholds. 

 The Draft EIR notes on page 5.6-17 that the Santa Barbara APCD has not adopted any 
significance thresholds for greenhouse gas, and that the County of Santa Barbara has suggested 
that the Santa Barbara APCD use the BAAQMD thresholds. Page 5.5-23 of the Draft EIR 
incorrectly states that the Santa Barbara APCD has adopted the BAAQMD thresholds; this 
statement has been deleted from the EIR. 

2-7 The comment identifies several specific requirements of the Santa Barbara APCD relative to 
various aspects of reducing and controlling emissions that may apply to the proposed Project. 
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 The City appreciates that efforts of the Santa Barbara APCD and will work closely with staff to 
ensure that are applicable rules and regulations are implemented for the proposed Project. The 
comment is noted. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 3 – National Marine Fisheries Service dated July 20, 2012 

3-1  The comment suggests that the City should modify the Project to ensure withdrawal of water 
will not cause or perpetuate a reduction in the amount and extent of living space for southern 
California steelhead (O. mykiss), especially in the dry season. 

 The proposed Project has been modified since its original inception to provide for future wells to 
be located away from existing wells to avoid perpetuating impacts to the river, including surface 
water flows that would impact sensitive species including O. mykiss. The City proposes to modify 
its water right permit to extend the Reach of Diversion downstream of Alisal Bridge to allow for 
future wells downstream to be located away from existing wells operated by the City and others 
upstream of the Bridge. In doing so, the hydrological analysis shows that impacts to surface 
water flow at the proposed extraction rates would be similar or less than current conditions. 

3-2 The comment notes that any activity that reduces the amount and extent of surface water flow 
in the Santa Ynez River that has the potential to adversely affect endangered steelhead, if not 
already authorized in accordance with the Endangered Species Act, is prohibited. If adverse 
effects to endangered steelhead cannot be avoided the City would need to apply for a Section 
10 permit prior to implementing the Project, or a Section 7 permit if a federal nexus exists with 
the Project. 

 As noted in the Draft EIR (p. 5.3-55), the Project would not result in a reduction of the area or 
habitat value of critical habitat areas designated under Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) 
(Essential Fish Habitat).  

 The Draft EIR notes (see page 5.3-3) that  

 Threatened or Endangered species and their critical habitat are designated through publication 
of a final rule in the Federal Register. Designated Endangered and Threatened animal species are 
fully protected from ‘take’ unless an applicant has an incidental take permit issued by the US Fish 
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) under Section 10, or an incidental take statement issued under 
Section 7 of the ESA. 

 As the proposed Project would not potentially result in a reduction of the area or habitat value 
of critical habitat areas designated under FESA, no permits under Section 7 or 10 are required. In 
addition, the Project has no federal nexus. 

3-3 The comment suggests that the City consider a long-term monitoring program to assess whether 
on-going extractions avoid negative impacts to endangered steelhead and minimize negative 
changes to designated critical habitat. 
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 The proposed well site locations A and B are downstream of the designated critical management 
reach for O. mykiss. Further, the Draft EIR (p. 5.3-55) recognizes that while the proposed Project 
would not potentially result in a reduction of the area or habitat value of critical habitat areas, it 
does identify mitigation measures (Mitigation Measures FIS-1 through FIS-5) to monitor 
conditions in the River during both construction and operation.  

 After well development and testing and prior to the operation of any wells, the Water Division 
of the Public Works Department of the City, in coordination with the SYRWCD with the 
management of the Santa Ynez River, will develop and implement an Operational Pumping Plan, 
including timing, rates of drawdown from each well, seasonal restrictions, and triggers to ensure 
that during critical drought periods dewatering associated with groundwater pumping does not 
adversely impact surface flows as outlined in NMFS’ 2000 Biological Opinion within the City’s 
permitted Reaches of Diversion, and wells operated by ID No. 1 and Alisal Ranch.  

 (See Section 4.0 of the Final EIR and Mitigation Measure FIS-5.) 

3-4 The requirements of NMFS’s 2000 Biological Opinion were established based on proposed 
activities related to the Cachuma Project, which do not include the City’s proposed additional 
well pumping; therefore, such requirements would be the minimum in terms of mitigating 
efforts by the City for altering the existing conditions within the Project’s reach. The comment 
notes that NMFS and the Bureau of reclamation have initiated formal reconsultation and a new 
biological opinion is expected in the future. 

 The City’s existing water right permit 15878 (see Appendix 1.0 of the Draft EIR) provides for the 
City to extract up to 5 cfs (approximately 3,600 afy) annually by direct diversion from the River. 
At this time, the City is requesting that the SWRCB perfect the permit and issue a license for a 
maximum diversion of up to 1,980 afy at a maximum diversion rate of 5 cfs. The City has 
historically extracted as much as 1,366 afy from wells along the River (see Table 3.0-2 of the 
Draft EIR); the baseline extraction for the City has been determined to be 1,053 afy. The amount 
of water that the City would extract under the proposed license is within its historical permitted 
amount (5 cfs) and accounts for the City's increase in population growth, although it would be 
more than the City has historically extracted from the River wells and more than the baseline 
use. 

 NMFS’s 2000 Biological Opinion accounts for the historic and permitted uses along the River. 
Further, any future biological opinion should account for permitted diversions. The comment Is 
noted. 

3-5 The comment suggests that the City consider all portions of the complete life stage of steelhead. 

 The Draft EIR recognizes all of the O. mykiss life stages. As presented in the Draft EIR (see page 
5.3-26), the City recognizes that “all life stages of O. mykiss are consistently found in the Lower 
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Santa Ynez River Mainstem.” The Draft EIR (p. 5.3-50) notes, “impacts to O. mykiss during 
various life stages and critical habitat during periods of low flow and drought conditions would 
be less than significant.” 

3-6 The comment suggests that NMFS is unclear on how the City can determine impacts to O. 
mykiss would be less than significant if the local groundwater and surface waterflows within the 
proposed Additional Reach of Diversion are unknown. 

 See Topical Responses No. 6, Potential Impacts to Surface Water Hydrology, and No. 7, 
Potential Impacts to Groundwater Resources. 

3-7 The comment suggests that the City has not explained how changes in the Above Narrows 
Alluvial Groundwater Basin will influence surface water conditions within the Project’s reach. 

 The relationship between the Above Narrows Alluvial Groundwater Basin and surface water is 
complex and is discussed thoroughly in the EIR. Legally, pumping in this particular ground water 
basin is the same as diverting surface water, and hence the reason why the City has to go 
through the appropriation permitting process with the SWRCB under California water laws. The 
EIR also notes on pages 5.1-34 and 38 that the groundwater basin is recharged by seepage from 
the flows of the Santa Ynez River. The Draft EIR (see page 5.3-43) also states, “Groundwater in 
the alluvial aquifer is in direct hydraulic communication with the river’s surface flow.” 

 See Topical Response No. 6, Potential Impacts to Surface Water Hydrology. 

3-8 The comment suggests that the No Project Alternative identify the practical results of the 
Project’s nonapproval, and analyze a set of artificial assumptions that would be required to 
preserve the existing physical environment. 

 The State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(e) provides for the requirements of the No Project 
Alternative. In doing so, the State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126(e)(2) state “as well as what 
would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the Project were not 
approved, based on current plans and consistent with available infrastructure and community 
services.” The State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126(e)(3)(B) goes on to further state that “the 
analysis should identify the practical result of the Project’s non-approval and not create and 
analyze a set of artificial assumptions that would be required to preserve the existing physical 
environment” [emphasis added]. 

 The No Project Alternative (Draft EIR Section 6.4.1) provides a description of the alternative and 
compares the environmental effects of the property remaining in its existing state against 
environmental effects that would occur if the Project is approved. 
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3-9 The comment suggests that the City incorporate an analysis of how flow conditions have been 
altered through Bradbury Dam operations and water diversions along the portion of the Santa 
Ynez River, and how implementation of the Water System Master Plan Update would modify 
the existing pattern and magnitude of surface water due to ongoing effects of Bradbury Dam 
and water diversions. 

 The operation of Bradbury Dam is not within the purview of the City and, as such, the City has 
no control on how it affects the river. The Bureau of Reclamation operates the dam and does so 
in accordance with NMFS’s 2000 Biological Opinion for steelhead administered by NMFS. As 
indicated in the commenter’s letter, NMFS and the Bureau have initiated reconsultation 
regarding NMFS’s 2000 Biological Opinion; as such, the appropriate process to address flow 
conditions in the River resulting from operation of the dam would be within that effort. 

 The Draft EIR (see Section 5.1, Hydrology, Water Supply and Water Quality) includes an 
analysis of surface water flow and the potential impacts that would result from implementation 
of the Water System Master Plan Update (not the General Plan). 

3-10 The comment suggests that the City incorrectly implies that the Expanded Reach of Diversion is 
away from designated critical habitat. The comment also suggests that the terminology 
“Expanded” versus “Extended Reach” of Diversion is confusing. 

 The comment is correct in noting that the Santa Ynez River, as well as its tributaries, is 
designated as critical habitat for the endangered steelhead; the Draft EIR recognizes this on 
pages 5.3-11 and 5.3-23. 

 The analysis in the Draft EIR does not indicate that any portions of the River are not designated 
as critical habitat. The Draft EIR does evaluate critical habitat areas designated under the FESA 
and notes (see page 5.3-55) that during construction, depending on the final well site selection, 
there could be impacts to slopes along the riverbank as well. These impacts are potentially 
significant. It also notes (see page 5.3-53) diversion of the 1,980 afy with a maximum diversion 
rate of 5 cfs of Santa Ynez River underflow would not result in a reduction of the area or habitat 
value of critical habitat areas designated under FESA. Impacts would be less than significant. 

 The commenter’s observation was in relation to language in Section 2.0, Project Description, of 
the Draft EIR which states,  

 When the Existing Reach of Diversion and the Additional Reach of Diversion are combined they 
comprise the ‘Expanded Reach of Diversion’ which is intended to provide the City the ability to 
locate future groundwater wells away from other permitted water rights diverters and critical 
habitat areas to minimize adverse impacts on the other diverters in the river, the riparian 
environment, and the fish.  
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 This statement provides information on the City’s intent and is not a statement of fact or used in 
any analysis. 

3-11 The comment notes that the City does explain that Well Sites A and B are outside and above the 
ordinary high water mark of the active river channel. The comment further notes (via footnote) 
that critical habitat includes the lateral extent of a stream as defined by the ordinary high-water 
line. 

 As noted in the comment, the proposed Well Sites A and B are located outside of and would not 
directly disturb critical habitat. The comment is noted. 

3-12 The comment suggests that the City’s rationale for identifying the baseline of 1,053 afy may be 
legally sufficient but it is unclear why the city did not document more recent inspections 
conducted by the SWRCB. 

 See Topical Response No. 4, Selection and Use of the Environmental Baseline. 

3-13 The comment requests further information on the use of the baseline. 

 See Topical Response No. 4, Selection and Use of the Environmental Baseline. 

3-14 The comment requests that the City explain why the current 200 afy production from the river 
wells was not used as the baseline. 

 See Topical Response No. 4, Selection and Use of the Environmental Baseline. 

3-15 The comment suggests that it is not clear if the City is relying on increased releases under WR 
89-18 as mitigation of impacts. The comment suggests that the City has not provided substantial 
evidence that 89-18 releases are sufficient and meaningful compensation for effects of 
operating Bradbury Dam on the natural pattern and magnitude of flows. 

 See Topical Response No. 5, Water Right Order 89-18 and Applicability to the Proposed 
Project. 

3-16 The comment recommends that the City describe how pumping would affect existing conditions 
of surface water flow and to what extent elevated WR 89-18 releases would mitigate changes to 
surface flow as a result of increased groundwater pumping. 

 The impacts of pumping from the river alluvium by the City on surface flows are discussed in EIR 
Section 5.1.6.3 as well as Section 5.3.6.1. The WR 89-18 releases are predicted by the Santa 
Ynez River Hydrology Model to increase slightly by 183 afy out of an average of about 5,800 afy 
(3 percent), which would help mitigate changes to surface flows affecting endangered 
steelhead. The increase in water rights releases as part of the Above Narrows Account would 
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happen on its own accord according to WR 89-18 and not be directly part of the City’s proposed 
mitigation. The City proposes Mitigation Measure FIS-5 to ensure pumping does not adversely 
affect the surface water conditions for the endangered steelhead species. 

See Topical Response No. 6, Potential Impacts to Surface Water Hydrology. 

3-17 The comment requests that the City evaluate impacts to the Project’s reach by examining the 
entire reach of the River rather than segmenting the reach based on the location of Alisal 
Bridge. 

 Figures 15 to 17 in Technical Memorandum No. 6 (see Draft EIR Appendix 5.1) referred to in this 
comment cannot be prepared because the groundwater model does not extend that far 
downstream to Well Sites A and B. However, the City’s proposed Mitigation Measures FIS-1 
through FIS-5 will monitor the flows at Alisal Bridge to ensure pumping does not adversely affect 
the surface water conditions for the endangered steelhead species compared to baseline 
conditions. Alisal Bridge does demarcate important distinctions in both hydrologic and 
environmental conditions. Hydrologically, the Buellton Subbasin below Alisal Bridge contains 
wider and deeper alluvial deposits with more hydraulic connection with aquifers to the north 
which helps to stabilize water levels in this reach. The Alisal Subbasin above Alisal Bridge is 
narrower with thinner aquifer deposits and with more existing groundwater wells already in 
production. Environmentally, the reach below Alisal Bridge contains marginal rearing habitat, 
while the Alisal Subbasin contains fair to marginal rearing habitat. This is the reason why the 
Alisal Reach and not the reach below Alisal Bridge was designated as a management reach in 
NMFS’s 2000 Biological Opinion for the Cachuma Project. This is also the reason why the City has 
greatly increased the costs for the proposed Project by moving the new river wells downstream 
to Well Sites A and B instead of upstream of the Alisal Bridge near the City’s existing Well No. 
7A. 

 See Topical Response No. 6, Potential Impacts to Surface Water Hydrology. 

3-18 The comment recommends that the City distinguish between “subterranean flow” and 
“underflow,” and not use both terms in the document if they are referring to the same 
condition. 

 In this case, “subterranean flow” and “underflow” are synonymous and interchangeable. A 
distinction is not clarified by the commenter, and it is not necessary to make such a distinction 
in this case. Both terms refer to the subflow portion of the Santa Ynez River that follows the 
same path of the river and is in a known and definite channel. Legally, pumping in this particular 
ground water basin is the same as diverting surface water, and hence the reason why the City 
has to go through the appropriation permitting process with the SWRCB under California water 
laws. 
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 See Topical Response No. 7, Potential Impacts to Groundwater Resources. 

3-19 The comment suggests that the use of the word “potential” when discussing effects of water 
diversions on river hydrology, groundwater hydrology, water quality, soil erosion, and aquatic 
resources does not appear representative of what is known regarding water exploitation on the 
environment. 

 The comment is referring to language in Section 4.0, Cumulative Scenario, (page 4.0-2) that is 
only setting context for why cumulative projects are included and is not making a statement on 
actual known effects. The language is prefaced by “To evaluate cumulative impacts, this EIR 
examined existing and proposed water diversions within the Santa Ynez River from Bradbury 
Dam to the Highway 101 Bridge in Buellton.”  

3-20 The comment recommends that the City remove the phrase “could potentially” and replace it 
with “will likely” when referring to the combined impacts of the Project and cumulative projects. 

 The comment is referring to information provided in the Draft EIR Section 4.2.2 regarding 
cumulative analysis. The Draft EIR merely notes that “potential” exists for impacts to occur by 
other water diversions; as such, these projects should be considered in the impact evaluation 
provided in Section 5.0. No determination of any such impacts is made in the referenced 
discussion in Section 4.2.2. 

3-21 The comment recommends that the City reevaluate the impacts to existing riparian habitat 
available at Well Site A and possibly revise the finding to something other than “less than 
significant.” 

 Impacts to riparian habitat are discussed in detail in the Draft EIR Section 5.2 and contain 
several mitigation measures (Mitigation Measures TER-1 through TER-13) that reduce impacts 
to riparian habitat to Class II. 

3-22 The comment suggests that water quantity and quality in terms of existing flow condition and 
instream habitat connectivity during low flow periods/summer season is not directly addressed. 

 Draft EIR Section 5.1 and Appendix 5.1 summarize the existing conditions and changes to 
surface water hydrology due to the proposed Project. Draft EIR Section 5.3 discusses the 
environmental impacts during the low flow periods on the different life stages of the 
endangered steelhead and riparian habitat. Impacts have been classified as Class II due to the 
several mitigation measures proposed (Mitigation Measures FIS-1 through FIS-5) to ensure 
pumping does not adversely affect the surface water conditions for the endangered steelhead 
species and other nearby wells.  

 See Topical Response No. 6, Potential Impacts to Surface Water Hydrology. 
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3-23 The comment suggests that the City consider strategies for reducing water consumption or 
minimizing underflow withdrawal through possible off-channel storage reservoirs. 

 The City maintains over 1.23 million gallons of off-channel water storage that is available for 
operational, fire protection and emergency uses (see page 5.13-9 of the Draft EIR). As noted in 
the Draft EIR (see page 5.13-10), operational storage is commonly calculated as the maximum 
day demand over a 6-hour duration. The City’s current maximum day demand is approximately 
2.7 million gallons per day, and the 6-hour storage required is approximately 475,000 gallons. 
Without considering fire flow and emergency needs, the City maintains sufficient reserve 
storage beyond the minimum requirements, and additional storage is not warranted. 

3-24 The comment suggests that mitigation measures proposed for Terrestrial Biological Resources 
speak to short-term project impacts only, and the City should consider long-term mitigation 
measures to address potential impacts that could occur beyond construction of the wells. 

 Mitigation proposed for potential impacts to terrestrial resources already address potentially 
significant impacts that could occur. As no potential long-term impacts to terrestrial biological 
resources were identified, no mitigation was proposed. 

3-25 The comment suggests that certain impacts and corresponding mitigation requiring CDFW and 
USACE participation, may also trigger the need for consultation between the USACE and the 
NMFS under Section 7 of the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA). 

 The City acknowledges that should the proposed Project involve a permit requirement from the 
USACE, they may determine that other federal agencies, such as NMFS or USFWS, may need to 
be involved, and that consultation under the federal ESA may be required. At this time, no such 
impacts have been identified. As the commenter notes, Mitigation Measure TER-4 provides that 
during or prior to construction, appropriate approvals, including USACE, may be required and 
must be obtained. 

3-26 The comment notes that the proposed Mitigation Measure TER-5 restricts fieldwork during 
construction downstream of sites that are in the 100-year floodplain, and suggests that long-
term monitoring may be required. 

 Construction impacts are short term in duration and mitigation is provided to address 
construction impacts. As noted in the comment, Mitigation Measure TER-5 requires the 
installation of sediment ponds under the prescribed conditions and such ponds shall be 
designated within the Strom Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for the Project. As the 
Water System Master Plan Update's projects are short term and the Project will be required to 
comply with SWPPP requirements, no additional mitigation is required. 
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3-27 The comment suggests that impacts for the removal of riparian habitat go beyond the control of 
giant reed and other invasive species, and include revegetation of native pants wherever 
permanent loss is expected. 

 Proposed Mitigation Measure TER-10 deals with impacts for permanent removal of 
jurisdictional habitats, not all riparian vegetation, and looks to control the ability for invasive 
species to intrude into Project related disturbed areas. Mitigation Measure TER-11 provides for 
the protection of vegetation types, including native vegetation, to be restored at Project sites 
that are disturbed. Mitigation Measure TER-11 provides for long term monitoring (1 year after 
completion) to evaluate progress of restoration is sufficient, and if not in the opinion of the 
biologist, for additional revegetation efforts to occur. 

3-28 The comment suggests that that Mitigation Measure FIS-1 include a long-term monitoring 
program to monitor refugia pools and the wetted width of channels downstream after 
construction and throughout the life of the proposed Project. 

 Mitigation Measures FIS-1 through FIS-4 relate to impacts during construction and not 
operation. Mitigation Measure FIS-5 provides for mitigation during pumping to ensure that well 
operation does not adversely impact surface water flows within the City’s permitted Reach of 
Diversion. The City does not control the entire Santa Ynez River, and the Fish Management Plan 
and NMFS’s 2000 Biological Opinion for the operation of Bradbury Dam establish protocols for 
managing flows in the River and the protection of endangered species. As the City is a party to 
these through their association with the SYRWCD, they currently are required to comply with 
any such conditions. 

3-29 The comment requests that the City provide a map depicting the high water mark and the 150-
foot buffer where no new wells or pipelines would be constructed. 

 The Draft EIR includes diagrams that illustrate the 100-year flood zone (see Figure 5.1-3) and 
potential USACE and CDFW jurisdictional areas (see Figure 5.2-2). The figures provide 
information that will be used in locating future wells in Well Sites A and B. Should any well sites 
occur within the jurisdictional areas, they will be subject to permitting requirements of the 
USACE and CDFW. As noted in Response to Comment 3-25, should it be deemed necessary by 
the USACE, other federal agencies may become involved. 

3-30 The comment suggests that long-term monitoring be provided as part of the mitigation. 

 See Response to Comment 3-28. 

3-31 The comment suggests that the Operational Pumping Plan identified in Mitigation Measure FIS-
5 should include both the Expanded Reach of Diversion as wells as the Additional Reach of 
Diversion as proposed.  
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 In response to the comment, Mitigation Measure FIS-5 has been modified to include all of the 
City’s Permitted Reaches of Diversion. 

3-32 The comment suggests that the Operational Pumping Plan described in Mitigation Measure FIS-
5 be further developed and described in greater detail so that NMFS can have information of the 
potential effects of the proposed pumping on endangered steelhead and critical habitat. 

 Impacts of the proposed Project, including proposed pumping from new wells, is described in 
the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR utilizes predictive modeling to evaluate conditions that could occur 
in both the surface water and groundwater hydrology. This analysis has been used to evaluate 
potential impacts to steelhead and other fisheries resources and is presented in the various 
sections of the Draft EIR. 

3-33 The comment suggests that that the EIR provide additional information to evaluate impacts that 
could occur during installation of waterlines, including trenching, to steelhead and available 
stream habitat. 

 The Draft EIR provides in depth analysis of habitat and endangered resources, including 
steelhead (see Section 5.2, Terrestrial Biology and Section 5.3, Fisheries Resources in the Draft 
EIR). The Draft EIR evaluates potential construction impacts during the installation of waterlines 
from potential well sites. As specific well sites are not known, the Draft EIR evaluated the entire 
areas within Well Sites A and B to determine potential impacts and provided numerous 
mitigation measures (see Mitigation Measures TER-1 through TER-13 and FIS-1 through FIS-4) 
to reduce impacts during construction to less than significant. 

3-34 The comment requests that the City clarify the project description and which activities would be 
short term versus long term (10 to 15 years). 

 See Topical Response No. 1, Identification of Program versus Project EIR Components. 

3-35 The comment suggests that modeling shows the frequency of flows less than 1 cfs near Alisal 
Bridge will increase by 4 percent and that since the City did not model the proposed diversion 
rate of 1,980 afy, the City should formulate a detailed monitoring program to compare modeling 
results with actual flow conditions during future well operations. 

