
 

County of San Luis Obispo 9-1 Arroyo Grande Creek Channel WMP 
  Final Environmental Impact Report 

CHAPTER 9  
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

The Response to Comments section of includes comment letters received on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Arroyo Grande Creek Channel Waterway 
Management Program (WMP). Any changes referenced in this chapter will be noted through 
use of strikeout and underline in the Final EIR.   

9.1  DRAFT EIR COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES 

The following agencies and members of the public have prepared comments on the Draft EIR: 

Respondent Code Contact Page 

State of California 
Office of Planning and Research 
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 
On Line Announcement of Filing 
Received:  June 3, 2010 

SCH 
1400 10th Street 
Sacramento, CA 95812 
www.ceqanet.ca.gov  

9-3 

U.S. Department of Homeland Security 
Federal Emergency Management Agency 
Region IX 
Letter dated:  June 21, 2010 

FEMA 
1111 Broadway, Suite 1200 
Oakland, CA 94607 
Contact:  Gregor Blackburn 

9-5 

State of California 
Native American Heritage Commission 
Letter dated:  June 22, 2010 

NAHC 
915 Capitol Mall, Room 364 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
Contact:  Katy Sanchez 

9-7 

County of San Luis Obispo 
Department of Agriculture/Weights and Measures 
Letter dated:  July 16, 2010 

SLOAG 
2156 Sierra Way, Suite A 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 
Contact:  Michael Isensee 

9-10 

City of Arroyo Grande 
Community Development 
Letter dated:  July 16, 2010 

AGCD 

P.O. Box 550 
214 East Branch Street 
Arroyo Grande, CA 93421 
Contact:  Teresa McClish 

9-17 

Central Coast Salmon Enhancement, Inc. 
Letter dated:  July 18, 2010 

CCSE 
229 Stanley Avenue 
Arroyo Grande, CA 93420 
Contact:  Stephnie Wald 

9-19 

United States Department of the Interior 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
Ventura Office 
Letter dated:  July 19, 2010 

USFWS 
2493 Portola Road, Suite B 
Ventura, CA 93003 
Contact:  Chris Dellith 

9-21 

State of California 
Department of Parks and Recreation 
Oceano Dunes District 
Letter dated:  July 19, 2010 

CDPR 
340 James Way, Suite 270 
Pismo Beach, CA 93449 
Contact:  Andrew Zilke 

9-24 

http://www.ceqanet.ca.gov/�
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Respondent Code Contact Page 

County of San Luis Obispo 
Air Pollution Control District 
Letter dated:  July 19, 2010 

SLOAPCD 
3433 Roberto Court 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 
Contact:  Andy Mutziger 

9-29 

 

The letters of comment are given in the above order with the responses following the individual 
letters.  Letters of comment are reproduced in total, and numerical annotation has been added 
as appropriate to delineate and reference the responses to those comments.  The pages of the 
letters have been re-numbered to conform to the page sequence of this section.  
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State Clearinghouse Online Notification 

Comment 
No. Response 

SCH-1 
This notification identifies the agencies that were notified by the State Clearinghouse.   
This notification is included for informational purposes and no further response to this letter is necessary.   
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FEMA-1 

FEMA-2 

FEMA-3 

FEMA-4 

FEMA-5 
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Response to Letter from FEMA – Region IX, dated June 21, 2010 

Comment 
No. Response 

FEMA-1 No buildings are proposed. 

FEMA-2 The proposed project would reduce flooding potential.  Hydrologic modeling has already been performed. 

FEMA-3 No buildings are proposed in the coastal high hazard area. 

FEMA-4 The District intends to comply with the NFIP policies and regulations.  

FEMA-5 Comment noted. 
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NAHC-1 
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Response to Letter from Native American Heritage Commission, dated June 22, 2010 

Comment 
No. Response 

NAHC-1 
Please refer to the Cultural resources section for a description of the records search surface surveys, and consultation performed in support 
of the EIR. 
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SLOAG-1 

SLOAG-2 

SLOAG-8 

SLOAG-7 

SLOAG-3 

SLOAG-4 

SLOAG-5 

SLOAG-6 
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SLOAG-12 

SLOAG-13 

SLOAG-14 

SLOAG-15 

SLOAG-8 
(cont’d) 

SLOAG-9 

SLOAG-10 

SLOAG-11 
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SLOAG-15 
(cont’d) 

SLOAG-16 

SLOAG-17 

SLOAG-18 

SLOAG-19 

SLOAG-19 
(cont’d) 

SLOAG-20 

SLOAG-21 

SLOAG-22 



Response to Comments 

County of San Luis Obispo 9-13 Arroyo Grande Creek Channel WMP 
  Final Environmental Impact Report 

 

 

SLOAG-22 
(cont’d) 

SLOAG-23 

SLOAG-24 

SLOAG-25 

SLOAG-26 

SLOAG-24 
(cont’d) 
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Response to Letter from County of San Luis Obispo Department of Agriculture/Weights and Measures, dated July 16, 2010 

Comment 
No. Response 

SLOAG-1 

The cumulative impacts discussion notes a potentially significant impact to agricultural resources, however it fails to specifically identify the 
impact.  The section has been revised to include AGR Impact 4 which specifically identifies the potential impact.  In addition, the mitigation 
measure which requires the District to offset soil conversion impacts through participation in the City of Arroyo Grande’s or a similar banking 
program in Chapter 3 has been formally recommended as AGR/mm-6. 
 