 The flow frequency statistic cited is for the previous project which had the City’s new river wells 
upstream of Alisal Bridge as described in Tech Memo No. 4 (see Draft EIR Appendix 5.1). Tech 
Memo #6, Figure 9 (see Draft EIR Appendix 5.1), shows the results from the Santa Ynez River 
Hydrology Model for the current proposed Project with the new river wells located at Site B, 
located 1.5 miles downstream of Alisal Bridge, in which there is no change in the frequency of 
flows less than 1 cfs near Alisal Bridge compared to baseline conditions. The City’s proposed 
Mitigation Measures FIS-1 through FIS-5) will monitor the flows at Alisal Bridge, in addition to 
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other measures, to ensure pumping does not adversely affect the surface water conditions for 
the endangered steelhead species compared to baseline conditions. 

 See Topical Response No. 6, Potential Impacts to Surface Water Hydrology. 

3-36  The comment suggests that the City should propose mitigation measures to address negative 
impacts to steelhead and available habitat, including affected reaches near Alisal Bridge. 

 See Response to Comment No. 3-33. Further, the EIR proposes Mitigation Measure FIS-5 to 
ensure that groundwater pumping does not adversely impact surface flows within the City’s 
permitted Reaches of Diversion. 

3-37 The comment requests that the time frame for the City to demonstrate its full diversion and 
beneficial use be disclosed. The time frame should also include a specific monitoring program to 
verify that expected impacts from the proposed Project are minimized throughout the lifetime 
of Santa Ynez River underflow operations. 

 The proposed Water System Master Plan Update provides for the City to supply water to its 
residents in accordance with the buildout projections in the City’s General Plan. As noted in the 
Draft EIR (see page 2.0-13), the City will require up to 1,980 afy at build out, an increase of 289 
afy over current demand. The General Plan, which was updated in 2008, provides the build out 
potential for City based on land uses (see Table 2 of the General plan Land Use Element). 
California Government Code, Section 65300 requires that General Plan’s take a long-term 
approach to a project's conditions and needs into the future. The time frames for effective 
planning vary among issues, but typically cities look at land use planning for periods of up to 20 
years. While infrastructure can have life spans that exceed this (generally 30 to 50 years), capital 
improvement planning is typically less. The City anticipates that the implementation of the 
Water System Master Plan Update may occur over 20 to 30 years, depending on needs. The 
build out of the land uses identified in the General Plan Land Use Element could occur in a 
similar time frame, but will be dictated by economic and other factors. 

 The Draft EIR proposes mitigation (see Mitigation Measure FIS-5) for the City to prepare and 
implement an Operating Management Plan that will provide for overseeing operations so to 
avoid adverse impacts from groundwater pumping that must be prepared prior to initiating of 
operating activities.  

3-38 The comment suggests that the repair and reuse of Well No. 5 due to its location adjacent to the 
active stream channel and susceptibility to future damage from high flows. Further, it is 
suggested that use of Well No. 5 would only be temporary if the well cannot withstand future 
storm damage.  
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 The City does not disagree with the comment and as such is proposing that future wells be 
located downstream of Alisal Bridge and outside of the active stream channel. That being said, 
the City may look to rehabilitate the well should circumstances present themselves and the 
downstream stream Extended Reach of Division not be permitted for new wells and diversions. 

3-39  The comment suggests that the efforts to repair Well No. 5 may result in negative impacts to 
steelhead and available stream habitat, particularly during construction. 

 See Response to Comment 3-33. 

3-40 The comment notes that the Draft EIR makes reference to Essential Fish Habitat adjacent to the 
acronym FESA and that the Essential Fish Habitat is regulated under the Magnuson-Stevens 
Fishery Conservation and Management Act rather than the Endangered Species Act. 

 The comment is noted and the EIR has been modified to reflect the comment. 

3-41 The comment suggests that the project description be clarified to further specify the locations of 
proposed new wells and their proximity to existing wells. 

 See Topical Response No. 2, Adequacy and Stability of the Project Description. 

3-42 The comment suggests that the statement be revised to reflect that “when” not “if” steelhead 
are present upstream of Alisal Bridge, as the presence of steelhead in this area are well 
documented. 

 The comment is noted. The statement reflects information provided from another study 
(Hopkins, 2003) and is not considered a statement on the conditions of the river but rather the 
potential for impacts to occur.  

3-43 The comment requests clarification on whether or not there are existing wells located in Well 
Site B. 

 There are no existing wells in Well Site B. The statement “no closer than 500 feet from other and 
existing wells in the river” (Draft EIR, page 2.0-17) refers to both Well Sites A and B; existing 
wells are located on the western portion of Wells Site A (Well No. 3 west of Alisal Bridge and 
Wells No. 5 east of Alisal Bridge). 

3-44 The comment suggests that the project description be clarified to show the exact placement of 
future wells. 

 See Topical Response No. 2, Adequacy and Stability of the Project Description. 
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3-45 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR include a detailed revegetation plan as a mitigation 
measure for well installation. 

 The Draft EIR provides for the revegetation of wells sites and proposes Mitigation Measures 
TER-10 and TER-11. Collectively, these mitigation measures provide for restoration of Project 
wells sites. 

3-46 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR does not provide the amount of expected riparian 
vegetation to be removed for each well site or if additional area will be required for rotary 
drilling. 

 The Draft EIR notes as part of the project description (see page 2.0-22) that each well site is a 
2,500 square foot area (50 feet by 50 feet) that will be cleared and graded utilizing a drilling rig, 
as well as other related uses during drilling. The exact locations of the proposed wells are not 
known at this time; therefore the Draft EIR evaluated the entire area within Well Sites A and B. 
As noted in the Draft EIR (see page 5.2-56), wells would not be located in areas of permanent 
surface water or within 150 feet of the Santa Ynez River, and placed at an elevation that is 
within the 100-year flood plain but above the ordinary high water mark.  

 The Draft EIR proposes Mitigation Measure TER-4 that vehicles or equipment shall not be 
operated in areas of ponded or flowing water or where wetland-vegetation, riparian vegetation, 
or aquatic organisms may be destroyed unless there are no practicable alternative methods to 
accomplish the construction work, and only after prior approval of the CDFW and USACE. 

3-47 The comment suggests that the City identify the need for consultation in accordance with 
Section 7 or Section 10 of the federal ESA be included in Section 2.5.2, Other Required Permits 
and Approvals. 

 At this time the City does not foresee the need for consultation under either Section 7 or Section 
10 of the federal ESA. Please also see Response to Comment 3-29. 

3-48 The comment recommends that the City describe and clarify that actual river well pumping 
amount can be different than the amount determined by the SWRCB for the City’s beneficial 
use. 

 The Draft EIR does note in Section 5.1 that a conservative value of 2,400 afy of pumping was 
used as a valid assumption and for direct comparison to the prior studies (see Draft EIR 
Appendix 5.1). The actual peak annual pumping that the City is now requesting, 1,980 afy, is 
lower than this assumption. The actual average annual pumping by the City is currently 
projected even lower at 1,691 acre-feet (see Draft EIR Table 2.0-1). Given that the amount of 
pumping planned for by the City has changed several times over the last decade, the hydrologic 
analyses in Appendix 5 provides a good bracket of the potential impacts from 600 to 3,600 afy.  
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 See Topical Response No. 7, Potential Impacts to Groundwater Resources. 

3-49 The comment notes that there is currently only one existing well upstream of Alisal Bridge (Well 
7A), which is correct.  

 There is on existing active well (Well No. 7A) located upstream of Alisal Bridge. Currently, only 
Wells No. 3 (active) is located approximately 100 feet downstream of Alisal Bridge; Well No. 5 is 
also located just downstream of the Bridge but is inactive; Well No. 5 could be repaired and 
rehabilitated in the future and placed back in operation. 

 Referring to the City’s existing wells as located upstream and downstream of the Alisal Bridge 
will help conceptually with the distinction of the proposed well sites which are located at 
proposed Well Sites A and B. The text has been revised (see Section 4.0 of this Final EIR). 

3-50 The comment requests that the City define what is meant by “historically” when describing the 
baseline. 

 See Topical Response No. 4, Selection and Use of the Environmental Baseline. 

3-51 The comment suggests that the City should devote a section of the EIR to describing possible 
mechanisms for conducting the majority of the pumping during periods of elevated river 
discharge to minimize impacts to groundwater levels. 

 The proposed Project is based on meeting the summertime demands that is currently a 
maximum of about 3 cfs (see Draft EIR, page 2.0-29), which would total about 180 acre-feet for 
1 month. The maximum storage capability of the City is about 1.5 million gallons or 4.6 acre-
feet. As such, there is not enough storage capability for the city to meet summertime demands 
by pumping during periods of elevated river discharge. Water rights releases will help minimize 
impacts to groundwater levels during pumping in the summer. In addition, the City mitigation 
measure HYD-1 will ensure that the City will actively advertise, promote, and implement their 
Water Management Program to conserve water and reduce consumption and the need for 
water pumping during the summer, fall, and during droughts. 

See Topical Response No. 7, Potential Impacts to Groundwater Resources. 

3-52 The comment suggests that the EIR should provide rationale for using a statistical parameter of 
the median monthly flow rather than the average with associated standard deviations. 

 The median monthly parameter is a valuable statistic because it indicates typical flow values in 
the Santa Ynez River for each month. An average or mean statistic gives values that are 
misleadingly high, particularly for winter months. The Santa Ynez River is very flashy, so a single 
storm can produce a lot of runoff on average, even though most of the flows for that month 
would have been much lower. The Draft EIR did rely on a range of statistical parameters and 
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methods of analysis as presented in Appendix 5.1, including frequency analyses and mean 
averages. However, the median monthly flow statistic is one of the most valuable for comparing 
the different scenarios analyzed. 

See Topical Response No. 6, Potential Impacts to Surface Water Hydrology. 

3-53 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR lacks evidence to suggest that additional flows 
downstream of Alisal Bridge resulted in increased O. mykiss in the lower Santa Ynez River. 

 The Draft EIR relies on various data and information that is publicly available and should be 

available to NMFS. As noted on page 5.3-1 of the Draft EIR, available literature and data sources 

were consulted to evaluate the fisheries resources found or potentially found within the Project 

area. These included the Cachuma Project EIR/Cachuma Water Right 2011 2nd Revised Draft 

EIR4 (which was submitted as Final in March 2012 by the SWRCB), as well as information about 

southern steelhead trout (O. mykiss) and other fish based on presence/absence surveys, 

trapping records, and monitoring reports compiled by the Santa Ynez River Technical Advisory 

Committee (SYRTAC) and the biologists from the Cachuma Operations and Maintenance Board 

(COMB). 

3-54 The comment suggests that the City should consider and evaluate how increased pumping and 
underflow withdrawal will alter the portion of stream habitat below Alisal Bridge regardless of 
what NMFS’s 2000 Biological Opinion identifies as suitable for habitat maintenance.  

 The Draft EIR does consider impacts downstream of Alisal Bridge and is presented in the next 
paragraph after the one referenced by the commenter. As noted in the Draft EIR (see pages 5.3-
43 and 44), “An analysis by Stetson Engineers modeled the portion of the Santa Ynez River 
directly downstream from Alisal Bridge, under both normal and drought conditions, including 
the proposed Additional Reach of Diversion (Well Sites A and B).”  

3-55 The comment requests information about why the Operational Pumping Plan does not include 
the Additional Reach of Diversion where Well Sites A and B are proposed. 

 Mitigation Measure FIS-5 includes the additional Reach of Diversion and has been clarified (also 
see Response to Comment 3-36). 

                                                                 

4 State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Water Rights. Final Environmental Impact Report, Consideration of 
Modifications to the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation’s Water Right Permits 11308 and 11310 (Applications 11331 and 11332) 
to Protect Public Trust Values and Downstream Water Rights on the Santa Ynez River below Bradbury Dam (Cachuma 
Reservoir). State Clearinghouse #1999051051 (December 2011). 
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3-56 The comment suggests that the City should not rely on regulatory and trustee agencies’ ability 
to protect fishery resources through enforcement and should not be justification for a 
determination that impacts will be less than significant. 

 The commenter is referring to discussion under the threshold addressing the potential for the 
proposed Project to conflict with existing local policies or ordinances protecting biological 
resources (Threshold 5.3.6.10). 

 The City is not relying on other regulatory agencies enforcement to reduce impacts. Rather the 
discussion and finding of less than significant relate to whether or not the proposed Project is in 
conflict with any such regulation, including NMFS’s 2000 Biological Opinion. The discussion also 
notes that while not a local policy or ordinance (as specified in the threshold), “the City is 
obligated to comply with implementation of NMFS’s 2000 Biological Opinion for the Cachuma 
Project” and that the proposed Project would in fact “mitigate potential impacts to O. mykiss 
because increased pumping downstream of Alisal Bridge would have less impact on river flows 
as compared to upstream pumping.” 

3-57 The comment suggests that the City explore other creative ways to use excess water (such as 
SWP water) in terms of improving available habitat to benefit steelhead. 

 The City is open to creative ways to uses SWP water and other excess water. However, such 
ideas are not the part of the proposed Project and are out of the scope of the EIR. 

3-58  The comment requests to know if the surface water modeling performed in 2004 within the 
Santa Ynez River Hydrological Model has been revised or refined to include pool depths, and to 
determine the quantity of water needed to maintain residual pool depth in the Alisal and 
Refugio reaches downstream of SR 154 Bridge. 

 The Santa Ynez River Hydrological Model has not been revised to include pool depth modeling 
capabilities. Lake Cachuma operations regulate the flow of the Santa Ynez River downstream of 
Bradbury dam. The quantity of water to be released from Lake Cachuma to maintain residual 
pool depth in the Alisal and Refugio reaches is the responsibility of the Cachuma Project and not 
the City.  

3-59 The comment suggests that the City does not address mitigating impacts to stream function and 
connectivity in relationship to groundwater elevations throughout the Buellton Riparian 
Subbasin. 

 The City proposes mitigation measures FIS 1-5 to ensure pumping does not adversely affect the 
surface water conditions for the endangered steelhead species in the Buellton Subbasin. 

 See Topical Response No. 6, Potential Impacts to Surface Water Hydrology. 
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3-60 The comment requests that the City clarify the significance or meaning of the statement in 
Technical Memo No. 6 that states “Thus, under Alternative GW5 additional releases for fish 
would not be measured to maintain the habitat upstream of Solvang bridge.” 

 This sentence has been modified to read “Thus, under Alternative GW5 additional releases for 
fish would not be required to maintain the habitat upstream of Solvang Bridge compared to 
baseline conditions.” 

 See Topical Response No. 6, Potential Impacts to Surface Water Hydrology. 

3-61 The comment suggests that the City should specify the direction of drawdown as noted in 
Technical Memo No. 6 (whether upstream or downstream). 

 The values in Technical Memorandum No. 6 Table 20 (see Draft EIR Appendix 5.1) apply equally 
to both the up and downstream directions because the analysis assumes no inflows into the 
system and only the available storage in the groundwater basin at the beginning timestep of the 
analysis. 

See Topical Response No. 7, Potential Impacts to Groundwater Resources. 

 



Letter No. 4

4-1

Meridian Consultants 
001-001-12

City of Solvang Water System Master Plan Update EIR 
January 2014

2.0 Responses to Comments 
Letter No. 4

2.0-71



4-2

4-3

4-4

4-5

4-6

4-7

4-8

4-9

Meridian Consultants 
001-001-12

City of Solvang Water System Master Plan Update EIR 
January 2014

2.0 Responses to Comments 
Letter No. 4

2.0-72



4-10

4-11

4-12

4-13

Meridian Consultants 
001-001-12

City of Solvang Water System Master Plan Update EIR 
January 2014

2.0 Responses to Comments 
Letter No. 4

2.0-73



 2.0 Responses to Comments 

Meridian Consultants 2.0-74 City of Solvang Water System Master Plan Update EIR 
001-001-12  January 2014 

RESPONSE TO LETTER 4 – Cachuma Conservation Release Board dated July 20, 
2012 

4-1  The comment notes of the alternatives analyzed, CCRB supports the implementation of 
Alternative 2 as the alternative that has the least impact on its member agencies water supplies. 

 Comment is noted. 

4-2 The comment suggests that the baseline must include a description of the physical environment 
conditions in the vicinity of the Project, as they exist at the time the NOP was published. 

 See Topical Response No. 4, Selection and Use of the Environmental Baseline. 

4-3 The comment suggests that the EIR does not describe with sufficient clarity and precision the 
baseline condition used. The comments notes that the average historical pumpage is different 
that the identified baseline. 

 See Topical Response No. 4, Selection and Use of the Environmental Baseline. 

4-4 The comment suggests that the EIR should include a detailed description of the hydrologic 
baseline used for impact analysis and rationale for its selection. 

 See Topical Response No. 4, Selection and Use of the Environmental Baseline. 

4-5 The comment requests that the EIR identify and analyze the nature and extent of potential 
reduction in annual flows at the Lompoc Narrows. 

 The reduction in flows at the Lompoc Narrows is less than 1 percent of the annual flows at the 
Lompoc Narrows. The most sensitive parameter that this reduction in flows could potentially 
affect is the salinity. Technical Memorandum No. 2 (see Draft EIR Appendix 5.1) analyzed the 
impacts to flow and salinity at the Lompoc Narrows and showed none to very small differences 
in salinity between alternatives with increased Solvang river well pumping. 

See Topical Response No. 6, Potential Impacts to Surface Water Hydrology. 

4-6 The comment requests that the EIR provide an analysis of the effects of flow requirements and 
fish passage supplemental flow program for the Santa Ynez River. 

 Figures 5 through 12 in Technical Memorandum No. 6 (see Draft EIR Appendix 5.1) show that 
the major effect of increased pumping by Solvang is during periods of low flows. In particular, 
Figure 10 in Technical Memorandum No. 6 shows that for flows above 25 cfs at Buellton there is 
no significant difference. Because the fish passage supplemental flow program (January through 
May) is designed to enhance, not create, passage during storm events above 25 cfs at Solvang, 
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there will be no impacts on passage conditions in the Buellton Subbasin. Impacts to O. mykiss 
upstream migration would be considered less than significant as the implementation of the 
proposed Master Plan Update will not significantly alter winter flows. 

See Topical Response No. 6, Potential Impacts to Surface Water Hydrology. 

4-7 The comment suggests that additional analysis of potential impacts on Cachuma Project yield to 
the CCRB member units as a result of the proposed Project. 

 See Topical Response No. 5, Water Right Order 89-18 and Applicability to the Proposed 
Project. 

4-8 The comment suggests that a description of the source of additional WR 89-18 release (183 afy) 
due to increased pumping will be recovered. 

 See Topical Response No. 5, Water Right Order 89-18 and Applicability to the Proposed 
Project. 

4-9 The comment suggests that the EIR provide additional details regarding specific types of 
conservation measures planned to conserve water and reduce consumption and the need for 
pumping during the summer and fall. 

 The City will actively work to meet the requirements of SBX7-7 that requires a 20 percent 
reduction in water use by 2020. In doing so, the City will promote water conservation.  

 The Water Division of the Public Works Department has initiated a Water Management Program 
to inform residents and businesses in Solvang that water is a diminishing resource and that only 
small steps are required to conserve this resource. The aim of the program is to make people 
aware of their water use and to suggest ways for them to monitor and reduce the amount of 
water that has being wasted in Solvang. Weekly tips are being offered in the Santa Ynez Valley 
News. The City also works collaboratively with other agencies, including Santa Barbara County, 
to provide water management and conservation information.  

 One recent example of the City ongoing conservation include the City current ‘meter change-
out’ program. The City is replacing older meters with new ones as part of regular maintenance 
program. The new meters are easier to read and enable the City to accurately investigate 
possible water leaks in the service lines. 

4-10 The comment requests additional analysis be included in the EIR and to the technical 
appendices (Stetson Technical Memo No. 6) regarding impacts to water supply for the CCRB 
member units and inclusion of drought-related impacts. 
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 By moving the new wells for the City of Solvang downstream of Alisal Bridge and implementing 
Mitigation Measures FIS-1 through FIS-5, additional releases by the CCRB member units will not 
be required to be made to maintain the habitat upstream of Solvang Bridge compared to the 
baseline conditions. Model analyses (see Draft EIR Appendix 5.1, Technical memorandum No. 
6) with City of Solvang’s news wells downstream indicate no water supply impacts to CCRB 
member units compared to baseline conditions even during times of drought. See also Response 
to Comment 4-12.  

 See Topical Response No. 6, Potential Impacts to Surface Water Hydrology. 

4-11 The comment suggests that the EIR discuss water supply impacts associated with the various 
alternatives. 

 The EIR provides a discussion of the potential impacts for the proposed Project as well as for the 
identified alternatives. Water supply impacts are provided in Section 5.13, Utilities/Service 
Systems, and the alternatives are discussed in Section 6.0, Alternatives. 

4-12 The comment requests that the statement “This, under Alternative GW5 additional releases for 
fish would not be measured to maintain the habitat upstream of Solvang Bridge” be clarified. 

 The sentence on page 24 of in Technical memorandum No. 6 (see Draft EIR Appendix 5.1) 
should have read “Thus, under Alternative GW5 additional releases for fish would not be 
required to maintain the habitat upstream of Solvang Bridge compared to baseline conditions.” 
This clarification is hereby made. 

See Topical Response No. 6, Potential Impacts to Surface Water Hydrology. 

4-13 The comment suggests that there is insufficient documentation in the analysis of predicted 
drawdown associated with the proposed well field under scenario GW5. 

 The key parameters were provided in Technical Memorandum No. 3 and Technical 
Memorandum No. 6 (see Draft EIR Appendix 5.1) for a Theis drawdown analysis including 
number of wells, spacing between wells, pumping values, aquifer properties, and the geologic 
boundaries in the Buellton Subbasin. Due to the heterogeneous variability of aquifer properties, 
the City will update determinations of the local drawdown once it begins drilling wells and tests 
the actual amount of water available and localized aquifer properties at the proposed Well Sites. 
The current Theis analysis is based on aquifer properties of nearby wells in the Buellton 
Subbasin, which is the best source of information available. 

See Topical Response No. 7, Potential Impacts to Groundwater Resources. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 5 – Santa Ynez River Water Conservation District dated 
July 24, 2012 

5-1  The comment notes that the SYRWCD encompasses most of the lands within the Santa Ynez 
River watershed downstream of Cachuma Reservoir, including the City if Solvang, and that their 
principal function is to administer water rights releases from Cachuma reservoir as provided for 
by the SWRCB Order 89-18. As such, they are familiar with the matters considered in the Draft 
EIR. 

 Comment is noted. 

5-2 The comment notes that, given the limited water resources available to the City, exercising its 
water rights by putting the underflow of the Santa Ynez River to maximum beneficial uses is the 
only viable option that City has. By moving future wells downstream, the City will reduce 
potential impacts to other water users and fisheries resources to less than significant levels. 

The comment is noted. 
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Fax: (805) 693-1070 
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RE:   Draft Environmental Impact Report – City of Solvang Water System Master Plan Update 
 
 
Dear Ms. Pelster: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Water System 
Master Plan Update. At this time, the County submits comments from the Planning and Development 
Department and the Fire Department.  
 
The County looks forward to continued dialogue on the Water System Master Plan Update. If you have any 
questions, please do not hesitate to contact my office directly or Glenn Russell, Director, Planning and 
Development Department, at (805) 568-2085. 
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Chandra L. Wallar 
County Executive Officer 
 
 
Cc:   Glenn Russell, Director, Planning and Development Department 

Eric Peterson, Division Chief/Fire Marshal, Fire Department 
  
 
Enclosures:  Planning and Development Department letter, July 26, 2012 

Fire Department letter, July 24, 2012 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 6 – County of Santa Barbara – Executive Office dated July 
27, 2012 

6-1  The comment notes that the County appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR 
and that comments from other County agencies are submitted. 

The comment is noted. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 7 – County of Santa Barbara – Planning and Development 
dated July 26, 2012 

7-1  The comment suggests that mitigation should include avoidance as the first option when 
surveys indicate the presence of protected plant and animal species. 

 The City concurs that when feasible avoidance should be the first option. The Draft EIR provides 
Mitigation Measure TER-2 provides for avoidance and states that: 

A qualified biologist shall be retained as a construction monitor to ensure that incidental 
construction impacts on biological resources are avoided, or minimized, and to conduct pre-
grading field surveys for special-status plant and wildlife species, including those species listed in 
Mitigation Measure TER-1 that may be destroyed as a result of construction or site preparation 
activities. 

7-2 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR should reference the County Biological Resources 
thresholds for the proposed wells and pipelines within the unincorporated area of the County. 

 The City is the lead agency under CEQA and, as such, has the responsibility for identifying 
thresholds of significance. As provided for in the State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.7(c), “a 
lead agency may consider thresholds of significance previously adopted or recommended by 
other public agencies. . . .” The City developed a comprehensive set of thresholds that are 
“identifiable quantitative, qualitative or performance level of a particular environmental effect” 
as required by the State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.7(a); the thresholds provided for each 
issue within the Draft EIR meet this requirement. 

7-3 The comment notes that the Draft EIR should consider the need for a Conditional Use Permit 
(CUP) and/or Land Use Permit (LUP) for development in the unincorporated area. 

 The Draft EIR notes in the discussion of land use impacts (see page 5.7-19) that Santa Barbara 
County Code would require a CUP for the proposed river wells when located in agricultural and 
industrial zones. This information has been added to Section 2.5.2, Other Required Permits and 
Approvals (see Section 4.0 of this Final EIR). 

7-4 The comments suggest that several additional policies from both the County of Santa Barbara 
Comprehensive Plan and the Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan be included in the various 
sections of the Draft EIR. 

 The EIR identifies both the County of Santa Barbara Comprehensive Plan and the Santa Ynez 
Valley Community Plan throughout the discussion of the issues evaluated. The Draft EIR 
identifies a number of specific policies that could apply and did not complete an exhaustive 
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search for all policies that may apply. CEQA does not require absolute consistency with general 
plan (see Pfeiffer v City of Sunnyvale City Council [Nov. 22, 2011] 6th District Case No. H036310).  

 While the comment identifies several additional policies, it does not indicate that the proposed 
Project would not comply with any of the listed policies. The State CEQA Guidelines, Section 
15183(f) states that  

an effect of a project on the environment shall not be considered peculiar to the project 
or the parcel for the purposes of this section if uniformly applied development policies or 
standards have been previously adopted by the city or county with a finding that the 
development policies or standards will substantially mitigate that environmental effect 
when applied to future projects, unless substantial new information shows that the 
policies or standards will not substantially mitigate the environmental effect.  

As the proposed Project is considered consistent, then a detailed review of each policy within 
the County of Santa Barbara Comprehensive Plan and the Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan is 
not required. 

7-5 The comment suggests that the impact summary table in the executive summary should include 
a project impact determination, not just a checklist. 

 The determination of impacts (Class I: Significant and unavoidable, Class II: Significant but 
mitigable, and Class III: Less than significant) is provided on Table ES-1 of the Executive 
Summary. As shown, there are no Class I impacts, 8 issues that have Class II impacts, and 11 
issues that have Class III impacts. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 8 – County of Santa Barbara – Fire Department dated July 
24, 2012 

8-1  The comment notes that the Fire Department has reviewed the Draft EIR and has no comments. 
The comment further notes that if intensification of use or change in the project description 
should occur, the Project may require additional review. 

 The comment is noted. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 9 – Environmental Defense Center on behalf of CalTrout 
dated July 30, 2012 

9-1  The comment suggests that the project description in the Draft EIR includes more wells than 
needed to meet future demand. 

 The project description (Section 2.0 of the Draft EIR) notes that the City currently has two active 
river wells (Wells 3 and 7A) and one inactive river well (Well 5), located along the Santa Ynez 
River channel (see page 7). Well 3 has a capacity of about 340 gallons per minute (gpm) (which 
represent 0.73 cfs or, if pumped continuously, about 530 afy). Well 7A has a capacity of about 
110 gpm (which represent 0.25 cfs, [about 0.49 acre feet a day] or, if pumped continuously, 
about 179 afy). 

 The City is proposing on withdrawing at a maximum extraction rate of 5 cfs (or 2,250 gpm). The 
existing wells combined could provide up to 450 gpm, leaving a need for 1,800 gpm. The City 
proposes to install up to six new wells, with a similar capacity of about 300 gpm each to allow it 
to meet future maximum extractions.  

 As noted in the Draft EIR (see page 2.0-17), the proposed six new wells would provide the City 
with eight potentially active wells that are capable of providing an average of 300 gpm each (for 
a total of 2,400 gpm or 5.33 cfs). The City is proposing a large number of small wells because: (1) 
the shallow aquifer will limit the possible production of each well; (2) as the active river channel 
migrates, water from wells within 150 feet of surface water cannot be used without treatment; 
therefore shutting off affected wells is less expensive than treatment; and (3) the multiple wells 
provide flexibility to avoid interference with the Alisal Ranch wells. 

The actual number of wells needed will be determined as each well is drilled and developed and 
its maximum production determined. The spacing and operation of multiple wells will provide 
more flexibility during operation to assure that no significant impacts to surface and 
groundwater result from withdrawals.  

9-2 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR fails to consider and evaluate numerous 
environmental changes that will significantly impact O. mykiss is the Santa Ynez River, and that 
the Draft EIR consideration of O. mykiss is deficient. 

 The Draft EIR provides a detailed analysis of potential impacts to O. mykiss are discussed in 
Section 5.3, Fisheries Resources. Additionally, the evaluation of potential impacts considers 
several thresholds, most all of which address O. mykiss, including: 

• Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modification, on any 
species identified as endangered, rare, or threatened, as listed in Title 14 of the California 
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Code of Regulations (Section 670.2 or 670.5) or Title 50 of the Code of Federal Regulations 
(Sections 17.11 or 17.12) 

• Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modification, on any 
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional 
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the USFWS, CDFW, or NMFS 

• Substantially degrade the quality of the environment (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15065) 

• Substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 
15065) 

• Cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels (State CEQA 
Guidelines, Section 15065) 

• Substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of an endangered, rare, or threatened 
species (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15065) 

• Reduce the area or habitat value of critical habitat areas designated under the Federal 
Endangered Species Act (FESA) (Essential Fish Habitat) 

• Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
communities identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service (USFWS), California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), or 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) 

• Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife 
species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use 
of native wildlife nursery sites 

• Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources 

• Substantially degrade structural characteristics or processes of the aquatic ecosystem 

• Substantially reduce populations of fish species having economic or social value 

9-3 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR does not analyze impacts on downstream migrating O. 
mykiss. 

 The Draft EIR considers potential impacts downstream as noted on pages 5.3-43 and 5.3-44 as 
follows: 

The proposed well site locations A and B are downstream of the designated critical management 
reach for O. mykiss, which means additional releases for fish would not be required in order to 
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maintain the habitat and target flows upstream of the Alisal Bridge. However, during dry years it 
is anticipated that additional releases from the Cachuma Project would be required in order to 
satisfy the water right requirements of the “Above Narrows” basin if the groundwater levels 
decrease in response to pumping further downstream. Coordination with other pumpers 
upstream and downstream is needed to ensure that sufficient flow is maintained to support 
survival and recovery of the species to a “good condition” during drought events. The BO does 
not identify the reach downstream of Alisal Bridge to be suitable for habitat maintenance. 

An analysis by Stetson Engineers5 modeled the portion of the Santa Ynez River directly 
downstream from Alisal Bridge, under both normal and drought conditions, including the 
proposed Additional Reach of Diversion. This analysis included potential changes to 
groundwater resources and related effects on water releases under provisions of WR 89-18 
required to satisfy existing water right demands as well as provide fish releases as required by 
the BO and FMP. The analysis was completed using a diversion of 2,400 afy to provide a 
conservative margin above the 1,980 afy sought by Solvang. Stetson's analysis determined that 
with the 2,400-afy diversions the surface water flows in this reach were on average about the 
same as the current baseline of 1,053 afy and an extraction rate of 1.85 cfs. An increase in 
Solvang's diversion to 1,980 afy at an extraction rate of up to 5 cfs would have similar or lesser 
effects on flows required to meet fish flow targets in the BO. Modeling indicates that 
implementation of the BO would increase average flows at the Alisal Bridge (which is the 
downstream limit of target flows for fish) and thereby increases flows downstream of the 
Bridge, reducing any potential impacts on surface flow compared to the baseline of 1,053 afy.  

In addition, the hydrological model Stetson Engineers6 used for water extraction of 2,400 afy 
indicates the water drawdown, when the Santa Ynez River experiences no river or other inflows 
in the area, would be localized within about 3,000 feet of the well site. 

9-4 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR does not analyze impacts on surface flow connectivity. 

 See Topical Response No. 6, Potential Impacts to Surface Water Hydrology. 

9-5 The comment suggests that EIR fails to account for daily flows and uses “median monthly 
flows.” 

 See Topical Response No. 5, Water Right Order 89-18 and Applicability to the Proposed 

Project. 

                                                                 

5 Stetson Engineers. Technical Memorandum No. 6. Additional Alternative Analyses for City of Solvang’s CEQA 
Environmental Document for Time Extension for Water Rights Permit 15878 – New Wells Downstream of Alisal Bridge (see 
Appendix 5.1). 

6  Stetson Engineers. Technical Memorandum No. 6. (see Appendix 5.1). 
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9-6 The comment notes that the terms of NMFS’s 2000 Biological Opinion are being reconsidered, 
and impacts may be more significant that presumed by utilizing the current NMFS’s 2000 
Biological Opinion’s provisions. 

 The City is aware that NMFS and the Bureau of Reclamation have initiated discussions regarding 
reconsultation for NMFS’s 2000 Biological Opinion. However, the current NMFS’s 2000 Biological 
Opinion is the only Biological Opinion in effect and the provisions of that Biological Opinion 
currently apply and will do so until a new biological opinion is adopted. As the process has only 
been initiated, a definitive schedule, as well as outcome, for the process to be complete is 
unknown.  

9-7 The comment notes that NMFS’s 2000 Biological Opinion suggests that “passage flows are ‘not 
water depth and width that produce good migration habitat.’” 

 The comment has taken language from NMFS’s 2000 Biological Opinion and placed it out of 
context. The actual language from NMFS’s 2000 Biological Opinion (at page 34 and 35) is as 
follows: 

Adult upstream passage conditions have been analyzed by Reclamation and The Santa Ynez 
River Technical Advisory Committee through the use of cross sections at areas most likely to 
impede steelhead passage at low flows (Santa Ynez River Technical Advisory Committee 1999; 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation et al. 1995). In this case the criteria used for passage availability was 
8 feet of contiguous wetted channel at Y2 foot of depth at shallow river areas (U.S. Bureau of 
Reclamation 1999). Different flow at each transect is required to produce this depth and 
width:30 cfs at Lompoc (37 miles downstream of Bradbury Dam), 15 cfs at Cargasachi (24 miles 
downstream of the dam), and 25 cfs at Alisal Bridge (10 miles downstream of the dam). In the 
opinion of NMFS fishery biologists and hydraulic engineers, these criteria are close to the 
minimums at which passage is possible, not water depth and width that produce good migration 
habitat. 

 When placed in its full context, the statement only notes that water depths are not as 
potentially desirable as NFMS’s fishery biologists prefer but does not indicate that the flows are 
unacceptable. In fact, NMFS’s 2000 Biological Opinion notes that they are “close to the 
minimums,” which passage is possible. 

 The comment is noted. 

9-8 The comment suggests that data provided in the Draft EIR identify a significant impact to O. 
mykiss. 

 The Draft EIR (see Section 5.3.6) finds that impacts to fish, including O. mykiss, will be less than 
significant. 
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9-9 The comment suggests that Project cause a significant impact in that it will cause median 
monthly flows to drop below 25 cfs. 

 The statistic noted in the comment was for the Lompoc Narrows location. NMFS’s 2000 
Biological Opinion passage program focuses on 25 cfs at Alisal Bridge, which is a different 
location. 

As noted in the comment, median monthly flows may occasionally drop below 25 cfs; however, 
the requirement in NMFS’s 2000 Biological Opinion is that flows of 25 cfs must be provided for 
14 consecutive days. Although occasional flows may drop below 25 cfs as a result of pumping, 
releases from Bradbury Dam, especially in wet periods such as February, would maintain the 
required 25 cfs for the 14 consecutive days. 

 See Topical Response No. 6, Potential Impacts to Surface Water Hydrology. 

9-10 The comment suggests that any project which would substantially reduce the numbers or 
substantially restrict the range of a rare species cause a significant impact, and that the Draft EIR 
has not evaluated how the Project, by reducing flows, river habitat miles and surface water 
connectivity – may reduce the numbers and/or restrict the range of O. mykiss. 

 The Draft EIR (see Section 5.3.6.1) evaluates the potential impacts to O. mykiss, including 
stream flows, habitat and connectivity. As stated on pages 5.3-43 and 5.3-44,  

 Groundwater extraction downstream of Alisal Bridge within the Additional Reach of Diversion 
has been evaluated in the overall water balance for the Cachuma Project and for Stetson 
Engineers Technical Memorandum No. 6.  

 Groundwater in the alluvial aquifer is in direct hydraulic communication with the river's surface 
flow. As previously noted, the proposed wells would be located outside of the active river 
channel and downstream of the Alisal Bridge. 

 Impacts to O. mykiss upstream migration would be considered less than significant as the 
implementation of the proposed Master Plan Update will not significantly alter winter flows. 

 The proposed well site locations A and B are downstream of the designated critical management 
reach for O. mykiss, which means additional releases for fish would not be required in order to 
maintain the habitat and target flows upstream of the Alisal Bridge. However, during dry years it 
is anticipated that additional releases from the Cachuma Project would be required in order to 
satisfy the water right requirements of the “Above Narrows” basin if the groundwater levels 
decrease in response to pumping further downstream. Coordination with other pumpers 
upstream and downstream is needed to ensure that sufficient flow is maintained to support 
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survival and recovery of the species to a “good condition” during drought events. The BO does 
not identify the reach downstream of Alisal Bridge to be suitable for habitat maintenance. 

 An analysis by Stetson Engineers modeled the portion of the Santa Ynez River directly 
downstream from Alisal Bridge, under both normal and drought conditions, including the 
proposed Additional Reach of Diversion (Well Sites A and B; see Figure 2.0-4). This analysis 
included potential changes to groundwater resources and related effects on water releases 
under provisions of WR 89-18 required to satisfy existing water right demands as well as provide 
fish releases as required by the BO and FMP. The analysis was completed using a diversion of 
2,400 afy to provide a conservative margin above the 1,980 afy sought by Solvang. Stetson's 
analysis determined that with the 2,400-afy diversions the surface water flows in this reach 
were on average about the same as the current baseline of 1,053 afy and an extraction rate of 
1.85 cfs. An increase in Solvang's diversion to 1,980 afy at an extraction rate of up to 5 cfs would 
have similar or lesser effects on flows required to meet fish flow targets in the BO. Modeling 
indicates that implementation of the BO would increase average flows at the Alisal Bridge 
(which is the downstream limit of target flows for fish) and thereby increases flows downstream 
of the Bridge, reducing any potential impacts on surface flow compared to the baseline of 1,053 
afy.  

 In addition, the hydrological model Stetson Engineers7 used for water extraction of 2,400 afy 
indicates the water drawdown, when the Santa Ynez River experiences no river or other inflows 
in the area, would be localized within about 3,000 feet of the well site and would lower the 
groundwater level a maximum of 9 feet (see Table 5.1-5, Calculated Drawdown North of the 
Proposed Well Fields in Section 5.1, Hydrology, Water Supply and Water Quality). The 9 foot 
localized drawdown is within the historical groundwater level fluctuation. As such, the effects of 
local drawdown of groundwater levels from the proposed wells along the Santa Ynez River 
downstream of Alisal Bridge would not extend to the Lompoc Narrows.  

9-11 The comment suggests that the uses of median monthly flows does not account for adequate 
daily flows needed for O. mykiss survival, thereby omitting analysis of potential impacts. 

 The Draft EIR did rely on a range of statistical parameters and methods of analysis as presented 
in Appendix 5.0 of the Draft EIR, including frequency analyses and mean averages. However, the 
median monthly flow statistic is one of the most valuable for comparing the different scenarios 
analyzed. The median monthly parameter is a valuable statistic because it indicates typical flow 
values in the Santa Ynez River for each month. Other than storm events, the flows in the Santa 
Ynez River will not vary significantly within a given month. Impacts to steelhead have been 

                                                                 

7  Stetson Engineers. Technical Memorandum No. 6. Additional Alternative Analyses for City of Solvang’s CEQA 
Environmental Document for Time Extension for Water Rights Permit 15878 – New Wells Downstream of Alisal Bridge (see 
Appendix 5.1). 
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classified as Class II due to the several mitigation measures proposed (Mitigation Measures FIS-
1 through FIS-5) to ensure pumping does not adversely affect the surface water conditions for 
the endangered steelhead species, even on a daily basis. 

See Topical Response No. 6, Potential Impacts to Surface Water Hydrology. 

9-12 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR omits relevant O. mykiss Recovery Plan actions and 
incorrectly finds the Project consistent with the Recovery Plan. 

 The Draft EIR provides information on the Final Southern California Steelhead Recovery Plan 
(see pages 5.3-3 and 5.3-4). Moreover, while not specifically identifying the various actions that 
the Recovery Plan lists, the Draft EIR provides a full analysis and lists relevant mitigation 
measures for developing and implementing water management plan for diversion operations, 
including groundwater and monitoring and management program (see Mitigation Measure FIS-
5). Further, the Draft EIR provides a full analysis and assessment of groundwater extraction (see 
Section 5.1, Hydrology, Water Supply and Water Quality). 

9-13 The comment suggests that the proposed groundwater extraction does not protect 
outmigrating smolts or O. mykiss in general. 

 The Draft EIR evaluates all life stages of O. mykiss and finds that “impacts to O. mykiss during 
various life stages and critical habitat during periods of low flow and drought conditions would 
be less than significant” (see Draft EIR, page 5.3-50). 

9-14 The comment suggests that increasing pumping capacity by 3.15 cfs (from 1.85 to 5 cfs) would 
often exceed the river’s flow during the dry season and would eliminate flows near Alisal. 

 In order to avoid impacts to flows above Alisal Bridge, the City has identified Well Sites A and B, 
downstream of Alisal Bridge, for future wells. By moving future wells to either of these proposed 
well sites, and implementing Mitigation Measures FIS-1 through FIS-5, the City will avoid 
eliminating flows in areas upstream of Alisal Bridge. The reach below Alisal Bridge (Buellton 
Subbasin) contains less than desirable rearing habitat, while the Alisal Subbasin contains habitat 
that is more suited to rearing. This is the reason why the Alisal Reach and not the reach below 
Alisal Bridge was designated as a management reach in NMFS’s 2000 Biological Opinion. The 
City has moved the location of the new river wells to Well Site A or B downstream of Alisal 
Bridge. In addition, the Draft EIR proposes several mitigation measures (Mitigation Measures 
FIS-1 through FIS-5) to ensure pumping does not adversely affect the surface water conditions 
for the endangered steelhead species and other nearby existing wells. 

See Topical Response No. 6, Potential Impacts to Surface Water Hydrology. 
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9-15 The comment suggests that mitigation is ineffective and unenforceable, that the Draft EIR omits 
impacts to outmigrating smolts, and is inconsistent with the Recovery Plan. 

 The Draft EIR provides several mitigation measures (see Mitigation Measures FIS- 1 through FIS-
7). Further, as previously noted, the Draft EIR (see Response to Comment 9-13) considers all life 
stages, and considers the actions listed in the Final Southern California Steelhead Recovery Plan 
(see Response to Comment 9-12). 

9-16 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR claims that target flows from NMFS’s 2000 Biological 
Opinion have resulted in increased abundance of O. mykiss juveniles and young-of-the-year in 
the river, and that the O. mykiss population has not increased after more than 12 years of 
rearing flows. 

 The City respectively disagrees with the comment and directs the commenter to the Draft EIR 
pages 5.3-21 through 5.3-23, which provides a summary of O. mykiss habitat conditions based 
on Entrix,8 and updated based on SYRTAC,9 and the Cachuma Project Final Environmental 
Impact Report.10 As part of this discussion, the Draft EIR notes that O. mykiss of various size 
classes were found in most all of the reaches, and that they were common to abundant within 
the upper portions of Alisal Creek.11 

9-17 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR contradicts itself in stating that stream flows would 
remain similar to the existing level while groundwater will drop by 0.2 feet to 2 feet and as 
much as 9 feet. 

 The Draft EIR does not indicate or suggest that a 9-foot drop in surface water would occur. The 
EIR does state that ground water elevations at Well Sites A and B (Table 5.1-4) could fluctuate 
from 0 to 0.2 feet in the Santa Ynez subbasin, up to 2 feet in the Buellton subbasin, and up to 1 
foot in the Santa Rita subbasin. Further, the analysis of potential drawdown using a 24-month 
period with no river or other inflows to the area to assess potential drawdown from the wells 
during summer or drought indicate that drawdown could reach 9.1 feet at 1,000 feet in 
September of Year 2 (worst case). However, drawdown would be less for Year 1 and March and 
June of Year 2. 

                                                                 

8  ENTRIX. Baseline Chapter for the SWRCB EIR on Cachuma Project Operations. Prepared for URS Corporation (May 10, 
2001). 

9  Santa Ynez River Technical Advisory Committee, Adaptive Management Committee. Summary and Analysis of Annual 
Fishery Monitoring in the Lower Santa Ynez River 1993-2004 (2009). 

10  State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Water Rights. Final Environmental Impact Report, Consideration of 
Modifications to the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation’s Water Right Permits 11308 and 11310 (Applications 11331 and 11332) 
to Protect Public Trust Values and Downstream Water Rights on the Santa Ynez River below Bradbury Dam (Cachuma 
Reservoir). State Clearinghouse #1999051051 (December 2011). 

11  State Water Resources Control Board (December 2011). 
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See Topical Response No. 8, Potential Impacts to Groundwater Resources. 

9-18 The comment suggests that changes in the depth of the river’s surface water of 0.2 to 9 feet are 
significant to O. mykiss habitat because the depth of the river is only a few feet, and the 
Project’s effect on surface water and O. mykiss habitat is therefore significant even if 
groundwater levels remain relatively modest. 