The California Environmental Quality Act defines “cumulative impacts” as “two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are 
considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts. 
 
(a) The individual effects may be changes resulting from a single project or a number of separate projects. 
 
(b) The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the environment which results from the incremental impact of the 

project when added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects.  Cumulative 
impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time.”  (State CEQA 
Guidelines sections 15355) 

 
In order to determine if a project’s cumulative impacts are significant, an agency must determine if those impacts are “cumulatively 
considerable”, meaning that the “incremental effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past 
projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects” (State CEQA guidelines section 15065 (a) (3)) 
 
In the case of this project, the Arroyo Grande Creek Waterway Management Program, the draft EIR determined that the loss of 1.16 acres of 
prime soils was cumulatively considerable when combined with the loss of prime soils resulting from other small projects in the project vicinity.  
As a result, mitigation in the form of participation in an existing land preservation program is proposed as part of the project.  CEQA provides 
that “an EIR may determine that a project’s contribution to a significant cumulative impact will be rendered less than cumulatively considerable 
and thus is not significant.  A project’s contribution is less than cumulatively considerable if the project is required to implement or fund its fair 
share of a mitigation measure or measures designed to alleviate the cumulative impact.”  (State CEQA Guidelines section 15130 (a) (3)) 
 
Although the project’s initial contribution to the significant impact was determined to be cumulatively considerable, and therefore significant, 
the overall effect is less than significant because the proposed mitigation measure will reduce this project’s incremental effects to a less than 
significant level. 
 
The residual cumulative effects are considered less than considerable because the project’s impacts are offset by the long term preservation 
of an equal amount of similar land, and because the substantial beneficial effects of the project, that is, the reduction of regular and ever more 
severe flooding events that are destructive to the productivity of soils in the Cienega Valley, will result in an overall increase in the productivity 
of area farmland. 

SLOAG-2 Comment noted. 
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Comment 
No. Response 

SLOAG-3 Changes have been made to Section 4.1.4 so that it is consistent with the threshold of significance language. 

SLOAG-4 Comment noted. 

SLOAG-5 
The analysis attempted to recognize the importance of agricultural access roads.  They vary in layout and width throughout the project area, 
and may be reconfigured as needed by the operators.  The analysis attempted a reasonable quantification of impacts in light of these 
variabilities. 

SLOAG-6 
There are other issues which might affect stockpile locations, such as APCD requirements which seek to limit construction activity in the 
vicinity of sensitive receptors, such as residences.  However, AGR/mm-2 has been modified to encourage use of public right of ways for 
construction access and stockpiling, to the extent feasible. 

SLOAG-7 
Notes have been added to Table 4.1-4 indicating that the acreage noted for Alt 3c is cumulative and not additive to the acreage shown in Alt 
3c. 

SLOAG-8 
The AGR/mm-3 has been modified to include the language requested by the Agricultural Department.  With this change, AGR/mm-1 through 
3 adequately mitigate potential impacts.  The compensation measure is not considered necessary to mitigate the impacts. 

SLOAG-9 Comment noted.  Subsequent environmental review will be necessary once the design of the UPRR component has been further advanced. 

SLOAG-10 
AGR/mm1 requires the District to minimize disturbance and avoid areas which could be productive to the maximum extent feasible.  This 
would include stockpile locations.  No changes are required. 

SLOAG-11 AGR/mm-2 has been modified to include the language provided. 

SLOAG-12 AQ/mm-3 has been modified to reflect the Department’s concerns. 

SLOAG-13 AGR/mm-5 has been modified as recommended by the Department. 

SLOAG-14 

There are numerous other constraints on the project, including biological resources requirements that must be balanced with the schedules of 
the operators.  Given the likelihood that operators would be in various stages of production, it is not feasible to coordinate entirely with them 
all and still meet the District’s need to initiate project activities in the late summer and early autumn.  AGR/mm-5 also requires coordination 
with local agriculturalists.  These two measures adequately address potential impacts. 
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Comment 
No. Response 

SLOAG-15 

Due to the costs of acquiring easements and the District’s significant funding limitations, every effort has been made to limit the size of the 
easements necessary.  As with the loss or prime agricultural land, impacts to the productivity of lands under contract may also be mitigated 
due to the fact that the project would increase flood protection on those properties, potentially increasing their productivity.  No changes to the 
existing language are necessary. 