 In order to avoid impacts to flows above Alisal Bridge, the City is considering future wells in 
either Well Site A and/or B, located downstream of Alisal Bridge. Alisal Bridge demarcates an 
important distinction in both hydrologic and environmental conditions. Hydrologically, the 
Buellton Subbasin below Alisal Bridge contains wider and deeper alluvial deposits with more 
hydraulic connection with aquifers to the north, which helps to stabilize water levels in this 
reach and lessen surface water impacts. The Alisal Subbasin above Alisal Bridge is narrower with 
thinner aquifer deposits and with more existing groundwater wells already in production. 
Environmentally, the reach below Alisal Bridge (Buellton Subbasin) contains habitat that is less 
desirable for rearing, while the Alisal Subbasin contains habitat that is more desirable. This is the 
reason why the Alisal Reach and not the reach below Alisal Bridge was designated as a 
management reach in the NMFS’s 2000 Biological Opinion. The City has moved the location of 
the new river wells to proposed Well Sites A or B instead of upstream of the Alisal Bridge. In 
addition, the Draft EIR proposes several mitigation measures (Mitigation Measure FIS-5) to 
ensure pumping does not adversely affect the surface water conditions for the endangered 
steelhead species and impacts to nearby wells. 

 See Topical Response No. 6, Potential Impacts to Surface Water Hydrology. 

9-19 The comment suggests that changes in surface water elevations in rearing habitat are a 
“physical change” that the Draft EIR omits. 

 The sentence in the Draft EIR has been revised to: “Also, the Water System Master Plan Update 
does not adversely affect estuarine and freshwater rearing habitats.” (See Section 4.0 of this 
Final EIR.) 

Additionally, Figures 5 through 12 in Technical Memorandum No. 6 (see Draft EIR Appendix 5.1) 
show that the major effect of increased pumping by Solvang compared with baseline conditions 
is during periods of low flows in a reach that has marginal rearing habitat in the Buellton 
Subbasin. Impacts to steelhead have been classified as Class II due to the several mitigation 
measures proposed (Mitigation Measures FIS-1 to FIS-5) to ensure pumping does not adversely 
affect the surface water conditions for the endangered steelhead species. 

See Topical Response No. 6, Potential Impacts to Surface Water Hydrology. 
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9-20 The comment suggests that during spring, changes to the surface water elevation can impede 
migration by reducing water depths below the 8-inch minimum required for adult O. mykiss 
migration, and below the depth needed for smolt outmigration. 

 The Draft EIR (see page 5.3-63) notes that impacts associated with the proposed Master Plan 
Update and the proposed water right Permit 15878 revisions would be less than significant 
through the application of the recommended cumulative Mitigation Measure FIS-6 and FIS-7 
(Class II). Residual cumulative impacts associated with the construction and installation of the 
proposed new wells and lateral pipelines are less than significant (Class II) as a result of 
Mitigation Measures FIS-1 to FIS-4, and the continued implementation of the RPM 1 (Terms & 
Conditions 1[1]) to maintain and monitor residual pool depth in Alisal and Refugio reaches 
during spill years and the first year after spill years, if steelhead are present. 

9-21 The comment suggests that there is a one to one relationship between groundwater levels and 
surface water flow, and that a 9-foot drop in surface water would dry up a 9-foot deep pool, 
substantially impacting O. mykiss. 

 The Draft EIR does not indicate or suggest that a 9-foot drop in surface water would occur. The 
EIR does state that groundwater elevations at Well Sites A and B (see Draft EIR Table 5.1-4) 
could fluctuate from 0 to 0.2 feet in the Santa Ynez subbasin, up to 2 feet in the Buellton 
Subbasin, and up to 1 foot in the Santa Rita Subbasin. Further, the analysis of potential 
drawdown using a 24-month period with no river or other inflows to the area to assess potential 
drawdown from the wells during summer or drought indicate that drawdown could reach 9.1 
feet at 1,000 feet in September of Year 2 (worst case). However, drawdown would be less for 
Year 1 and March and June of Year 2. 

 Figures 5 through 12 in Technical Memorandum No. 6 (see Draft EIR Appendix 5.1) assess the 
frequency of surface flows in the Santa Ynez River and show that increased pumping by Solvang 
will decrease flows during low flow periods. The City has several mitigation measures 
(Mitigation Measures FIS-1 through FIS-5) to ensure pumping does not adversely affect the 
surface water conditions for the endangered steelhead species. 

See Topical Response No. 7, Potential Impacts to Groundwater Resources. 

9-22 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR does not find any significant impacts to O. mykiss and 
defers analysis. 

 The modeling in the Draft EIR Appendix 5.1 did find that the additional pumping reduces surface 
flows, which is why the City is moving the additional pumping to a less environmentally sensitive 
site downstream of the Alisal Bridge. Furthermore, impacts to steelhead have been classified as 
Class II due to the several mitigation measures proposed (Mitigation Measures FIS-1 to FIS-5) to 



 2.0 Responses to Comments 

Meridian Consultants 2.0-108 City of Solvang Water System Master Plan Update EIR 
001-001-12  January 2014 

ensure pumping does not adversely affect the surface water conditions for the endangered 
steelhead species. 

See Topical Response No. 6, Potential Impacts to Surface Water Hydrology. 

9-23 The comment states that in their opinion the target flows listed in NMFS’s 2000 Biological 
Opinion are inadequate to support and recover steelhead, and the these flows are already being 
implemented as minimum requirements to operate the Cachuma Project. 

 The sentence in Section 5.3.6.1 of the Draft EIR has been changed to “Modeling indicates that 
water rights releases from Lake Cachuma would increase average flows at the Alisal Bridge as 
well as increase flows downstream of the Bridge, reducing any potential impacts on surface flow 
compared to the baseline of 1,053 afy” (see Section 4.0 of the Final EIR). 

See Topical Response No. 6, Potential Impacts to Surface Water Hydrology. 

9-24 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR finds incorrectly that increased water rights releases 
may benefit O. mykiss. 

 The City as part of the proposed Project does not propose increased water rights releases.  

 The Draft EIR states (see page 5.3-49) that the management of flows in the Santa Ynez River and 
of the O. mykiss are subject to NMFS’s 2000 Biological Opinion (BO). The City is obligated to 
comply with the BO. Continued coordination between the City with other pumpers upstream 
and downstream will occur to ensure that sufficient flow is maintained to support survival and 
recovery of the species to a “good condition” during drought events. Impacts to O. mykiss from 
increases in pumping from new wells along the proposed extended area of diversion would be 
less than significant. 

The release of water from Bradbury Dam is controlled by the SYRWCD and predicated on the 
provisions of NMFS’s 2000 Biological Opinion. While NMFS may have more recent opinions of 
the effects of water rights leases on O. mykiss, the management of the river is based on NMFS’s 
2000 Biological Opinion; should NMFS’s 2000 Biological Opinion be revised, then future 
management of the river will be modified accordingly. 

9-25 The comment suggests that the proposed Project conflicts with the City’s General Plan in that 
the Conservation and Open Space Element Policy 4-a requires that impacts to significant 
biological resources are adequately mitigated, and that the Draft EIR fails to adequately mitigate 
significant impacts to O. mykiss. The comment further suggests that the Santa Barbara County 
Policy (BIO-SKY-7) requires protection of O. mykiss. 
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 The City is aware of its General Plan policies and those of the County as they relate to the 
protection of biological resources. The Draft EIR identifies the policies on pages 5.3-8 through 
5.3-14. 

 The Draft EIR evaluates impacts to biological resources, specifically O. mykiss, and finds that 
impacts may be potentially significant during construction but less than significant during 
operation of the proposed river wells. The Draft EIR provides Mitigation Measures FIS-1 through 
FIS-5 to address project impacts during both construction and operation, and Mitigation 
Measures FIS-6 and FIS-7 to reduce cumulative impacts. The Draft EIR finds that impacts after 
mitigation will be less than significant.  

 The comments, other than suggesting that mitigation measures are inadequate, provide no 
information of basis on how the mitigation measures are deficient. 

9-26 The comment suggests that the proposed Project is inconsistent with Santa Barbara County 
Policies BIO-SYV-1, -4, and -14 that require protection of sensitive biological habitats. 

 See Response to Comment 9-25. Similarly, the Draft EIR also provides analysis of potential 
impacts to biological resources, including sensitive habitats, and finds that impacts may be 
potentially significant during construction but less than significant during operation. Where 
impacts are potentially significant, mitigation measures are provided that reduce impacts to less 
than significant. 

9-27 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR fails to evaluate the effects of selling SWP water. 

 The Draft EIR (see Section 2.4.6, page 2.0-32) discusses the proposed sale of SWP water. As 
noted, the City has access to SWP water via an agreement with ID No. 1 as part of ID No. 1’s 
Table A Allocation (1,500 afy). Depending on the results of the proposed Project and actual yield 
of the proposed wells, the City may have excess SWP water when the proposed wells located 
along the Santa Ynez River are completed. As a result, the City may consider, with ID No. 1’s 
approval, selling any unused portions of its allocation to willing buyers within the Central Coast 
Water Authority (CCWA) service area. 

All sales also will require CCWA approval. Any such actions by the City to consider SWP 
allocation sales would be made after the new wells located along the Santa Ynez River are 
operable and the actual yield from the wells is more certain. Therefore, any sale of SWP 
allocation will be subject to future CEQA review and is not part of this EIR. 

9-28 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR improperly defers Mitigation Measure FIS-5 to ensure 
adequate river flow. 
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 See Mitigation Measure FIS-5 and see Section 4.0, Revision to the Draft EIR. The mitigation 
measure requires that the City develop an Operating Pumping Plan after well development and 
testing and prior to the operation of any wells, and that the Plan ensures that pumping does not 
adversely impact surface water flows as outlined in NMFS’s 2000 Biological Opinion. As the 
mitigation establishes timing and performance measures (which are stated in NMFS’s 2000 
Biological Opinion), it meets the requirements of the State CEQA Guidelines, Section 
15126.4(a)(1)(B). NMFS’s 2000 Biological Opinion establishes the flow requirements for the 
Santa Ynez River to ensure that O. mykiss are not adversely affected. The City is obligated by its 
relationship with the SYRWCD to comply with NMFS’s 2000 Biological Opinion.  

9-29 The comment suggests that Mitigation Measures FIS-6 and FIS-7 do not lessen the adverse 
effects on O. mykiss.  

 As the commenter states, the City cannot legally bind other agencies in implementing a 
mitigation measure. The State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.4(a)(1)(A) states:  

The discussion of mitigation measures shall distinguish between the measures which are 
proposed by project proponents to be included in the project and other measures 
proposed by the lead, responsible or trustee agency or other persons which are not 
included but the lead agency determines could reasonably be expected to reduce 
adverse impacts if required as conditions of approving the project. 

Mitigation Measure FIS-6 requires the City to coordinate with other adjacent pumpers in the 
River on their water demands and diversions. This mitigation reinforces requirements already in 
place, including those provided under NMFS’s 2000 Biological Opinion, to ensure that pumping 
does not impact O. mykiss. 

The State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.4(a)(2) notes that “mitigation measures can be 
incorporated into the plan, policy, regulation, or project design.” 

Mitigation Measure FIS-7 requires the City to update the Conservation Element of the City’s 
General Plan to include goals and policies that address the City’s contribution to cumulative 
effects related to extraction of groundwater resources throughout the designated critical 
habitat reach downstream from the Bradbury Dam and offer to participate in a regionally 
coordinated water management solution that protects O. mykiss.  

In the City’s opinion, both measures meet the requirements of the State CEQA Guidelines. 

9-30 The comment suggests that Mitigation Measure FIS-7 is inadequate. 

 See Response to Comment 9-29. 

9-31 The comment suggests that Mitigation Measures FIS-6 and FIS-7 are not viable. 
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 See Response to Comment 9-29. 

9-32 The comment suggests that water supply impacts are improperly analyzed and the water supply 
mitigation is ineffective and deficient. The comment further suggests that water use in Solvang 
is among the highest in the County and existing conservation measures are weak. Finally, the 
comment suggests that nothing new is proposed, therefore the measure is ineffective. 

Water supply impacts are discussed in the Draft EIR (see Section 5.1.6.2). As noted, the analysis 
of water supply impacts are found to be less than significant before mitigation, and Mitigation 
Measure HYD-1 merely provides for the City to continue its current efforts.  

The commenter is directed also to Response to Comment 4-9.  

Water use in the City is not among the highest in the County. In 2011, residential per capita 
water use in Solvang was less than several other communities within the County including 
Buellton, La Cumbre (Hope Ranch), Mission Hills, Montecito, Santa Ynez, and Vandenberg Air 
Force Base (see Appendix 2.0, Santa Barbara County Water Production and Use Report - 2011). 
It should be noted that the City has essentially no agricultural water use, which is typically a 
more intensive water use than commercial and residential water use. 

The City has a long history of implementing water conservation efforts. The City has reduced its 
historic sales by over 200 afy and reduced its gallon per capita per day use by over 15 percent 
from 2007 to 2010.12 The City’s water conservation efforts include but are not limited to the 
following: 

(1) Over 10 years of high water rates designed in part to encourage water conservation. High water 
rates have been demonstrated to be one of the most effective water conservation measures 
available. 

(2) Per capita water use in Solvang has gradually and consistently dropped over the past 20 years. 

The City has participated for several years in the Regional Water Efficiency Program 
administered by the Santa Barbara County Water Agency with the goal of promoting and 
encouraging water conservation through a variety of means including marketing, public 
outreach, training classes, and student education. 

9-33 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR fails to justify demand projections or to consider 
reduced demand. 

                                                                 

12  City of Solvang, Water System Master Plan Update (April 2011, Table 2.2). 



 2.0 Responses to Comments 

Meridian Consultants 2.0-112 City of Solvang Water System Master Plan Update EIR 
001-001-12  January 2014 

 As stated in the Draft EIR (see pages 2.0-13 and 2.0-14), the City has completed an estimate of 
its future water demand and needs, and has determined that at build out of the General Plan 
the City will require a total annual water supply of 1,980 afy as demonstrated in the Water 
System Master Plan Update, Table 2.0-1, Current, Historic Long-Term Average and Projected 
Annual Water Demands. Future water demands have been projected based on current ongoing 
development and potential future development within the City. The historic long-term average 
demand for Solvang is 1,691 afy. Based on population estimates and future development 
capacity within the General Plan and an average water demand approximated at 236 gallons per 
capita per day, an estimated additional 289 afy will be required at build out. Therefore, the 
projected future water demand at General Plan buildout is 1,980 afy. 

 Two of the alternatives considered in Section 6, Alternatives, in the Draft EIR consider reduced 
demand from the Santa Ynez River including: 

• Alternative 1: No Project Alternative – Divert only the baseline amount of 1,053 afy of 
groundwater from the Santa Ynez River underflow pursuant to water right Permit 15878. All 
diversions would occur from the existing permitted reach for diversion. 

• Alternative 2: Supplement proposed Santa Ynez River diversions with SWP water – Under 
this alternative, the full build out water demand of 1,980 afy would be supplied by both the 
Santa Ynez River underflow and SWP water from the City’s existing Table A Amount (1,500 
afy). Solvang has chosen to use 40 percent of the Table A Amount as the multiple dry-year 
production amount or 600 afy. Therefore, under this alternative, the total demand of 1,980 
afy would be met by using a maximum of 1,380 afy of groundwater diverted from the Santa 
Ynez River with the remaining 600 afy of demand met by SWP water. 

The Draft EIR (see page 6.0-25) found the No Project Alternative (Alternative 1) would have the 
fewest impacts and would not result in any new significant impact. Therefore, it is the most 
environmentally sensitive. However, the No Project Alternative would not meet the objectives 
of the proposed Project. Furthermore, as noted previously, if the No Project Alternative is 
determined to be environmentally superior, then another alternative must also be identified as 
an environmentally superior alternative among the remaining alternatives.  

The environmentally superior alternative among the remaining alternatives would be 
Alternative 2 – Supplement Proposed Allocation with SWP water. This alternative would result in 
similar or incrementally reduced impacts for all issues when compared to the proposed Project. 
Alternative 2 would result in fewer diversions of Santa Ynez River underflow and would locate 
additional river wells downstream of Alisal Bridge. However, Alternative 2 relies on 
supplementing 600 afy of its water supply needs on SWP water, which has become less reliable 
over the years due to increased litigation and potential impacts on endangered species, such as 
the delta smelt. Because it relies upon 600 afy of SWP water, Alternative 2 requires the City to 
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forgo the opportunity to develop sufficient, relatively reliable, inexpensive, and less energy 
intensive local water supplies to meet all of Solvang's needs at full build out. 

As discussed previously, by developing Alternative 2, the City would not achieve the following 
objectives to the same extent as the proposed Project: 

• Ensure a future reliable water supply to meet the projected water demand at City build out 
as provided for in the General Plan. 

• Secure adequate water rights to reliably meet the City’s water supply requirements. 

Therefore, this alternative, while environmentally superior to the proposed Project, is not 
considered as feasible and is therefore rejected. 

9-34 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR fails to consider an alternative that focuses on the City 
meeting demands through increased water conservation. 

 The use of increased water conservation methods would not allow the City to meet future 
demand needs. As previously noted (see Response to Comment 9-32), the City is implementing 
several water conservation measures to reduce demand. 

 The City’s current water use is 1,691 afy (see Table 2.0-1 of the Draft EIR). Given that the City 
has implemented numerous conservation measures, even with a reduction of another 10 
percent (169.1 afy) by existing uses, the City would be short of meeting able to meet future 
demand of 289 afy by nearly 120 afy.  

Additionally, as noted in Response to Comment 4-9, the Water Division of the Public Works 
Department has initiated a Water Management Program to inform residents and businesses in 
Solvang that water is a diminishing resource and that only small steps are required to conserve 
this resource. The aim of the program is to make people aware of their water use and to suggest 
ways for them to monitor and reduce the amount of water that is being wasted in Solvang. 
Weekly tips are being offered in the Santa Ynez Valley News. The City also works collaboratively 
with other agencies, including Santa Barbara County, to provide water management and 
conservation information. 

9-35 The comment suggests that Alternative 3 in the Draft EIR increases impacts to O. mykiss and 
violates CEQA. 

 The State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(a) states that: 

An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location 
of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but 
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and 
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evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider every 
conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of 
potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public 
participation. 

 Alternative 3 in the Draft EIR reflects the City’s prior Master Plan diversion that includes 
providing irrigation water for uses outside of the City boundary but within the currently 
permitted place of use for the water diverted from the Santa Ynez River underflow. The 
additional 420 afy would be provided to existing irrigation uses outside the Solvang City limits. 
The City has a history of providing irrigation water although it has not done so recently. The 
remainder of the water to be diverted (1,980 afy) would be used as noted to meet demand 
within the City’s service area. 

 As noted in the Draft EIR (page 6.0-20), generally, Alternative 3 would result in similar impacts 
for all issues evaluated except for water supply and energy. Alternative 3 does not meet the 
project objective to ensure a future reliable water supply to meet the projected water demand 
at City build out as provided for in the General Plan. 

While Alternative 3 would be consistent with this objective as the City’s water supply would 
consist of diverted Santa Ynez River underflows, it would provide more water (2,400 afy) than 
the City would demand at build out (1,980 afy) and could be considered growth inducing. 

9-36  The comment suggests that the Draft EIR fails to evaluate identified alternative water supplies. 

 The Draft EIR notes (see page 3.0-11) that the City has explored the use the Santa Ynez Uplands 
Groundwater Basin for use as potable supply. 

The City drilled two wells in the Santa Ynez Uplands Groundwater Basin, Wells 21 and 22, to 
determine if the quality is acceptable for municipal use. The 1996 Water System Master Plan 
noted that this well has problems complying with the Department of Public Health (DPH) 
Secondary Treatment Standards for iron (Fe), manganese (Mn), and hydrogen sulfide (H2S). 
Although none of the concentrations exceed a mandatory or public health standard, the 
presence of these minerals in the water could cause customer complaints on occasion. This well 
is also equipped with a chlorine dosing system. This well has remained inactive due to those 
water quality concerns. Well No. 22 is located in the Creekside Subdivision on the east side of 
town, and was never equipped or used as a producing well due to its high levels of H2S 
experienced during well development. 

 Based on these evaluations, the Uplands Groundwater Basin does not provide water of an 
adequate or acceptable quality for future consideration. 
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9-37 The comment suggests the Draft EIR does not consider repair or reuse of Well No. 5, and that 
Well 5 could be used as the Project entails a new treatment plant to treat river well water. 

 The Draft EIR does consider the use of Well No. 5 (see page 5.1-43). However, it is the City’s 
desire to reduce impacts on the River and therefore the City desires to look to withdraw water 
further downstream from Alisal Bridge to do so. Well No. 5 is inactive and located downstream 
from Alisal Bridge and near other pumpers (Alisal Ranch and ID No. 1). Additionally, as noted in 
the comment, well No. 5 is within 150 of the active river and is subject to potential future 
damage during high flows. As such, use of well No. 5 as a stable source of water would not 
provide for the reliability desired. 

9-38 The comment suggests that the City could achieve its objectives through the installation of 2 or 
3 wells and not the proposed six wells identified. 

 See Response to Comment 9-1. 

9-39  The comment suggests that the EIR does list all the riparian water users along the river, and that 
the cumulative project list is incomplete. 

 The Draft EIR (see Section 4.2.2) notes that  

At the time of the preparation of the Draft EIR, the SWRCB had 39 permits or licenses, 
applications, small domestic use registrations, and statements of diversion and use (referred to 
herein as “claims”) on file for the Santa Ynez River, including the proposed Project. Of these 
filings, six were licensed water rights; 18 were statements of diversion and use; eight were 
permitted water rights, including the proposed Project. Table 4.0-1, Existing and Claimed Water 
Rights and Diversions along the Santa Ynez River, lists the existing water rights and pending 
applications within the watershed, along with the date, amount, location, type, and status of the 
application, claim, or registration. In addition to the list shown in Table 4.0-1, there are 
significant riparian water rights along the Santa Ynez River which are not included in the SWRCB 
database. 

Riparian rights usually come with owning a parcel of land that is adjacent to a source of water. A 
riparian right entitles the landowner to use a correlative share of the water flowing past his or 
her property. Riparian rights do not require permits, licenses, or government approval, but they 
apply only to the water which would naturally flow in the stream. Riparian rights do not entitle a 
water use to divert water to storage in a reservoir for use in the dry season or to use water on 
land outside of the watershed. Riparian rights remain with the property when it changes hands, 
although parcels severed from the adjacent water source generally lose their right to the water. 

9-40 The comment states the commenter’s opinion that the Draft EIR is deficient, that it omits and 
downplays significant impacts to O. mykiss, and should be revised. 
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 The City respectfully disagrees with the comment and directs the commenter to the responses 
provided herein. The comment is noted. 



Trout Unlimited:  America’s Leading Coldwater Fisheries Conservation Organization 
California Office: 2239 5th Street, Berkeley, CA 94710 

Direct: (916) 214-9731 ax: (510) 528- Email: cferrari@tu.org www.tu.org 

Sent via email 

July 30, 2012

Arlene Pelster
Planning and Economic Development Director
City of Solvang, Planning Department
411 Second Street
Solvang, CA 93463
arleenp@cityofsolvang.com

Re: Water System Master Plan Update EIR

Dear Ms. Pelster:

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments regarding the Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) prepared by the City of Solvang (City) to evaluate the potential significant 
environmental effects of the Solvang Water System Master Plan Update (Project). Trout 
Unlimited (TU) is a non-profit organization with a mission to conserve, protect and restore North 
America’s coldwater fisheries and their watersheds.  TU works to restore wild trout and 
steelhead and their watersheds throughout California.  TU is concerned that the proposed Project 
wells will significantly impact steelhead in the Santa Ynez River at a time when the species is 
already experiencing declines due to other projects in the watershed. TU’s comments are 
presented below.

The EIR’s project description in not sufficiently detailed to facilitate an assessment of the 
Project’s impacts.  The EIR should include information regarding the water right process 
parameters that will govern the proceeding to consider the City’s water right permit
modifications and extension request. The EIR should also include more detailed 
information regarding the timing of construction and operation of the new wells.
The EIR’s environmental baseline is not described with sufficient detail to permit a full 
understanding of the significant environmental impacts of the Project. The EIR does not 
contain adequate information regarding the current hydrologic state of the aquifer.
Information concerning the current hydrologic state of the aquifer, including the 
interaction between the River and aquifer, and an updated water balance analysis, is 
necessary to identify the potential impacts of the Project on River flows.
The EIR’s mitigation measures are insufficient to avoid or mitigate significant impacts to 
biological resources, most notably steelhead.  The City defers identifying specific 
mitigation measures for operational impacts from the wells indicating that operational 
impacts will be mitigated by the requirements of an Operations Pumping Plan that will be 
developed in the future.  The EIR should, at a minimum, identify the entities that will be 
consulted during the preparation of the Pumping Plan and note specific goals and 

Chandra Ferrari 
California Water Policy Director
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objectives the Plan must meet to ensure that all operational impacts are sufficiently 
mitigated.
The EIR’s impacts analysis for fisheries resources does not adequately analyze the 
impacts associated with long-term extraction of groundwater resources and therefore the 
cumulative impacts analysis for fisheries resources fails to properly analyze whether the 
impact of long-term pumping is collectively significant when added with the many other 
closely related projects.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Solvang Water System Master Plan Update 
EIR.  Please contact me with any questions.

Sincerely, 

Chandra Ferrari
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 10 – Trout Unlimited dated July 30, 2012 

10-1  The comment suggests that the Draft EIR’s project description is not sufficiently detailed to 
facilitate an assessment of the Projects impacts. Specifically, the comment suggests that the 
Draft EIR should include information regarding the water rights process parameters that will 
govern the proceedings to consider the City’s water right permit modifications and extension 
request, and more detailed information on the timing of construction and operation of the 
wells. 

 The Draft EIR includes a detailed project description (see Section 2.0) that provides the 
information listed in the State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15124. As noted in the State CEQA 
Guidelines, the project description “should not supply extensive detail beyond that needed for 
evaluation and review of the environmental impact.” As such, the project description includes: 

• The precise location and boundaries of the proposed project shall be shown on a detailed 
map, preferably topographic. The location of the project shall also appear on a regional 
map. (See Section 2.3.) 

• A statement of objectives sought by the proposed project. (See Section 2.2.) 

• A general description of the project’s technical, economic, and environmental 
characteristics, considering the principal engineering proposals if any and supporting public 
service facilities. (See Section 2.4.) 

• A statement briefly describing the intended uses of the EIR. (See Section 2.5.) 

 The project description (see Section 2.4.3) provides a detailed discussion of the City’s water 
rights permit and the process the City and the SWRCB will use in making any changes to the 
City’s existing Permit No. 15878. Further, Section 5.1.3.4 of the Draft EIR provides an overview 
of the Water Rights on the Santa Ynez River. 

The City desires to make improvements to the water system, including the installation of new 
wells, as soon as possible to meet ongoing water demands and improve reliability. The City has 
been moving toward this goal for several years. While no specific schedule is stated in the Draft 
EIR, the analysis assumes that construction of new wells would most likely occur within the next 
5 years. 

10-2 The comment suggests that the EIR’s environmental baseline is not described with sufficient 
detail. 
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 The project baseline is described in detail in Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR. As stated therein, the 
City has identified a baseline use of 1,053 afy for use in the EIR. Also, see Topical Response No. 
4, Selection and Use of the Environmental Baseline. 

10-3 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR does not contain adequate information regarding the 
current hydrologic state of the aquifer. The comment for suggest information such as the 
interaction between the river and aquifer, and an updated water balance analysis is necessary. 

The Draft EIR contains information of the Santa Ynez River watershed and hydrology. Section 
3.4.1 of the Draft EIR includes a detailed discussion of the Santa Ynez Uplands Groundwater 
Basin and the Santa Ynez River. Section 3.4.2 provides a discussion of the surface water 
diversions from the Santa Ynez River Basin and upstream water storage reservoirs. Section 3.5 
describes the water supply for the City, including the ID No. 1, existing city wells (including 
upland, river and other wells), and the SWP. Additionally, the City’s historic water use (demand) 
for the past 25 years is provided (see Table 3.0-2). 

The existing conditions of the Santa Ynez River Watershed are further addressed in the Draft EIR 
in Section 5.1.4.1. Water deliveries and operations of Lake Cachuma are also provided in the 
Draft EIR in Section 5.1.4.2. Current surface water conditions for the Santa Ynez River are 
addressed in the Draft EIR in Section 5.1.4.3. 

The existing groundwater basins, which have been divided into two primary basins, the Above 
Narrows Alluvial Groundwater Basin and the Below Narrows Groundwater Basin, are discussed 
in the Draft EIR in Section 5.1.4.4. 

Specific hydrologic conditions for the Project area are discussed in the Draft EIR in Section 
5.1.4.5. 

These discussions provide a myriad of information including interactions between the aquifer 
and the Santa Ynez River, water deliveries, and utilize a record of over 75 years (1918 to 1993) 
to assess conditions. 

Further, the Santa Ynez River has been extensively modeled by local agencies. A summary 
discussion of the history of the comprehensive analyses of the river, including the project 
specific technical studies and the Santa Ynez River Hydrological Model (SYRHM) is provided in 
Section 5.1.2 of the Draft EIR. 

10-4 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR’s mitigation measures are insufficient to avoid or 
mitigate significant impacts to biological resources, notably steelhead.  

 The Draft EIR (see Section 5.3.1) notes that no significant impacts to listed special-status fish 
species, public trust fisheries resources, and associated fisheries habitat would occur because in 
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the proposed Water System Master Plan Update, potential impacts of these resources are 
avoided through the combination of project design features and mitigation measures. Impacts 
would be less than significant (Class II). The Draft EIR identifies several mitigation measures (see 
pages 5.3-46 to 5.3-47) to reduce impacts to less than significant from the construction and 
operation of the wells. 

 The commenter does not provide any specific information as to why the measures listed, other 
than for Mitigation Measure FIS-5 (see Response to Comment 10-5, which follows), are not 
adequate. 

10-5 The comment suggests that Mitigation Measure FIS-5 defers mitigation for operational impacts 
in that the requirements of the pumping plan will be determined in the future. 

 Mitigation Measure FIS-5 provides for the City, in coordination with other agencies involved 
with the management of the Santa Ynez River, to develop and implement an Operational 
Pumping Plan. The Mitigation measure identifies the requirements of the plan that will include 
timing, rates of drawdown from each well, seasonal restrictions, and triggers to ensure that 
during critical drought periods dewatering associated with groundwater pumping does not 
adversely impact surface flows within the permitted Expanded Reach of Diversion. 

 The State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.4(B) states: 

Formulation of mitigation measures should not be deferred until some future time. 
However, measures may specify performance standards which would mitigate the 
significant effect of the project and which may be accomplished in more than one 
specified way.  

The proposed mitigation measure establishes criteria for performance that would need to be 
achieved such that “groundwater pumping does not adversely impact surface flows within the 
permitted Expanded Reach of Diversion.”  

The performance of the Santa Ynez River is well documented through a variety of agencies as 
part of the monitoring of conditions to meet the requirements of various water rights permits 
(SWRCB Orders WR 89-18 and WR 94-5) for downstream groundwater replenishment and 
NMFS’s 2000 Biological Opinion. The proposed Operation Plan would utilize such information to 
determine adverse effects. 

 To ensure the proposed operation plan was in place prior to operation of any of the proposed 
wells, Mitigation Measure FIS-5 has been modified to include “After well development and 
testing and prior to the operation of any wells. . . .” (see Section 4.0 of this Final EIR). 

10-6 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR’s impacts for fisheries resources does not adequately 
analyze impacts associated with long-term extraction of groundwater and therefore cumulative 
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impacts fail to properly analyze whether the impact of long-term pumping is collectively 
significant when added with the many other closely related projects. 

 The Draft EIR (see Section 5.3.7) discusses potential cumulative impacts. The discussion notes,  

 Increasing Solvang’s maximum annual pumping by 927 afy above the baseline (1,053 afy with an 
extraction rate of 1.85 cfs) to 1,980 afy with a maximum diversion rate of up to 5 cfs would 
incrementally reduce groundwater storage in the Santa Ynez River underflow in the vicinity of 
the proposed new wells downstream of Alisal Bridge. This is likely to require Reclamation to 
increase water rights releases from Bradbury Dam to provide fish flows consistent with NMFS’ 
2000 Biological Opinion because the significant Solvang pumping will occur in the dry months; 
during that time, NMFS’ 2000 Biological Opinion requires fish flows downstream of Alisal Bridge. 
Because Solvang's pumping will dewater the groundwater storage, however, it could require 
additional releases of water rights water from the Above Narrows Account. 

 The Draft EIR further notes,  

 The City, Alisal Ranch and other water rights holders on the Santa Ynez river, and the Cachuma 
Project Contractors currently coordinate their water diversions and environmental restoration 
efforts. All parties recognize that exercising their individual rights without careful coordination 
would potentially impact water available to each entity, as well as the flows required to support 
O. mykiss. Therefore, various agreements currently formalize some aspects of coordination to 
minimize impacts. Without the continued increases in coordination between the Santa Ynez River 
water right holders, water diversion downstream of the Bradbury Dam could result in significant 
impacts. 

 The Draft EIR also notes,  

 NMFS’s 2000 Biological Opinion that regulates the support and recovery of O. mykiss in the 
lower Santa Ynez River formally covers only the Cachuma Project. However, water rights holders 
on the Santa Ynez River have entered into an agreement with the Cachuma Project members to 
coordinate efforts to comply with requirements of the BO. 

 To address these potential significant impacts, the Draft EIR notes,  

 The cumulative impact of additional water right extractions would be managed as part of the 
downstream water rights releases. Participants in a regional coordinated water management 
effort may include Alisal Ranch, ID No. 1, the City, and other water right holders along the Santa 
Ynez River and in the proximity of the Alisal Bridge, both upstream and downstream.  

 As such, Mitigation Measures FIS-6 and FIS-7 require that the City (1) shall continue to 
coordinate with Alisal Ranch and ID No. 1 on their water demands and diversion of water from 
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the Santa Ynez River, and (2) will update the Conservation Element of the City’s General Plan to 
include goals and policies that address the City’s contribution to cumulative effects related to 
extraction of groundwater resources throughout the designated critical habitat reach 
downstream from the Bradbury Dam and offer to participate in a regionally coordinated water 
management solution that protects O. mykiss. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 11 – Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck on behalf of Alisal 
Guest Ranch dated July 30, 2012 

11-1  The comment notes that Alisal Ranch (Palmer Jackson Trust) has riparian water rights to divert 
the river’s surface and subsurface flow for use on riparian lands. 

 The City acknowledges that Alisal Ranch has riparian water rights as landowners fronting along 
the Santa Ynez River. The City does not contest that claim. 

 The comment is acknowledged. 

11-2 The comment notes that Alisal Ranch has requested a Minor Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for 
the construction of a reservoir on the ranch that will temporarily store water pumped from two 
existing wells (Ranch Course Wells No. 2 and 3) also located on the ranch. The comment notes 
that this Project (that would result in an increase in Alisal’s diversions of at least 80 afy) was 
approved by the County but the approval is suspended pending resolution of an appeal. 

 The City appreciates this information that was not available at the time the cumulative analysis 
in the Draft EIR (see Section 4.0) was completed. The eWRMIS database maintained by the 
SWRCB list five applications for the Palmer Jackson Gavitt Trust (Alisal Ranch); all five 
applications noted are included in Table 4.0-1 of the Draft EIR. The proposed storage project is 
not included in the SWRCB database. The City acknowledges, however, that there are significant 
riparian water rights that are not listed on the SWRCB database. 

 The proposed diversion of an additional 80 afy of water from River by Alisal Ranch could have 
cumulative impacts when added to the 1,980 afy that the City proposes to extract with the 
proposed Project. However, the City analysis utilized extractions of 2,400 afy to be conservative. 
Therefore, the additional 80 afy when added to the City’s proposed extraction (1,980 + 80 = 
2,060 afy) would still be less than the 2,400 afy used in the EIR analysis. Moreover, as the City 
proposes to place wells downstream of Alisal Bridge in Well Sites A, impacts would be less at the 
different diversion areas along the river. 

11-3 The comment suggests that it is unclear how many new wells and of what capacity the proposed 
Project includes. 

 Various sections of the EIR do refer to different numbers of wells in connection with alternatives 
or with representative analysis. The proposed Project, however, proposes to install wells that 
are collectively capable of pumping at an instantaneous flow rate of 5 cfs. Based on the analysis 
of the sediments, the City's best estimate is that will require six new wells. 

 See Topical Response No. 2, Adequacy and Stability of the Project Description. 
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11-4 The comment suggests that it is unclear what the proposed location of the recommended new 
well is. 

 The EIR considers various combinations of well locations for the purpose of comparative impact 
analysis. The proposed Project, however, is to install all new wells in Site B, if feasible. If it is not 
feasible to obtain the desired 5 cfs flow rate from wells only in Site B, then the City will install 
the necessary additional wells in the downstream portion of Site A.  

 See Topical Response No. 2, Adequacy and Stability of the Project Description. 

11-5 The comment requests clarification on whether the new wells would require easements. 

 The Draft EIR (see page 2.0-17) notes that the City would be required to acquire easements from 
landowners along the Santa Ynez River for new wells and additional water lines. 

 The easements would be for new wells located in Well Sites A and B downstream of Alisal 
Bridge. Based on a review of assessor parcel maps from the Santa Barbara County Assessor’s 
(see Appendix 3.0) office website (http://www.sbcvote.com/assessor/AssessorParcelMap) 
easements would be required from property owners along the north side of the River south of 
Alisal Bridge as follows: 

 Well Site A 1400 Fjord Drive APN 137-260-034   

  

 Well Site B 1160 Mission Drive APN 137-250-023   

  1214 E Hwy 246 APN 137-250-046 

  No address APN 137-250-037 

  800 E Hwy 246 APN 137-250-065 

  750 E Hwy 246 APN 137-250-067  

 The number and locations of easements will be determined once the final well locations are 
known.  

11-6 The comment suggests it is unclear the extent to which the proposed Project includes increased 
pumping by one or more of the City’s existing river wells. 

 The proposed Project does not include any increased pumping of any existing City river wells. 
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 See Topical Response No. 3, Consideration of the Proposed Project versus the Identified 
Alternatives. 

11-7 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR does not satisfy the level of analysis required for a 
project-level review and additional environmental review will be required. 

 See Topical Response No. 3, Consideration of the Proposed Project versus the Identified 
Alternatives. 

11-8 The comment questions the Draft EIR’s baseline and suggests that operation and management 
of the river has changed since implementation of NMFS’s 2000 Biological Opinion. 

 See Topical Response No. 4, Selection and Use of the Environmental Baseline. 

11-9 The comment suggests that the City must obtain approval from the SWRCB for an extension of 
time to permit its increased diversion from the River since the deadline for completing 
maximum beneficial use under Permit 15878 has passed and an extension of time has not yet 
been granted.  

 This is correct. A main purpose of the EIR is to support the City's request that the SWRCB grant 
an extension of time and its request for an expanded Reach of Diversion to continue proving up 
and licensing the City’s water right under Permit 15878. The request for an extension of time 
has been in front of the SWRCB since December 1990; however, the SWRCB has not taken final 
action on that request. The SWRCB staff issued a denial of the request that Solvang timely 
appealed. As a result of Solvang’s progress on this EIR, the SWRCB staff has suspended the 
denial and allowed the City to continue diversions through the SWRCB’s processing of the 
requests that will be supported by this EIR. 

 The SWRCB and the City were substantially delayed in addressing the Solving application 
pending the finalization of the Cachuma Project EIR that was accepted into the administrative 
record in April of 2012. 

11-10 The comment suggests that the baseline water use for supporting the City’s request for an 
extension of time is the existing water use based on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) or the filing 
date for the extension of time, not prior historical use and not the permitted amount 

 See Topical Response No. 4, Selection and Use of the Environmental Baseline. 

11-11 The comment suggests that the EIR improperly relies on Cherry Valley Pass Acres and Neighbors 
v. City of Beaumont (2011) in support of its use of the 1997–98 baseline. 

 See Topical Response No. 4, Selection and Use of the Environmental Baseline. 
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11-12 The comment suggests that the EIR improperly relies on historical production from 1997–98 for 
baseline conditions. 

 See Topical Response No. 4, Selection and Use of the Environmental Baseline. 

11-13 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR is recommending a significant increase in diversions 
and that, to date, the City has received a majority of its water supply from the SWP. 

 Historically, the City has received water from both groundwater (upland wells and river wells) 
SYRWCD ID No. 1 and the SWP as shown in Table 3.0-2 of the Draft EIR. The City did not start 
receiving SWP until 2002. Prior to that, the City received most of its water from the river wells. A 
decline in the productivity of the Solvang river well production started after 1998 was 
exacerbated when Well No. 5 was badly damaged and had to be taken out of production.  

 While SWP water has helped in the last few years, the City goal is to develop diversified water 
sources to provide highly reliable water service for its customers. The City has determined that 
maximizing the use of local sources reduces both cost and risk compared to imported sources. 
As previously noted (see Response to Comment 9-36), the City has drilled and tested upland 
wells but the water did not meet quality standards. The river is the only other available water 
source. 

11-14 The comment suggests that Alisal’s riparian rights are not subject to forfeiture for nonuse. 

This is an assertion of law so no response is necessary. The comment is noted. 

11-15 The comment notes that it has engaged a third party to review and comment on the proposed 
Project and whether the recommended increases in diversions from the river would impact 
Alisal’s operations. The comment concludes that impacts to Alisal would be reduced if all new 
production is located in proposed Well Site B.  

The comment incorrectly states the model’s hydraulic conductivity east of Alisal Bridge, which 
was assumed at 500 to 650 feet per day. The comment also states that the model’s aquifer 
storage coefficient is too high. However, no basis is provided, and both the USGS and 
Reclamation use specific yields ranging from 0.23 to 0.247 for the area as stated in Technical 
memorandum No. 3 pg. 5 (see Draft EIR Appendix 5.1). 

Overall the comment is noted, and the City has agreed to move the new production wells to the 
proposed Well Site B and possibly in the most downstream portion of Well Site A. 

See Topical Response No. 7, Potential Impacts to Groundwater Resources. 
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11-16 The comment notes that that Stetson analysis assumes the baseline Cachuma operating 
condition as Alternative 2, but all of the proposed operations use Alternative 3C as outlined in 
the SWRCB’s EIR.  

This comment is partially incorrect, in that starting with Technical Memorandum No. 4 (see 
Draft EIR Appendix 5.1) the baseline scenario was based on 1,053 afy pumping by the City and 
Alternative 3C for Cachuma Operations as outlined in the SWRCB’s EIR for the Cachuma Project. 

 See Topical Response No. 4, Selection and Use of the Environmental Baseline. 

11-17 The comment notes that and agrees that additional water releases from Cachuma may be 
required; however, it does not evaluate the proposed Project with respect to the specific timing 
and conditions of such releases. 

 See Topical Response No. 5, Water Right Order 89-18 and Applicability to the Proposed 
Project. 

11-18 The comment states that Draft EIR finds no impacts to surface water flows and suggests that the 
Draft EIR states that coordination of pumpers will be required to ensure that no impacts will 
occur to surface water flows, thereby reducing or avoiding impacts to support survival of O. 
mykiss. 

 This comment is incorrect in that impacts to surface flows where found, which is why the City is 
proposing that new well be located to the proposed Well Site B and possibly the most 
downstream portion of Well Site A. Furthermore, impacts to surface flows that affect steelhead 
have been classified as Class II in Draft EIR Section 5.3. The several mitigation measures 
proposed (Mitigation Measures FIS-1 through FIS-5) do not include curtailment of pumping by 
the Alisal Ranch. 

See Topical Response No. 6, Potential Impacts to Surface Water Hydrology. 

11-19 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR must assess cumulative impacts associated with past, 
present, or probable future project when they are significant, and the proposed Project’s 
incremental contribution is cumulatively considerable. 

 The City concurs with the comment and the Draft EIR (see Section 4.0, Cumulative Scenario) 
analyzes all cumulative impacts. 

11-20 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR does not take into account Alisal’s proposed reservoir 
project and proposed future diversions from the River. 

 See Response to Comment 11-2. 



 2.0 Responses to Comments 

Meridian Consultants 2.0-139 City of Solvang Water System Master Plan Update EIR 
001-001-12  January 2014 

11-21 The comment suggests that while the Draft EIR states that the City would operate proposed 
wells downstream of Alisal Bridge to minimize potential environmental impacts upstream of 
Alisal Bridge, it does not include any mitigation to do so. 

 The Draft EIR proposes Mitigation Measure FIS-5 (see Section 4.0 of the Final EIR), which would 
require the City to develop an Operational Pumping Plan after well development and testing and 
prior to the operation of any wells in coordination with the SYRWCD regarding the management 
of the Santa Ynez River. The Operational Pumping Plan would include timing, rates of drawdown 
from each well, seasonal restrictions, and triggers to ensure that during critical drought periods 
dewatering associated with groundwater pumping does not adversely impact surface flows as 
outlined in NMFS’s 2000 Biological Opinion within the City’s permitted Reach of Diversion. 

11-22 The comment notes that Alisal is concerned that the proposed Project will cause interference 
with Alisal’s pumping and adversely impact Alisal’s operations. 

 The City has prepared the Draft EIR to address environmental impacts, and as noted in Section 
5.1, Hydrology, water Supply and Water Quality, has found that impacts would be less than 
significant. 

11-23 The comment notes that information provided in the Draft EIR Appendices (Appendix 5.1, 
Technical Memorandum No. 5) suggests a possible threshold to reduce City pumping to avoid 
impacts to wells upstream of Alisal Bridge. 

 The analysis provided in Technical Memorandum No. 5 addresses the potential impacts on 
Alisal Ranch wells from the proposed increased pumping by the City. This analysis is based on 
the potential future City wells to be located upstream of Alisal Bridge. However, the City is no 
longer exploring placing new wells upstream of the bridge and is proposing to locate all new 
wells downstream of the bridge in Wells Sites B and possibly in the most downstream portion of 
Well Site. As the approach analyzed is no longer under consideration, the suggested mitigation 
relating to any new wells upstream of Alisal Bridge identified in Technical Memorandum No. 5 
of identifying a trigger level to avoid impacts to Alisal Ranch wells at which City pumping is 
reduced is no longer under consideration. 

11-24 The comment suggests that the No Project Alternative presented in the Draft EIR is not 
adequately defined because it includes increased pumping by one or more existing City wells, 
and uses an artificial baseline. 

 The City currently owns and operates three wells (3, 5, and 7A) along the Santa Ynez River. A 
description of each well is provided in the Draft EIR (see page 2.0-7). As noted, Well No. 3 has a 
current capacity of 340 gpm (which represents 0.73 cfs or if pumped continuously about 530 
afy) and Well 7A has a current capacity of 110 gpm (which represents 0.25 cfs or if pumped 
continuously about 179 afy). Historically, the river wells have produced up to 1,366 afy (Draft 
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EIR Table 3.0-2), Well No. 3 has produced a monthly peak of 55.0 acre-feet, and Well No. 7A has 
a monthly production peak of over 60 acre-feet (Draft EIR Table 3.0-1). 

 As noted in the Draft EIR (see page 6.0-3) under the No Project Alternative, the City would 
renovate the existing wells No. 3 and No. 7A, and if necessary, rehabilitate Well No. 5. 
Collectively, once the wells are renovated, it is conceivable that they would be able to provide 
the baseline amount of 1,053 afy. As these are actions that could proceed under current 
conditions, they are considered the No Project Alternative. 

 As stated in the State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(e)(1), the purpose of describing and 
analyzing a No Project Alternative is to allow decision makers to compare the impacts of 
approving the proposed Project with the impacts of not approving the proposed Project. The No 
Project Alternative analysis is not the baseline for determining whether the proposed Project’s 
environmental impacts may be significant unless it is identical to the existing environmental 
setting analysis that establishes that baseline. Further, the Alternative is defined as “what would 
be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, 
based on current plans and consistent with available infrastructure and community services.” 
(State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6[e][2]). 

 For discussion regarding the baseline, see Topical Response No. 4, Selection and Use of the 
Environmental Baseline. 

11-25 The comment notes that Alisal Ranch is concerned that increased pumping will cause adverse 
impacts to Alisal Ranch water supply. 

 The Draft EIR (see Section 5.1) discusses potential effects to other water users, including Alisal 
Ranch, and finds that impacts would be less than significant. 

11-26 The comment notes that the Draft EIR states that Alternative 4 (place all new wells within the 
City’s existing permitted Reach of Diversion and obtain the desired 1,980 afy) would result in 
impacts to other water rights holders and fish flows, and would not achieve certain project 
objectives. 

 The comment is correct that the Draft EIR (see page 6.0-24) finds that Alternative 4 would have 
greater impacts than the proposed Project and would not meet certain project objectives. The 
comment is noted. 

11-27 The comment reiterates that Alisal is concerned with potential effects of increased pumping and 
that such will adversely impact Alisal’s operation and impact its water rights. 

 The commenter is referred back to Response to Comment 11-27, as well as other responses to 
this letter, addressing similar concerns. 
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11-28 The comment makes recommendations for further study, development of additional mitigation 
measures, revisions to alternatives and other suggestions. 

 The City appreciates the recommendations and suggestions and to the degree necessary and 
appropriate, will consider each in proceeding with the finalization of the environmental review 
and approving the Project. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 12 – Santa Ynez River Water Conservation District, 
Improvement District No. 1 (ID No. 1) dated July 30, 
2012 

12-1  The comment requests that the City locate new river wells downstream of Alisal Bridge, and that 
the existing Reach of Diversion be modified to encompass only the area downstream of Alisal 
Bridge. 

As described more fully in Topical Response 2, Adequacy and Stability of the Project 
Description, and in Topical Response No. 3, Consideration of the Proposed Project versus the 
Identified Alternatives, the City intends to locate all the new wells downstream of Alisal Bridge 
if the City obtains regulatory approval and if the downstream wells yield the desired flow rate. 

12-2 The comment suggests that the EIR evaluates the Master Plan Facilities at a programmatic level 
versus a project level as stated in the EIR. The City respectfully disagrees and asserts that the 
analysis of the Master Plan Facilities includes sufficient detail to constitute a project-level 
evaluation. 

 See Topical Response No. 1, Identification of Program Versus Project EIR Components, for 
further detail. 

12-3 The comment suggests that additional detail is required for project-level review of some 
component of the Master Plan. The City agrees that certain elements of the Master Plan were 
evaluated at a programmatic level. 

 As stated in Topical Response No. 1, Identification of Program versus Project EIR Components, 
the future storage improvements discussed in the comment were evaluated at a programmatic 
rather than a project level of review. 

12-4 The comment suggests that future project-level review will be required to provide more detail 
about installation of new wells including specific well sites, easements, routes for water lines, 
and depth to bedrock. 

The City agrees that additional engineering work will be required to complete construction 
plans. That level of detail, however, is not required to understand the potentially significant 
impacts of a project to make a decision on feasibility and appropriate mitigation. The EIR 
examines the potential impacts of the maximum number of planned wells, the maximum extent 
of pipelines to carry water from those wells, and all the sites where wells may be constructed. 
Therefore, the EIR evaluates the worst-case analysis. It is highly likely that the Project, as it is 
constructed, will have less impact.  
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12-5 The comment requests clarification on which components of the project it analyzes at the 
project level versus the program level. 

See Topical Response No. 1, Identification of Program Versus Project EIR Components, for 
clarification. 

12-6 The comment points out that the time frame for different elements of the Project are different.   

It is true that the EIR evaluates a complex project that involves a variety of timelines. 
Specifically, the comment notes that the entire Master Plan, that is evaluated programmatically, 
will be fully implemented within 10 to 15 years from commencement. That is the best estimate 
the City can currently make of the calendar time that will elapse prior to full implementation.  

Next, the comment notes that the energy chapter states that construction activities for all 
elements of the Master Plan will occur for approximately a 5 cumulative years during that 10- to 
15-year time span. That is a conservative estimate for worst-case analysis of energy use. The 
City believes it will be less. 

The comment correctly points out that the project-level analysis of well construction indicates 
that each well will be under construction for 5 days. That indicates that the wells make a minor 
contribution to the 5 cumulative years of construction.  

Finally, the recreation section indicates that the impacts of construction activities will be 
temporary in nature because each specific construction project is short-term, including the very 
short 5-day plan for each well. 

The time frames stated are appropriate for the potential impacts being discussed in each area of 
the analysis. When the information is read as intended in the EIR, and as explained in this 
response, there is no issue of inconsistency in the document. 

12-7 The comment suggests that the EIR should address how the City proposes to put 1,980 afy to 
beneficial use. 

The comment suggests that the Draft EIR fails to justify demand projections or to consider 
reduced demand. 

As stated in the Draft EIR (see pages 2.0-13 and 2.0-14), the City has completed an estimate of 
its future water demand and needs, and has determined that at full build out of the Solvang 
General Plan, the City will require a total annual water supply of 1,980 afy as demonstrated in 
the Water System Master Plan Update, Table 2.0-1, Current, Historic Long-Term Average and 
Projected Annual Water Demands. Future water demands have been projected based on 
current ongoing development and potential future development within the City. The historic 
long-term average demand for Solvang is 1,691 afy. Based on population estimates and future 
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development capacity within the General Plan and an average water demand approximated at 
236 gallons per capita per day, an estimated additional 289 afy will be required at full build out. 
Therefore, the projected future water demand at General Plan full build out is 1,980 afy. 

All water obtained by Solvang will be utilized for municipal purposes including the use in 
residences, hotels, business parks, and other recreational and decorative landscaping within the 
City limits and minor areas adjacent to the City limits. The estimated demand at full build out is 
much less than previous estimates for the same area. The reduction is due entirely to the 
reduced usage through efficiency as plumbing fixtures have been upgraded to efficient models 
and the price of water has risen. 

It is always difficult to predict when growth will occur. However, all of the additional land within 
the Solvang General Plan area is fully permitted for development, so the pattern and type of 
development that will occur has been established. Because permitting is completed, 
development will occur as soon as there is market demand for growth in Solvang. 

Finally, the comment requests that the EIR identify the commenter's participation in this 
process. The City has not reached an agreement with the commenter so the EIR does not 
assume any participation by the commenter. 

12-8 The comment suggests that the EIR should accurately reflect the lack of current production from 
existing wells.  

The comment is correct that the wells drilled by the City in the City limits have produced neither 
a significant volume of water nor good quality water. This is discussed under the heading Upland 
Wells on page 2.0-6 of the EIR. The wells discussed in the Alternative Supply Sources discussion 
cited by the comment at pages 2.0-10 and 11 are specifically stated to be those drilled by others 
outside the City limits. Due to cost and logistical considerations, the City determined it is not 
currently feasible to consider the use of wells outside the City limits where groundwater 
conditions are better than within the City limits. 

The comment also notes the EIR should accurately reflect the lack of current production from 
existing wells. 

The Draft EIR provides production information from existing wells on Table 3.0-2.  

12-9 The comment suggests that the City should clarify that the SWRCB denied the City’s petition for 
Extension of Time for its application for Permit 15878. 

The comment is correct that the SWRCB staff issued a Notice of Denial, but Solvang protested 
that notice. The SWRCB withdrew its Notice of Denial based on the processing of this EIR to 



 2.0 Responses to Comments 

Meridian Consultants 2.0-157 City of Solvang Water System Master Plan Update EIR 
001-001-12  January 2014 

support the application for Extension of Time. Therefore, the City’s petition for Extension of 
Time for its application for Permit 15878 is currently pending. 

12-10 The comment suggests that the Reach of Diversion should be modified by relinquishing the 
upstream portion of the existing permitted diversion area to assist in minimizing adverse 
impacts to other diverters in the river. 

 The City may consider relinquishing the upstream portion of the reach of diversion in the future. 
The proposed Project, however, does not include eliminating any of the existing permitted 
reaches under Permit 15878. If Solvang is successful in amending Permit 15878 to allow 
additional wells to be constructed downstream, and if those wells are successful, the well 
placement will prevent any new impacts on other diverters. Until the SWRCB approves the 
expansion of the permitted reach of diversion to the west (downstream), Solvang is unable to 
develop and prove up new wells downstream. Until the new wells are approved, constructed, 
and proven, it would be imprudent, or worse, for the City Council to give up rights Solvang 
currently holds. 

12-11 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR uses an incorrect baseline and lacks rationale for its 
selection. 

See Topical Response No. 4, Selection and Use of the Environmental Baseline, for a discussion 
of the basis for the City determining that 1,053 afy of City diversions from the Santa Ynez River is 
the correct baseline for analysis of the impacts of the proposed new wells.  

The comment confuses the baseline diversions from the River with the City’s historic water 
demand for beneficial use. The EIR studies the potential impacts of increasing diversions from 
the River from 1,053 to 1980 afy. The difference between the proven river diversions of 1,053 
afy and the historic water demand of 1,691 afy has been made up by purchasing water from 
other sources, including from the commenting agency. As noted, the Project is needed to 
improve water reliability for the City because those other water supplies have become both 
more expensive and more unreliable. The fact that the total supply is different from the baseline 
amount diverted from one source is irrelevant to the analysis. 

12-12 The comment discusses the requirements of the State CEQA Guidelines concerning analysis of 
cumulative impacts.  

The comment is noted. 

12-13 The comment requests clarification regarding whether or not ID No. 1’s diversions are included 
in the cumulative analysis. 
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 The cumulative analysis includes ID No.1’s diversions. Table 4.0-1, Existing and Claimed Water 
Rights and Diversions Along the Santa Ynez River, lists the existing water rights and pending 
applications within the watershed, along with the date, amount, location, type, and status of the 
application, claim, or registration. In addition to the list shown in Table 4.0-1, there are 
significant riparian water rights along the Santa Ynez River that are not included in the SWRCB 
database. As noted in the Table, four permits and a license are identified for ID No. 1. 

12-14 The comment notes that the State CEQA Guidelines require a discussion on how a project could 
directly or indirectly foster growth and new development. 

In Section 8.0, the Draft EIR analyzes the project’s growth inducement potential. After the four 
criteria are evaluated, the determination is that the proposed Project would not be growth 
inducing. Furthermore, the water supply for the proposed Project does not support new 
development beyond what is already planned in the City's General Plan. 

12-15 The comment suggests that the analysis of growth inducement in the City’s General Plan be 
incorporated into the Draft EIR so that it shows the proposed Project intends to provide 
improvements that will supply the projected water demand at full build out. 

 The proposed Project does not provide for any additional growth beyond that planned for in the 
City’s General Plan. Rather, the proposed Project merely implements the General Plan. The 
City’s General Plan EIR that evaluated buildout was certified in 1989 and the proposed land uses 
have not changed; that EIR has been incorporated by reference in this Final EIR. 

12-16 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR should note whether the proposed Project would 
induce any growth beyond what was projected in the City’s General Plan. 

The proposed Project will not induce any growth beyond what is projected in the City’s General 
Plan. The City’s General Plan EIR that evaluated buildout was certified in 1989 and the proposed 
land uses have not changed; that EIR has been incorporated by reference in this Final EIR. 

12-17 The comment requests clarification whether there is potential for the Project to induce growth 
in the unincorporated area of the County that overlaps ID No. 1’s service area boundary. 

As previously mentioned, the proposed Project will not induce any growth beyond what is 
projected in the City’s General Plan. Furthermore, the proposed Project does not provide water 
to support urban growth outside the current City limits. Therefore, the Project will not induce 
growth in the unincorporated area of the County, including the area that overlaps ID No.1’s 
service area boundary. 
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12-18 The commenter notes that they oppose Alternative No. 4, which would provide for the 
extraction of the desired 1,980 afy, and group all new wells and retain existing wells within the 
City’s Existing Reach of Diversion 

The comment is noted. As mentioned in the Draft EIR, Alternative 4 would have greater impacts 
than the proposed Project and would not meet certain project objectives. 

12-19 The comment reiterates the requirements of the State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(a) that 
an EIR must describe a reasonable range of alternatives. 

 The Draft EIR Includes four alternatives (see Section 6.3, Alternative Considered). The comment 
is noted. 

12-20 The comment reiterates the State CEQA Guidelines, Section 16126.6(c) that an EIR must 
evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives considered. 

 The Draft EIR provides a comparison of the potential impacts of the alternatives considered (see 
Table 6.0-1) and also identifies which of those considered would be environmentally superior 
(see Section 6.5). 

12-21 The comment notes that prior court cases (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors 
[1990] 52 Cal.3d 553.) have determined that an EIR should offer substantial environmental 
advantages over the proposed Project. 

 The comment is noted. While the EIR examined four reasonable and feasible alternatives, the 
City has not identified any potential alternatives that offer an environmental advantage over the 
proposed Project and satisfy the Project objectives. The alternatives presented and considered 
in the Draft EIR meet the requirements of State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6 and the 
findings in Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553. See Topical 
Response 3, Consideration of the Proposed Project versus the Identified Alternatives. 

12-22 The comment reiterates court cases (Watsonville Pilots Assn. v. City of Watsonville [2010] 183 
Cal. App. 4th 1059, 1089) that found that the key to selection of alternatives for study is 
identification of alternatives that meet most project objectives. 

The comment is noted. The alternatives evaluated by the City follow the requirements of State 
CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6. 

12-23 The comment requests that the Draft EIR clarify the No Project Alternative. 

The State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(e) provides the requirements for the No Project 
Alternative. In doing so, Section 15126(e)(2) states the No Project Alternative should discuss 
existing conditions, "as well as what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable 
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future if the Project were not approved, based on current plans and consistent with available 
infrastructure and community services." Draft EIR Section 6.4.1 provides a description of the No 
Project Alternative and compares the environmental effects of the property remaining in its 
existing state against environmental effects that would occur if the Project is approved. 

As noted in the Draft EIR (see page 6.0-3) under the No Project Alternative, the City would 
renovate the existing wells No. 3 and No. 7A, and if necessary, rehabilitate Well No. 5. 
Collectively, once the wells are renovated, the City intends to utilize them to divert the baseline 
amount of 1,053 afy. As these actions are reasonably expected to occur without the Project, and 
can proceed under current conditions with no further permitting, they are considered the No 
Project Alternative. 

12-24 The comment suggests that under Alternative 2, the City’s total water demand would be met by 
diverting a maximum of 1,380 afy of groundwater diverted from the Santa Ynez River with the 
remaining demand met by SWP water. Further, the comment requests clarification on where 
wells would be located, or how the City’s existing reach of diversion may be modified under 
Alternative 2. 

 See Topical Response 3, Consideration of the Proposed Project versus the Identified 
Alternatives. 

The commenter’s description of the alternative is correct. As noted on page 6.0-10 of the Draft 
EIR, Alternative 2 would maintain Well Nos. 3 and 7A and construct new wells downstream in 
the extended reach of diversion. The Final EIR has been modified (see Section 4.0 of this Final 
EIR) to clarify that under this alternative, new wells would be located in the downstream 
Extended Reach of Diversion, in Well Site B and, if necessary, Well Site A. The new wells would 
not be located within the City’s current permitted Reach of Diversion. 

12-25 The comment requests clarification of Alternative 3 and whether the additional 420 afy could be 
provided to existing irrigation uses outside the City limits. 

As noted in the Draft EIR (see page 6.0-3), the City has a history of providing irrigation water 
although it has not done so recently. Under this alternative, the additional diversions of 420 afy 
would be provided to existing irrigation uses outside the Solvang City limits, while 1,980 afy 
diverted from the river will be used to meet demand within the City’s service area. See Topical 
Response 3, Consideration of the Proposed Project versus the Identified Alternatives. 

12-26 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR be clarified to note where the new river wells would 
be located for Alternatives 2 and 3. 
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 See Response to Comment 12-24. The Draft EIR states (see page 6.0-3) that under Alternative 3. 
the proposed downstream extension of the Additional Reach of Diversion and installation of 
new wells will be in the area downstream of Alisal Bridge within Well Sites A and B. 

See Topical Response 3, Consideration of the Proposed Project versus the Identified 
Alternatives. 

12-27 The comment notes that under Alternatives 2 and 3, a modification of the area of diversion 
would be necessary to prevent interference with ID No. 1’s existing river wells. 

 See Responses to Comment 12-26. The City plans to modify the permitted reach of diversion 
downstream to include Well Sites A and B. If that is successful, under Alternatives 2 and 3, the 
City would locate new wells downstream of Alisal Bridge in Well Site B, and, if necessary to 
achieve the City’s desirable flow rate, in Well Site A. This should not interfere with ID No. 1's 
existing river wells and licensed water rights. See Topical Response 3, Consideration of the 
Proposed Project Versus the Identified Alternatives. 

12-28 The comment notes that ID No. 1 supports an alternative that would place all new river wells 
downstream of Alisal Bridge. 

 The comment is noted. The proposed Project will place all new river wells downstream of Alisal 
Bridge if the City receives approval for the Extended Reach of Diversion and the downstream 
wells provide sufficient water supply. The City is proposing the Project as described in Section 
2.0 of the Draft EIR. 

12-29 The comment notes that ID No. 1 supports Alternatives 2 and 3 to the extent they would 
construct all wells downstream in the extended reach of diversion and downstream of Alisal 
Bridge. 

 The comment is noted. 

12-30 The comment suggests that the City rejected Alternative 2 as infeasible because it does not 
meet certain project objectives. 

The Draft EIR (see pages 6.0-15 and 6.0-16) notes that generally, Alternative 2 would result in 
impacts similar to those for the proposed Project. As such, Alternative 2 would not be 
considered environmentally superior to the proposed Project. 

In addition, Alternative 2 does not meet the project objectives because the City would continue 
to rely on SWP water for the remainder of the General Plan build out demand. As a result (noted 
on pages 6.0-15 and 6.0-16 of the Draft EIR), this Alternative could require the City to implement 
severe water conservation measures in order to meet buildout demand. In the event that the 
SWP water becomes unreliable and unavailable, the City under Alternative 2 would not be able 
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to supply water to its residents. Therefore, in addition to not being environmentally superior 
because it has similar impacts as the proposed Project, Alternative 2 does not meet the Project 
objectives. 

See Topical Response 3, Consideration of the Proposed Project versus the Identified 
Alternatives. 

12-31 The comment suggests that it is up to the lead agency’s decision makers, at the project-approval 
stage, to weigh the relative advantages and disadvantages of the Project and alternatives 
examined in the EIR, and to make the necessary findings to approve the proposed Project or one 
of the alternatives, rather than that decision being made in the EIR. 

 The City agrees with the comment.  

The Draft EIR (see pages 6.0-9, 10, 15, 16, 20, and 24) makes no such decision for the decision 
makers, rather it notes whether any of the alternatives considered would result in additional 
significant impacts than the proposed Project, or if the alternatives would meet the projects 
objectives.  

The discussion under the environmentally superior alternative (see Section 6.5 of the Draft EIR) 
has been modified and the phrase “and is rejected” has been deleted. (See Final EIR Section 
4.0.) 

12-32 The comment notes that ID No. 1 opposes Alternative No. 4 and requests that the City reject it. 

The comment is noted. Alternative No. 4 is not the environmentally superior alternative and 
does not satisfy the Project objectives. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 13 – State Water Resources Control Board dated July 30, 
2012 

13-1  The comment notes that the SWRCB Clean Water State Revolving Fund (CWSRF) provides low-
cost financial assistance for water quality improvements and enhanced projects that protect 
water quality and public health, and has grant funds under certain conditions. 

 The City acknowledges the comment and will consider the information regarding financial 
assistance and grant funds. 

13-2 The comment notes that if the City decides to pursue CWSRF financing, environmental 
requirements pursuant to CEQA and federal laws and regulations are applicable. 

 The comment is noted. 

13-3 The comment requests additional information regarding Mitigation Measure TER-11 that states 
“If the timing of the mulching and application is appropriate, the native mulch will be spread 
over the temporary impact areas to facilitate revegetation.” Specifically, the comment asks if 
the time of mulching is not appropriate, identify other adequate restoration measures that may 
be used instead. 

Mitigation Measure TER-11 has been revised (see Section 4.0 of this Final EIR) to provide for 
alternative methods of restoration. The following has been added to the mitigation measure: 
“Should the timing not be appropriate for using the native vegetation as mulch, nonclear pliable 
plastic sheeting shall be used.” 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 14 – Bureau of Reclamation, Mid-Pacific Region, South-
Coast California Area Office – Letter No. 1, dated 
August 1, 2012 

14-1  The comment suggests that the proposed Project and some of the alternatives may affect target 
flows in the lower Santa Ynez River and adversely affect O. mykiss and their habitat. 

 The Draft EIR (see Section 5.3, Fisheries Resources) evaluates the potential impacts that the 
proposed Project may have on fisheries resources, including O. mykiss. The Draft EIR finds that 
impacts could be significant during construction and will be less than significant during 
operation of the proposed river wells downstream of Alisal Bridge. Where impacts have been 
determined to be potentially significant, mitigation is provided that would reduce impacts to 
less than significant. 

14-2 The comment suggests that additional information on the potential cone of depression 
associated with groundwater drawdown for the individual wells be provided. 

 Tables 5.1-5 and 5.1-6 in the Draft EIR provide the information associated with cone of 
depression for the proposed Well Site B. The analysis of potential drawdown using a 24-month 
period with no river or other inflows to the area to assess potential drawdown from the wells 
during summer or drought indicate that drawdown could reach 9.1 feet at 1,000 feet in 
September of Year 2 (worst case). However, drawdown would be less for Year 1 and March and 
June of Year 2. Due to the heterogeneous variability of aquifer properties, the City will update 
determinations of the local drawdown once it begins drilling wells and tests the actual amount 
of water available and localized aquifer properties at Well Site B. The current Theis analysis is 
based on aquifer properties of nearby wells in the Buellton Subbasin, which is the best source of 
information available. Tables 5.1-5 and 5.1-6 are also conservative in that no inflows from the 
Santa Ynez River are assumed for the drawdown analysis. 

 See Topical Response No. 7, Potential Impacts to Groundwater Resources. 

14-3 The comment suggests that if new wells are installed, their placement downstream of Alisal 
Bridge would have fewer impacts to O. mykiss compared with upstream of the bridge. 

 The proposed Project provides for new wells to be located in Well Sites A and/or B, both 
downstream of Alisal Bridge (see Draft EIR Section 2.0). Draft EIR (see Section 5.3) finds that 
impacts to O. mykiss for wells located in well Sites A and/or B would be less than significant after 
mitigation. 

14-4 The comment makes the observation that Alternative 1 (No Project) would have relatively the 
least impact to O. mykiss in the lower Santa Ynez River, and Alternative 2 would seem to have 
the next least impact, as compared to the proposed Project. 
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The Draft EIR (see Section 6.5) identifies the No Project Alternative (Alternative 1) as having the 
fewest impacts and would not result in any new significant impact. Therefore, it is the most 
environmentally sensitive. However, the No Project Alternative would not meet the objectives 
of the proposed Project. Furthermore, as noted previously, if the No Project Alternative is 
determined to be environmentally superior, then another alternative must also be identified as 
an environmentally superior alternative among the remaining alternatives.  

The environmentally superior alternative among the remaining alternatives would be 
Alternative 2: Supplement Proposed Allocation with SWP water. This alternative would result in 
similar or incrementally reduced impacts for all issues when compared to the proposed Project. 
Alternative 2 would result in fewer diversions of Santa Ynez River underflow and would locate 
additional river wells downstream of Alisal Bridge. 

However, Alternative 2 relies on supplementing 600 afy of its water supply needs on SWP water, 
which has become less reliable over the years due to increased litigation and potential impacts 
on endangered species, such as the delta smelt. Because it relies upon 600 afy of SWP water, 
Alternative 2 requires the City to forgo the opportunity to develop sufficient, relatively reliable, 
inexpensive, and less energy intensive local water supplies to meet all of Solvang’s needs at full 
build out. 

As discussed previously, by developing Alternative 2, as opposed to the proposed Project, the 
City would not achieve the following objectives to the same extent as the proposed Project: 

• Ensure a future reliable water supply to meet the projected water demand at City build out 
as provided for in the General Plan. 

• Secure adequate water rights to reliably meet the City’s water supply requirements. 

Therefore, the Draft EIR finds that Alternative 2, while environmentally superior to the proposed 
Project, is not considered as feasible. 

14-5 The comment suggests that off-channel storage facilities to minimize dry season pumping 
should be considered along with the use of storage tanks instead of reservoirs to reduce 
evaporative losses. 

 See Response to Comment 3-23. 

14-6 The comment suggests additional monitoring reports produced by the Cachuma Operations and 
Management Board (COMB) on behalf of the Bureau of reclamation should be added to the 
citations in the Draft EIR. 

 See Response to Comment 3-53. 



 2.0 Responses to Comments 

Meridian Consultants 2.0-171 City of Solvang Water System Master Plan Update EIR 
001-001-12  January 2014 

14-7 The comment suggests that Figure 5.3-1 may not represent the most up-to-date information on 
steelhead passage impediments/barriers, and that restoration efforts have occurred on 
Salsipuedes/El Jaro, Quiota, and Hilton creeks to remove barriers. 

 Figure 5.3-1 in the Draft EIR illustrates steelhead-spawning habitat on the lower Santa Ynez 
River; the information provided on passage barriers/impediments is informational only. 

14-8 The comment suggests that a 2010 Fish Passage Supplementation memo is available and can be 
added to the citations.  

 See Response to Comment 3-53. 

14-9 The comment provides information that a water release pursuant to requirements of WR 89-18 
was made in 2010 and a fisheries report was produced that considered potential O. mykiss 
movement downstream of Alisal Bridge. 

 The comment is noted. 

14-10 The comment suggests that a large local drawdown of the historical groundwater level could 
impact existing O. mykiss habitats near proposed Well Sites A and B. 

 The Draft EIR (see Section 5.1.6.2) evaluates potential impacts to groundwater and the lowering 
of the groundwater table. The Draft EIR finds that impacts will be less than significant (Class III). 

14-11 The comment suggests that coordination of Santa Ynez River water rights holders and diversions 
downstream of Bradbury Dam is critical to minimize impacts from the proposed Project, and 
further clarification of mitigation measures should be provided. 

Mitigation Measure FIS-5 has been clarified (see Section 4.0 of the Final EIR). 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 15 – Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State 
Clearinghouse – Letter No. 1, dated August 2, 2012  

15-1  The comment notes that the Clearinghouse is submitting comments (NAHC letter No. 11) that 
they received during the state review period and that they are forwarding. 

 The City acknowledges the receipt of the comments and has included it in the Final EIR as letter 
No. 1. 

15-2 The comment notes that the Public Resources Code, Section 21104(c) requires that responsible 
or other agencies shall only make substantive comments regarding those activities involved in a 
project which are within an area of expertise of the agency or which are to be carried out or 
approved by the agency. 

 The comment is noted. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 16 – Governor’s office of Planning and Research, State 
Clearinghouse – Letter No. 2, dated August 2, 2012  

16-1  The comment notes that the Clearinghouse is submitting comments (SWRCB letter No. 13) that 
they received after they received after the close of the state review period and that they are 
forwarding as they provide information that should be addressed in the final EIR. 

 The City acknowledges the receipt of the comments and has included it in the Final EIR as letter 
No. 13. 

16-2 The comment notes that CEQA does not require Lead Agencies to respond to late comments. 
However, the City is encouraged to incorporate these comments into the Final EIR. 

 The City acknowledges the receipt of the comments and has included it in the Final EIR as letter 
No. 13. Responses are provided for each of the comments. 

 



From: Joan Jamieson <Joan.Jamieson@cityofsolvang.com> 
Date: June 25, 2012 9:12:11 AM MDT 
To: Brad Vidro <Bradv@cityofsolvang.com>, Arleen Pelster <arleenp@cityofsolvang.com> 
Subject: Water Master Plan 

Good morning... 
 
Some comments on the plan just for your use...yes, I have been reading and reviewing the 
Plan...it is my "go to sleep" reading. 
 
My concern involves a few of maps: 
 
1.  Page 2.0-12   Existing and proposed diversion.... 
    The map is dated 2011 which implies that map accurately describes Solvang in 2011...the map 
is terribly out of date as far as noting residences in the City...they are not shown...streets are not 
shown, Alamo Pintado is incorrectly depicted, etc.  Where did they get this map? 
 
2.  Page 5.1-55  100 year flood plan 
    When I was working with Buellflat it was determined that the 100 year flood plan was farther 
south from the plant than that shown on old flood plain maps...I do not know if this is correctly 
depicted on the map used for illustration...would check with County Flood Control because they 
made the determination along with others that the magic line had been moved.  Same with the 
Pollard property but I have not found that map yet showing Richard's property.  
 
3.  Page 5.7-15  Public water system... 
    Is this page misnamed?  What is the definition of "public" water system?  Single parcel water 
systems and others of a small size are usually considered "private" and have different rules and 
regulations and may have their own water masters.  I know of other multi parcels systems in the 
SYV.  Why are some included and others not? 
 
Maybe these maps really do not make a difference; that being said, they are not accurate. 
 
Joannie 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 17 – Joan Jamieson email dated July 25, 2012 

17-1  The comment indicates that the map on page 2.0-12 of the Draft EIR (Figure 2.0-4, Existing and 
Proposed Diversion Reaches) is out of date and inaccurate. 

 The map utilizes the 1959 version of the USGS topographic map for the Solvang quadrant; this is 
the version of the map that the SWRCB used in delineating the existing water right diversion 
area when the City originally secured its water right Permit No. 15878. While the base map is 
out of date, it accurately portrays the Existing Reach of Division under the City’s current water 
right Permit No. 15878, and the Additional Reach of Diversion that City proposes. 

 Figure 2.0-4 has been revised to use a more current base map and is provided in Section 4.0 of 
this Final EIR. 

17-2 The comment suggests that the 100-year flood plain is further south (downstream) from the 
water treatment plant, and that the map shown on page 5.1-55 (Figure 5.1-3, 100-Year 
Floodplain) may not be accurate. 

 The 100-year flood plain shown on Figure 5.1-3 corresponds with the current Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), which was adopted 
on December 4, 2012. The 100-year flood limits indicated on Figure 5.1-3 is essentially the same 
as the recently adopted FIRM map that was adopted by FEMA, and has no additional effect on 
the proposed Well Sites A and B along the Santa Ynez River.  

17-3 The comment questions whether the map on page 5.7-15 of the Draft EIR (Figure 5.7-3, Public 
Water System Purveyor in the Santa Ynez Valley) is misnamed. The comment notes that the 
may include both public and private water systems, and that there are other multiparcel water 
systems in the Santa Ynez Valley. 

 Figure 5.7-3, Public Water System Map uses Figure 18 from the Santa Ynez Valley Community 
Plan as a source map; this map is dated August 5, 2009. As the source map is approximately 3 
years old, some data may not still be current. 
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3.0 REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR 

In accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132, this section presents the changes that 

were made to the Draft EIR to clarify or amplify its text in response to comments. Such changes are 

insignificant as the term is used in the State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.5(b), and do not change the 

findings and determinations of the Draft EIR. 

Changes to the Draft EIR use “strike-out and double underline” format (not track changes) to reflect all 

changes made to the Draft EIR. Each change is preceded by a brief explanation of the reason for the 

change. 

SECTION ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

The following changes have been made: 

Page Revision: 

ES-9 TABLE ES-2 HAS BEEN REVISED AS FOLLOWS: 

Substantially deplete 
groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such 
that there would be a net 
deficit in aquifer volume or 
a lowering of the local 
groundwater table level 
(e.g., the production rate of 
pre-existing nearby wells 
would drop to a level which 
would not support existing 
land uses or planned uses 
for which permits have been 
granted). 

HYD-2 The proposed Project will initiate construction 
of new river wells in Well Site B. If the desired 
flow rate (5 cfs) cannot be achieved within 
Well Site B, then the City will construct wells 
in Wells Site A starting with the most 
downstream portion of Well Site A. 

Impacts would be less 
than significant with 
mitigation (Class II). 

Place within a 100-year 
flood hazard area structures 
which would impede or 
redirect flood flows? 

HYD-23 New wells constructed located within the 
100-year floodplain shall be adequately 
anchored and constructed to resist flood 
damage. Wells shall be equipped with a 
watertight casing that extends from 1 foot 
above grade to 20 feet below grade. The 
casing could be ductile iron pipe which would 
be strong enough to resist debris impact or a 
commercially available protective well cover 
(e.g., metal boxes or cylinders). 

Impacts would be less 
than significant with 
mitigation (Class II). 
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Have a substantial adverse 
effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive 
natural communities 
identified in local or regional 
plans, policies, regulations, 
or by USFWS or CDFW. 

TER-11 Vegetation types temporarily impacted by 
the proposed Project will be restored. Native 
vegetation within temporary construction 
areas shall be mulched and set aside. Large 
trunks of removed trees may be utilized on 
site to provide habitat for invertebrates, 
reptiles, and small mammals or may be 
anchored within the Project site for erosion 
control. If the timing of the mulching and 
application is appropriate, the native mulch 
will be spread over the temporary impact 
areas in order to facilitate revegetation. If the 
period of mulch storage exceeds 
approximately one month, fresh native mulch 
may be applied to the temporary impact areas 
to provide seed propagules and native 
biomass. Should the timing not be 
appropriate for using the native vegetation as 
mulch, nonclear pliable plastic sheeting shall 
be used. 

 After the completion of Year 1, the project a 
biologist will evaluate the progress of the 
passive restoration approach in the temporary 
impact areas to determine if natural 
recruitment has been sufficient for the site to 
eventually reach performance goals. In the 
event that native plant recruitment is 
determined by the project biologist to not be 
adequate for successful habitat 
establishment, the applicant or its designee 
shall revegetate the temporary construction 
areas in accordance with the methods 
designed for permanent impacts (i.e., seeding, 
container plants, or a temporary irrigation 
system may be recommended). 
Areas temporarily disturbed by construction 
activities shall also be weeded annually, as 
needed, for up to 5 years following 
construction. Weeds shall be removed by 
hand, an approved herbicide application, or 
by mechanical equipment. These areas shall 
be annually monitored for 5 years after 
construction to document vegetation type 
establishment. 
In the event that native plant cover does not 
reach 50 percent of the pre-construction 
native plant cover within 3 years, the City shall 
revegetate the temporary construction. 

Impacts would be less 
than significant with 
mitigation (Class II). 
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Reduce the area or habitat 
value of critical habitat 
areas designated under 
FESA (Essential Fish Habitat). 

Mitigation Measures FIS-1 through FIS-5. Impacts would be less 
than significant with 
mitigation (Class II). 

 

Page Revision: 

ES-33 TO 34 HAS BEEN REVISED AS FOLLOWS: 

ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT 

The following alternatives to the proposed Project are considered: 

Alternative 1:  No Project Alternative: Divert only the baseline amount of 1,053 afy of groundwater 

from the Santa Ynez River underflow pursuant to water right Permit 15878. All 

diversions would occur from the Existing permitted rReach of Diversion. 

 The No Project Alternative would continue existing operations and the City would 

rehabilitate or replace Well Nos. 3, 7A, and 5 as necessary to extract the 1,053 afy. No 

other water supply facilities proposed by the Water System Master Plan Update would 

be constructed. The No Project Alternative is not a no-build scenario, however. The City 

will continue to grow to full buildout under the approved General Plan because all of the 

development and all other infrastructure contemplated in the General Plan have been 

authorized.  

Alternative 2: Supplement proposed Santa Ynez River diversions with State Water Project (SWP) 

water: Under this alternative, the full buildout water demand of 1,980 afy would be 

supplied by both the Santa Ynez River underflow and SWP water from the City’s existing 

Table A Amount (1,500 afy). Solvang has chosen to use 40 percent of the Table A 

Amount as the multiple dry year production amount or 600 afy. Therefore, under this 

alternative, the total demand of 1,980 afy would be met by using a maximum of 1,380 

afy of groundwater diverted from the Santa Ynez River with the remaining 600 afy of 

demand met by SWP water. Under Alternative 2, the City would request SWRCB 

approval of the proposed downstream extension of the Additional Reach of Diversion 

and installation of new wells would be in the area downstream of Alisal Bridge within 

Well Site B, and, if necessary, Well Site A, and not within 500 of any existing wells. 
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Alternative 3:  Increase Santa Ynez River Diversions to 2,400 afy: This alternative reflects the City’s 

prior Master Plan diversion which includes providing irrigation water for uses outside of 

the City boundary but within the currently permitted place of use for the water diverted 

from the Santa Ynez River underflow. The additional 420 afy would be provided to 

existing commercial irrigation uses within and outside the Solvang City limits. The City 

has a history of providing irrigation water although it has not done so recently. The 

remainder of the water to be diverted (1,980 afy) would be used as noted to meet 

demand within the City’s service area. This alternative would include the proposed 

downstream extension of the Additional Reach of Diversion and installation of new wells 

in the area downstream of Alisal Bridge within Well Sites A and B, and if necessary, Well 

Site A. This alternative would also include the renovation and use of Well Nos. 3 and 7A 

and, possibly No. 5. 

Alternative 4:  Obtain the 1,980 afy diversion from the Santa Ynez River underflow and group all new 

and existing wells within the Existing Reach of Diversion per water right Permit 15878.  

Page Revision: 

ES-35 HAS BEEN REVISED AS FOLLOWS: 

As discussed previously, by developing Alternative 2, as opposed to the proposed Project, the City would 

not achieve the following objectives to the same extent as the proposed Project: 

• Ensure a future reliable water supply to meet the projected water demand at City buildout as 

provided for in the General Plan. 

• Secure adequate water rights to reliably meet the City’s water supply requirements. 

As noted, not only would Alternative 2 not meet project objectives, but it would require the City to 

implement severe water conservation measures in order to meet buildout demand. Further, the City 

would continue to rely on SWP water for the remainder of the General Plan buildout demand. In the 

event that the SWP water becomes unreliable and unavailable, the City under Alternative 2 would not 

be able to supply water to its residents. Therefore, this alternative, while environmentally superior to 

the proposed Project is not considered as feasible and should be eliminated from further consideration 

and is rejected. 

SECTION 1.2  PURPOSE OF THE EIR AND LEGAL AUTHORITY 

The following changes have been made as noted in Topical Response No. 3: 
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Page Revision: 

1.0-2 to 1.0-3 CEQA notes that, to the extent possible, the EIR process should be combined with the 
planning, review, and approval process. As provided in CEQA, the EIR for this effort is 
considered a program EIR, with certain features (groundwater wells, an increased rate 
and annual amount of diversion from the Santa Ynez River and associated water 
treatment plant) evaluated at a project specific level. A program EIR is an EIR that may 
be prepared on a series of actions that can be characterized as one large project and are 
related either: 

• geographically, 

• as logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions, 

• in connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or other general criteria to 
govern the conduct of a continuing program, or 

• as individual activities carried out under the same authorizing statutory or 
regulatory authority and having generally similar environmental effects which can 
be mitigated in similar ways. 

The proposed Project is described in Section 2.4.2, Summary of Proposed Water 

System Master Plan Update. The program level components include: 

• Distribution System Improvements 

• Reservoir Storage Improvements 

• Standby Power 

The project level evaluation includes: 

• Water Supply Improvements, including modification of the City’s water right Permit 

15878 and installation of new wells, associated pipelines and water treatment 

facilities. 



  3.0 Revisions to the Draft EIR 

Meridian Consultants 3.0-6 City of Solvang Water System Master Plan Update EIR 
001-001-12  January 2014 

SECTION 2.4.1 CURRENT CITY WATER SYSTEM 

River Wells 

The following changes have been made regarding the Topical Response No. 3: 

Page Revision: 

2.0-7 To achieve the maximum extraction rate of 5 cfs (or 2,250 gpm), the City proposes to 

install up to six new wells, with a similar capacity of about 300 gpm each, and install 

filtration facilities so that the City will be able to meet potable water standards even 

when some wells are under the influence of surface water. 

The City intends to continue to operate Wells 3 and 7A to extract water from the Santa 

Ynez River. The City’s goal is to have a pumping capacity of 5 cubic feet per second (cfs) 

from the Santa Ynez River to serve the City's peak demand. This will be achieved by a 

combination of renovating Wells 3 and 7A, installing new wells, and, potentially, 

renovating and equipping Well 5. New wells will be on the City’s supervisory control and 

data acquisition (SCADA) system and run off of set points tied to reservoirs levels. 

System production will be dictated by demand on the system.13  

SECTION 2.4.2 SUMMARY OF PROPOSED WATER SYSTEM MASTER PLAN  
  UPDATE 

Water System Improvements 

The following changes have been as noted in Topical Response No. 2: 

Page Revision: 

2.0-9 The number of wells required to withdraw 5 cfs from the river underflow is a function of 

well discharge capacity. The Master Plan Update estimates that six new wells each with 

a capacity of 300 gpm will be required in addition to the two existing wells to achieve a 

peak capacity of 5 cfs. If the new wells located along the Santa Ynez River are capable of 

higher capacity, it may be possible to achieve 5 cfs with fewer wells. While the EIR 

analyzes numerous alternative well configurations, the proposed Project is to construct 

new river wells collectively capable of extracting river underflow water at the rate of 

approximately 5 cfs. The proposed wells will be constructed in Well Site B and, if 

                                                                 

13  Correspondence with Mr. Craig Martin, City of Solvang Water Services Division, October, 14, 2011. 
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necessary to meet the desired flow rate, in the most downstream portion of Well Site A 

as shown on Figures 2.0-6 and 2.0-7. 

SECTION 2.4.3 STATE WATER RIGHT PERMIT 

The following changes have been made regarding the comment 17-1 suggested by Ms. Joan Jamieson: 

Page Revision: 

2.0-12 Figure 2.0-4, Existing and Proposed Diversion Reaches, has been revised to include a 

more current base map. 

SECTION 2.4.4 PROPOSED ADDITIONAL RIVER WELLS 

Well Number and Locations 

The following changes have been made regarding the Topical Response No. 3: 

Page Revision: 

2.0-17 The proposed well sites will be located downstream of Alisal Bridge in Well Sites A and 

Well Sites B, and if necessary, in Well Site A (see Figure 2.0-5, Proposed Future Wells 

Site Areas)., and these sites, w While within the 100-year floodplain, both well sites are 

outside and above the ordinary high water mark (OHWM) of the active river channel 

which is defined as the 5-year flood event.14 Each wellhead will would be placed at an 

elevation that is within the 100-year flood level. The proposed well sites are currently at 

least 150 feet from any surface water flows in accordance with DPH requirements for 

extraction without additional monitoring and filtration treatment.  

 The two locations (see Figure 2.0-6, Wells Site A, and Figure 2.0-7, Wells Site B) are 

proposed for future wells (Wells Sites A and B); these locations were selected as a result 

                                                                 

14  Code of Federal Regulations, Title, 33, Section 328.3(e), The term ordinary high water mark means that line on the shore 
established by the fluctuations of water and indicated by physical characteristics such as clear, natural line impressed on 
the bank, shelving, changes in the character of soil, destruction of terrestrial vegetation, the presence of litter and debris, 
or other appropriate means that consider the characteristics of the surrounding areas; and Code of Federal Regulations, 
Title 33, Section 329.11(a)(1), The ordinary high water mark on non-tidal rivers is the line on the shore established by the 
fluctuations of water and indicated by physical characteristics such as a clear, natural line impressed on the bank; shelving; 
changes in the character of soil; destruction of terrestrial vegetation; the presence of litter and debris; or other 
appropriate means that consider the characteristics of the surrounding areas. 
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of additional technical studies completed by Stetson Engineers.15 Depending on the 

City’s ability to obtain access agreements, either or both locations may be utilized for 

the installation of the proposed six new wells. The City would be required to acquire 

additional easements along the Santa Ynez River for the new wells and associated water 

lines from Alisal Ranch and other owners downstream of Alisal Bridge. 

The proposed well locations are intended to be no closer than approximately 500 feet 

from each other, and 500 feet of Well 3 downstream of Alisal Bridge. and from other 

existing wells in the river. Well sites may be closer at the mouth of Alamo Pintado Creek 

to make use of the groundwater recharge mound created from the year-round stream 

inflows and because the alluvial basin in this area may be wider than the rest of the 

Existing Reach of Diversion, allowing higher well production rates. While the EIR 

analyzes numerous alternative well configurations, the proposed Project is to construct 

new river wells collectively capable of extracting river underflow water at the rate of 

approximately 5 cfs. The proposed wells will be constructed in Well Site B and, if 

necessary to meet the desired flow rate, in the most downstream portion of Well Site A 

as shown on Figures 2.0-6 and 2.0-7. 

SECTION 2.5.2 OTHER REQUIRED PERMITS AND APPROVALS 

The following changes have been made regarding the comment 7-3 suggested by the Santa Barbara 

Planning and Development Department: 

Page Revision: 

2.0-33 In addition to the City, the proposed Project may require review and approval by other 

agencies. State and local public agencies that may have the responsibility to carry out or 

approve aspects of the Project are considered Responsible and Trustee agencies under 

CEQA. These include: 

• California Department of Fish and Game – Streambed Alteration Agreement for the 
new wells located along the Santa Ynez River; 

• California Department of Public Health – permit for new wells for municipal supply 
and permit to operate a water treatment facility; 

                                                                 

15  Stetson Engineers, Inc., Technical Memorandum No. 6, Additional Alternative Analyses for City of Solvang’s CEQA 
Environmental Document for Time Extension for Water Rights Permit 15878 – New Wells Downstream of Alisal Bridge 
(January 24, 2011, Appendix 5.1). 
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• County of Santa Barbara Air Pollution Control District – potential permit for 
operation of generator and/or diesel-fired engines for use with the proposed water 
treatment plant; 

• County of Santa Barbara Planning Department – a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for 
development of wells is in agricultural and industrial zones; 

• Depending on the City’s ability to obtain access agreements, either or both locations 
may be utilized; 

• County of Santa Barbara Department of Environmental Health Services – well 
construction permit (for wells outside the City limits); 

• Regional Water Quality Control Board – NPDES permit for temporary well testing 
discharges and Clean Water Act Section 401 certification for new wells along the 
Santa Ynez River; 

• State Water Resources Control Board – extension of time and change in point of 
diversion for water right Permit No. 15878; and 

• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers – Section 404 Permit for the construction of new wells 
along the Santa Ynez River pursuant to the Clean Water Act. 

SECTION 4.2.2 FLOW RELATED CUMULATIVE ANALYSIS 

The following changes have been made: 

Page Revision:  

4.0-4 Table 4.0-1 
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Table 4.0-1 
Existing and Claimed Water Rights and Diversions along the Santa Ynez River 

Location 
Application 

ID Permit ID 
License 

ID Water Right Type Status Holder Name Date Face Amount County Source 
Bradbury Dam to Alisal Bridge 
(Solvang) 

S015195   Statement of Diversion and Use  Claimed  John V. Crawford 11/19/1999  1000 acre-ft/yr Santa Barbara Santa Ynez River 

 S020791   Statement of Diversion and Use  Claimed Palmer Gavit Jackson Trust  04/19/2011  778 acre-ft/yr Santa Barbara Santa Ynez 

 S020793   Statement of Diversion and Use  Claimed Palmer Gavit Jackson Trust  04/19/2011  778 acre-ft/yr Santa Barbara Santa Ynez River 

 A004007 1831 1261 Appropriative Licensed Anne V. Crawford 2/10/1933 1,219.90 acre-ft/yr Santa Barbara Santa Ynez River 
Underflow 

 A012601 7436 10415 Appropriative Licensed Santa Ynez River Water Conservation 
District, ID No. 1 

7/21/1948 515 acre-ft/yr Santa Barbara Santa Ynez River 

 A011331 11308  Appropriative Permitted U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 3/19/1958 347,397.80 acre-ft/yr Santa Barbara Santa Ynez River 

 A011332 11310  Appropriative Permitted U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 3/19/1958 311,198.90 acre-ft/yr Santa Barbara Santa Ynez River 

 A022423_02 15878  Appropriative  Permitted City of Solvang 03/15/1966  3600 acre-ft/yr Santa Barbara Santa Ynez River 
Underflow 

 A024578_01 17733  Appropriative  Permitted Santa Ynez River Water Conservation 
District, ID No. 1 

03/22/1974  2220 acre-ft/yr Santa Barbara Santa Ynez River 
Underflow 

 A024579_01 17734  Appropriative  Permitted Santa Ynez River Water Conservation 
District, ID No. 1 

02/28/2001  3400 acre-ft/yr Santa Barbara Santa Ynez River 
Underflow 

 A022423_01 15878  Appropriative  Permitted City of Solvang 03/15/1966  3600 acre-ft/yr Santa Barbara Santa Ynez River 
Underflow 

Alisal Bridge to 101 Bridge (Buellton) S020792   Statement of Diversion and Use  Claimed Palmer Gavit Jackson Trust U/A 2/25/88 04/19/2011  778 acre-ft/yr Santa Barbara Santa Ynez 

 S020794   Statement of Diversion and Use  Claimed Palmer Gavit Jackson Trust U/A 2/25/88 04/19/2011  778 acre-ft/yr Santa Barbara Santa Ynez River 

101 Bridge to Pacific Ocean S015121   Statement of Diversion and Use  Claimed Mary Jane M. Edalatpour 11/02/1999  76 acre-ft/yr Santa Barbara Santa Ynez River 

 S015229   Statement of Diversion and Use  Claimed Alan H. Mercer 06/07/2000  50 acre-ft/yr Santa Barbara Santa Ynez River 
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Location 
Application 

ID Permit ID 
License 

ID Water Right Type Status Holder Name Date Face Amount County Source 
 S016616   Statement of Diversion and Use  Claimed Georgia S. Gammie Weister Trust  06/07/2010  1 acre-ft/yr Santa Barbara Santa Ynez River 

 S016934   Statement of Diversion and Use  Claimed Mary Jane M. Edalatpour 06/08/2010  3 acre-ft/yr Santa Barbara Santa Ynez River 

 S016935   Statement of Diversion and Use  Claimed Mary Jane M. Edalatpour 06/08/2010  118 acre-ft/yr Santa Barbara Santa Ynez River 

 S016948   Statement of Diversion and Use  Claimed Allison Gammie Hill, et. al. 06/15/2010  1 acre-ft/yr Santa Barbara Santa Ynez River 

 S016951   Statement of Diversion and Use  Claimed John S. Hill 06/15/2010  8.6 acre-ft/yr Santa Barbara Santa Ynez River 

 S017091   Statement of Diversion and Use  Claimed Miller Merritt Trust 07/01/2010  11 acre-ft/yr Santa Barbara Santa Ynez River 

 S017100   Statement of Diversion and Use  Claimed Miller Merritt Trust 7/1/2010 7.5 acre-ft/yr Santa Barbara Santa Ynez River 

 S017124   Statement of Diversion and Use  Claimed Miller Merritt Trust 07/01/2010  162 acre-ft/yr Santa Barbara Santa Ynez River 

 S017145   Statement of Diversion and Use  Claimed Bruce A. Steele 07/01/2010  59 acre-ft/yr Santa Barbara Santa Ynez River 

 S017151   Statement of Diversion and Use  Claimed Bruce A. Steele 07/01/2010  0 acre-ft/yr Santa Barbara Santa Ynez River 

 S020795   Statement of Diversion and Use  Claimed Palmer Gavit Jackson Trust  04/19/2011  701 acre-ft/yr Santa Barbara Santa Ynez River 

 A002394A 1276 001313A Appropriative  Licensed N Edalatpour 06/17/1921  53 acre-ft/yr Santa Barbara Santa Ynez River 

 A002394B 1276 001313B Appropriative Licensed Gene Shaw 1/23/1969 50 acre-ft/yr Santa Barbara Santa Ynez River 

 A003927A  000932A Appropriative  Licensed Michael P. O’Brien 05/03/2002  146 acre-ft/yr Santa Barbara Santa Ynez River 
Underflow 

 A003927B  000932B Appropriative  Licensed John M. Sundheim 05/03/2002  36 acre-ft/yr Santa Barbara Santa Ynez River 
Underflow 

 A022423_01 15878  Appropriative  Permitted City of Solvang 03/15/1966  3600 acre-ft/yr Santa Barbara Santa Ynez River 
Underflow 

 A022516_01 15879  Appropriative  Permitted City of Buellton 07/01/1966  1385 acre-ft/yr Santa Barbara Santa Ynez River 
Underflow 

 A023960_01 17447  Appropriative  Permitted Santa Ynez River Water Conservation 
District 

01/06/1972  40000 acre-ft/yr Santa Barbara Santa Ynez River 
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Location 
Application 

ID Permit ID 
License 

ID Water Right Type Status Holder Name Date Face Amount County Source 
Additional Statements Listed in SWRCB 
Cachuma Water Rights 2011 2nd 
Revised Draft EIR but not in eWRIMS 

     Claimed Gildred Trust   27.12 acre-ft/yr Santa Barbara Santa Ynez River 
Alluvial Basin 

      Claimed Petersen Family Properties,   10.9 acre-ft/yr Santa Barbara Santa Ynez River 
Alluvial Basin 

      Claimed Petersen Family Properties   0.01 acre-ft/yr Santa Barbara Santa Ynez River 
Alluvial Basin 

      Claimed Petersen Family Properties   0.80 acre-ft/yr Santa Barbara Santa Ynez River 
Alluvial Basin 

      Claimed Petersen Family Properties   10.80 acre-ft/yr Santa Barbara Santa Ynez River 
Alluvial Basin 

 S0004237     Claimed Pitts   2.12 cfs from Mar 1 to 
Oct 31 

Santa Barbara Santa Ynez River 
Alluvial Basin 

      Claimed Slavik Trust   14.0 acre-ft/yr Santa Barbara Santa Ynez River 
Alluvial Basin 

    
Source: SWRCB, eWRIMS database, April 2012, and Cachuma Water Rights 2011 2nd Revised Draft EIR. 
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SECTION 5.1  HYDROLOGY, WATER SUPPLY AND WATER QUALITY 

The following changes have been made regarding the comment 3-49 suggested by the National Marine 

Fisheries Service: 

Page Revision:  

5.1-7 Groundwater Model 

 Stetson16 evaluated the potential impact of a combined pumping rate of 2,400 afy at 

Well Sites A and B. As discussed above, this is considered a conservative analysis of 

impacts as the Master Plan Update proposes to pump 1,980 afy and a portion of that 

amount will be pumped from both existing wells located upstream (Well No. 7A) and 

downstream (Well Nos. 3 and 5) of the Alisal Bridge. The estimated peak pumping rates 

range from just over 1.0 cfs in February to approximately 5 cfs in September. The 

previous analysis completed by Stetson (see Technical Memoranda Nos. 1 through 5) 

did not extend far enough to the west to include all of the proposed Well Sites A and B 

wells (Figure 2.0-6). In the previous analyses the City’s new wells were located upstream 

of the Alisal Bridge. Under certain river conditions, primarily during the summer months, 

new wells in that location created well interference with both the Alisal Ranch wells and 

the ID No. 1 wells. 

                                                                 

16  Stetson Engineers, Inc., Technical Memorandum No. 6. Additional Alternative Analyses for City of Solvang’s CEQA 
Environmental Document for Time Extension for Water Right Permit 15878 – New Wells Downstream of Alisal Bridge 
(January 24, 2011, Appendix 5.1). 
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SECTION 5.1.6.2 Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 

groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume 

or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of 

preexisting nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support 

existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted). 

The following changes have been made as noted in Topical Response No. 2: 

Page Revision:  

Mitigation Measures 

5.1-53 HYD-2 The proposed Project will initiate construction of new river wells in Well Site B. 

If the desired flow rate (5 cfs) cannot be achieved within Well Site B, then the 

City will construct wells in Wells Site A starting with the most downstream 

portion of Well Site A. 

5.1-66 HYD-23 New wells constructed located within the 100-year floodplain shall be 

adequately anchored and constructed to resist flood damage. Wells shall be 

equipped with a watertight casing that extends from 1 foot above grade to 20 

feet below grade. The casing could be ductile iron pipe which would be strong 

enough to resist debris impact or a commercially available protective well cover 

(e.g., metal boxes or cylinders).  

SECTION 5.2  TERRESTRIAL BIOLOGY 

The following changes have been made regarding the comment 13-3 suggested by the SWRCB: 

Page Revision:  

5.2-61 Mitigation Measures  

TER-11 Vegetation types temporarily impacted by the proposed Project will be restored. Native 

vegetation within temporary construction areas shall be mulched and set aside. Large 

trunks of removed trees may be utilized on site to provide habitat for invertebrates, 

reptiles, and small mammals or may be anchored within the Project site for erosion 

control. If the timing of the mulching and application is appropriate, the native mulch 

will be spread over the temporary impact areas in order to facilitate revegetation. If the 

period of mulch storage exceeds approximately one month, fresh native mulch may be 

applied to the temporary impact areas to provide seed propagules and native biomass. 
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Should the timing not be appropriate for using the native vegetation as mulch, non-clear 

pliable plastic sheeting shall be used. 

After the completion of Year 1, the project a biologist will evaluate the progress of the 

passive restoration approach in the temporary impact areas to determine if natural 

recruitment has been sufficient for the site to eventually reach performance goals. In 

the event that native plant recruitment is determined by the project biologist to not be 

adequate for successful habitat establishment, the applicant or its designee shall 

revegetate the temporary construction areas in accordance with the methods designed 

for permanent impacts (i.e., seeding, container plants, or a temporary irrigation system 

may be recommended). 

Areas temporarily disturbed by construction activities shall also be weeded annually, as 

needed, for up to 5 years following construction. Weeds shall be removed by hand, an 

approved herbicide application, or by mechanical equipment. These areas shall be 

annually monitored for 5 years after construction to document vegetation type 

establishment. 

In the event that native plant cover does not reach 50 percent of the pre-construction 

native plant cover within 3 years, the City shall revegetate the temporary construction. 

SECTION 5.3  FISHERIES BIOLOGY 

The following changes have been made regarding the comments 9-23 suggested by the Environmental 

Defense Center: 

Page Revision:  

5.3-43 and 44 Proposed Wells and Water Treatment Facilities 

An analysis by Stetson Engineers17 modeled the portion of the Santa Ynez River directly 

downstream from Alisal Bridge, under both normal and drought conditions, including 

the proposed Additional Reach of Diversion (Well Sites A and B; see Figure 2.0-4). This 

analysis included potential changes to groundwater resources and related effects on 

                                                                 

17 Stetson Engineers, Inc., Technical Memorandum No. 6. Additional Alternative Analyses for City of Solvang’s CEQA 
Environmental Document for Time Extension for Water Rights Permit 15878 – New Wells Downstream of Alisal Bridge 
(January 24, 2011, Appendix 5.1). 
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water releases under provisions of WR 89-18 required to satisfy existing water right 

demands as well as provide fish releases as required by NMFS’ 2000 Biological Opinion 

and FMP. The analysis was completed using a diversion of 2,400 afy to provide a 

conservative margin above the 1,980 afy sought by Solvang. Stetson's analysis 

determined that with the 2,400-afy diversions the surface water flows in this reach were 

on average about the same as the current baseline of 1,053 afy and an extraction rate of 

1.85 cfs. An increase in Solvang's diversion to 1,980 afy at an extraction rate of up to 5 

cfs would have similar or lesser effects on flows required to meet fish flow targets in the 

BO. Modeling indicates that implementation of the BO water rights releases from Lake 

Cachuma would increase average flows at the Alisal Bridge (which is the downstream 

limit of target flows for fish) and thereby increases as well as increase flows downstream 

of the Bridge, reducing any potential impacts on surface flow compared to the baseline 

of 1,053 afy.  

The following changes have been made regarding the comments 3-31 suggested by the NMFS and 10-5 

suggested by the Trout Unlimited: 

Page Revision:  

5.3-47 Mitigation Measures - Operational 

FIS-5 After well development and testing and prior to the operation of any wells, Tthe Water 

Division of the Public Works Department of the City, in coordination with the Santa Ynez 

River Water Conservation District other agencies involved with responsible for the 

management of the Santa Ynez River, will develop and implement an Operational 

Pumping Plan, including timing, rates of drawdown from each well, seasonal 

restrictions, and triggers to ensure that during critical drought periods dewatering 

associated with groundwater pumping does not adversely impact surface flows as 

outlined in NMFS’s 2000 Biological Opinion within the permitted City’s permitted 

Reaches of Diversion, and wells operated by ID No. 1 and Alisal Ranch. 

The following changes have been made regarding the comments 9-19 suggested by the Environmental 

Defense Center: 

Page Revision:  

5.3-49 5.3.6.2 Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat 
modification, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status 
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species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the USFWS, CDFW, or 
NMFS. 

 Impacts 

The Water System Master Plan Update would not require any physical modifications to 

any upstream facilities including Bradbury, Gibraltar, Mono, and Juncal dams. Also, the 

Water System Master Plan Update does not require or suggest any physical changes to 

affect estuarine and freshwater rearing habitats. 

The following changes have been made regarding the comments 3-40 suggested by the NMFS: 

Page Revision:  

5.3-55 5.3.6.7 Reduce the area or habitat value of critical habitat areas designated under 
FESA (Essential Fish Habitat). 

 Impacts  

 Implementation of the various components the proposed Water System Master Plan 

Update, with the exception of the proposed wells, would not potentially result in a 

reduction of the area or habitat value of critical habitat areas designated under FESA 

(Essential Fish Habitat). 
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SECTION 5.5  AIR QUALITY 

The following changes have been made regarding the comment 2-3 suggested by the Santa Barbara 

APCD: 

Page Revision:  

5.5-17 5.5.6.2 Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation. 

As shown, construction emissions would not exceed 25 tons in a 12-month period for 

any all assessed pollutants. Construction emissions would be less than significant. 

However, even if construction emissions would be less than the 25-ton threshold, the 

SBCAPCD requires that projects implement construction mitigation measures. 

Therefore, the project will be required to comply with SBCAPCD required construction 

mitigation measures listed below. 

SECTION 5.6  GREENHOUSE GAS 

The following changes have been made regarding the comment 2-6 suggested by the Santa Barbara 

APCD: 

Page Revision:  

5.6-23 5.5.6.2 Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 

The primary GHG emissions regulation in California is AB 32, which requires the state to 

reduce its GHG emissions inventory to 1990 levels by 2020. The SBCAPCD recommends 

using thresholds of significance that have been adopted by the BAAQMD. The BAAQMD 

developed its GHG significance thresholds in order to ensure compliance with AB 32 

emissions reductions requirements in the Bay Area. Therefore, if a proposed Master 

Plan Update emits below the significance threshold, it can be assumed to comply with 

AB 32. While the project is not located in the Bay Area, it can be reasonably assumed 

that the project would also not conflict with AB 32 if it does not exceed the same 

thresholds. This is a reasonable assumption because Santa Barbara County as a whole 

generates fewer emissions than the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB); thus, 

GHG emissions from Santa Barbara County contribute less to the statewide inventory 

compared to the SFBAAB. As shown in Table 5.6-5, the proposed Master Plan Update 

would not exceed the significance thresholds for non-stationary and stationary source 
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emissions. Furthermore, the project would not conflict with the mandate that PG&E 

increase its renewable energy portfolio to 33 percent by 2020. General Plan Policy 6.a 

would support the increased use of renewable energy. As a result, the project would not 

conflict with the state’s ability to meet its GHG goals under AB 32 and would result in a 

less than significant impact. 

SECTION 6.3  ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

The following changes have been made regarding the comment 12-24 suggested by the ID No. 1: 

Page Revision:  

6.0-3 Alternative 1:  No Project Alternative: Divert only the baseline amount of 1,053 afy of 

groundwater from the Santa Ynez River underflow pursuant to water right Permit 

15878. All diversions would occur from the Existing permitted rReach of Diversion. 

 The No Project Alternative would continue existing operations and the City would 

rehabilitate or replace Well Nos. 3, 7A, and 5 as necessary to extract the 1,053 afy. No 

other water supply facilities proposed by the Water System Master Plan Update would 

be constructed. The No Project Alternative is not a no-build scenario, however. The City 

will continue to grow to full buildout under the approved General Plan because all of the 

development and all other infrastructure contemplated in the General Plan have been 

authorized.  

Alternative 2: Supplement proposed Santa Ynez River diversions with State Water 

Project (SWP) water: Under this alternative, the full buildout water demand of 1,980 afy 

would be supplied by both the Santa Ynez River underflow and SWP water from the 

City’s existing Table A Amount (1,500 afy). Solvang has chosen to use 40 percent of the 

Table A Amount as the multiple dry year production amount or 600 afy. Therefore, 

under this alternative, the total demand of 1,980 afy would be met by using a maximum 

of 1,380 afy of groundwater diverted from the Santa Ynez River with the remaining 600 

afy of demand met by SWP water. Under Alternative 2, the City would request SWRCB 

approval of the proposed downstream extension of the Additional Reach of Diversion 

and installation of new wells would be in the area downstream of Alisal Bridge within 

Well Site B, and, if necessary, Well Site A, and not within 500 of any existing wells. 

Alternative 3:  Increase Santa Ynez River Diversions to 2,400 afy: This alternative 

reflects the City’s prior Master Plan diversion which includes providing irrigation water 
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for uses outside of the City boundary but within the currently permitted place of use for 

the water diverted from the Santa Ynez River underflow. The additional 420 afy would 

be provided to existing commercial irrigation uses within and outside the Solvang City 

limits. The City has a history of providing irrigation water although it has not done so 

recently. The remainder of the water to be diverted (1,980 afy) would be used as noted 

to meet demand within the City’s service area. This alternative would include the 

proposed downstream extension of the Additional Reach of Diversion and installation of 

new wells in the area downstream of Alisal Bridge within Well Sites A and B, and if 

necessary, Well Site A. This alternative would also include the renovation and use of 

Well Nos. 3 and 7A and, possibly No. 5. 

The following changes have been made regarding the comment 12-24 suggested by the ID No. 1: 

6.4.2 Alternative 2: Supplement Proposed Santa Ynez River Diversions with 
State Water Project (SWP) water 

Description and Analysis 

Page Revision:  

6.0-10 Under this alternative, the City’s total water demand at full buildout of 1,980 afy would 

be met by using a maximum of 1,380 afy of groundwater diverted from the Santa Ynez 

River with the remaining demand (600 afy) planned to be met by SWP water. Under 

Alternative 2, the proposed downstream extension of the Additional Reach of Diversion 

and installation of new wells will be in the area downstream of Alisal Bridge within Well 

Sites A and B. 

SECTION 6.5  ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

The following changes have been made regarding the comment 12-24 suggested by the ID No. 1: 

Page Revision:  

6.0-25 As noted, not only would Alternative 2 not meet project objectives, but it would require 

the City to implement severe water conservation measures in order to meet buildout 

demand. Further, the City would continue to rely on SWP water for the remainder of the 

General Plan buildout demand. In the event that the SWP water becomes unreliable and 

unavailable, the City under Alternative 2 would not be able to supply water to its 

residents. Therefore, this alternative, while environmentally superior to the proposed 
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Project is not considered as feasible and should be eliminated from further 

consideration and is rejected. 

The following changes have been made regarding the comments 12-15 and 12-16 in response to 

comments by ID No. 1: 

SECTION 8.3  GROWTH INDUCEMENT POTENTIAL 

Page Revision:  

8.0-1 The City of Solvang evaluated future growth in the Supplemental EIR (SCH #86123104) 

dated March 1989 completed for the General Plan; that Supplemental EIR is 

incorporated by reference.  

 The 1989 Supplemental EIR noted:18 

The general plan is specifically intended to provide for the orderly growth of 
Solvang's undeveloped areas. Mitigation measures are provided in the city's 
development ordinances to ensure that development occurs in the method and 
at the time that it can be accommodated. 

Solvang's actions will serve to permit development within the city's own 
boundaries, and could facilitate the future development of adjacent areas by 
providing for improved infrastructure urban services nearby. Agricultural and 
open space areas adjoining the city may be particularly susceptible to pressures 
for new growth. However, the level of development that may be induced in 
areas surrounding the city is speculative given the multiplicity of factors which 
influence the potential for new development. 

Further, the extent of new growth induced by the general plan may be limited 
through the application of public policies designed to manage growth within 
adopted levels. For example, the county of Santa Barbara continues to retain the 
authority to regulate and manage growth in unincorporated areas surrounding 
Solvang through the implementation of its comprehensive plan. 

                                                                 

18  City of Solvang, Supplemental Environmental Impact Report, Solvang General Plan SCH #86123104, March 1989, pp. 92 to 
93. 
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