SLOAG-16 Refer to response SLOAG-1. 

SLOAG-17 Refer to response SLOAG-1. 

SLOAG-18 The text has been amended to reduce inconsistencies. 

SLOAG-19 Refer to response SLOAG-1. 

SLOAG-20 Recommended changes would not affect analysis.  No changes made. 

SLOAG-21 Text amended for clarity as suggested. 

SLOAG-22 
North of Highway 1, the channel is oriented north-south.  As shown in Figure 4-1 and 2-4b, and as visible in aerial photos, row crops exist on 
both sides of the channel. 

SLOAG-23 
Text has been amended to clarify the Land Conservation Act (Williamson Act) program.  No new figure has been added.  It does not appear 
that further discussion would result in a change to the conclusions.   

SLOAG-24 Text has been modified to address the comment. 

SLOAG-25 
Table 3-2 includes a discussion of the use restrictions placed agricultural resources in the Arroyo Grande and Cienaga Valley by the Coastal 
Zone Land Use Ordinance. 

SLOAG-26 The analysis began well before the separation and prior to adoption of the Conservation Element.  No change is warranted. 
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AGCD-1 

AGCD-1 

AGCD-1 
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Response to Letter from City of Arroyo Grande Community Development, dated July 16, 2010 

Comment 
No. Response 

AGCD-1 
AGR/mm-6 has been added to address potential cumulative impacts associated with the loss of agricultural lands.  Refer to response 
SLOAG-1 for more information. 

AGCD-2 Comment noted. 

AGCD-3 Comment noted. 

 



Response to Comments 

County of San Luis Obispo 9-19 Arroyo Grande Creek Channel WMP 
  Final Environmental Impact Report 

 

CCSE-1 

CCSE-2 

CCSE-3 

CCSE-3 
(cont’d) 

CCSE-4 
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Response to Letter from Central Coast Salmon Enhancement, dated July 18, 2010 

Comment 
No. Response 

CCSE-1 

Beaver management would potentially include a variety of activities.  Management would vary based on the number of animals and their 
activity level.  As noted in the WMP, beaver impacts include not just water impoundment, but their dams can also result in the deposition of 
sediment and they cut down large trees, possibly creating gaps in the riparian canopy.  If eradication is not a favored management method by 
the District or agencies, the commenter’s “Castor Master” alternative may provide some benefit. 

CCSE-2 

The EIR provides a reasonable worst-case case scenario of potential impacts to biological resources, including jurisdictional areas.   It also 
includes numerous mitigation measures that would reduce these impacts.  These measures include a number of actions including 
implementation of the Performance and Monitoring measures in the WMP, and development of a MMP.  Mitigation measure BR/mm-2 
requires the MMP be developed prior to implementation of any component of the WMP and prior to permitting.  As noted in the EIR the MMP 
would include riparian habitat enhancement, and may need to occur “offsite” in other areas of the Arroyo Grande Creek watershed.  Specific 
components of the MMP, including the amount of offsite mitigation that is necessary, will be developed through ongoing consultation with 
regulatory agencies and will be completed prior to permitting.  Further, the WMP provides a structure for ensuring that mitigation measures 
are implemented and monitored.  Further development of mitigation measures in the EIR is not warranted.  

CCSE-3 
Suggested edits have been made.  It is true that the dam has also had a significant effect on flow in the channel and along with urban 
development has likely altered the historical erosion and sedimentation patterns in the channel.  This does not affect the WMP nor the 
analysis, however. 

CCSE-4 

Based on the analysis in the EIR impacts to tidewater goby would be less than significant with the implementation of mitigation measures.  
Avoiding disturbance within the lagoon area was an important factor in the development of the WMP.  The area downstream of the project 
area is not as constrained, nor does flooding have the potential to impact health or safety as it does upstream.  Still, the WMP does include a 
measure that would require the District to monitor sedimentation patterns in the lagoon and assess whether changes may be attributable to 
the proposed project. 
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USFWS-1 

USFWS-2 

USFWS-3 
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Response to Letter from United States Fish and Wildlife Service, dated July 19, 2010 

Comment 
No. Response 

USFWS-1 
The discussion of least Bell’s vireo was inaccurate.  The Biological Resources existing conditions and regulatory setting sections have been 
updated with additional information on this species and the southwestern willow flycatcher.  

USFWS-2 BR/mm-32 and 33 have been modified to include specific measures that address impacts to least Bell’s vireo. 

USFWS-3 
The District is currently completing a Biological Assessment for federally listed species and will continue consultations with USFWS and other 
federal agencies to avoid or minimize impacts to these species.  It is expected that if take authorization is necessary it will be through Section 
7 and Section 401/404 permitting process. 
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CDPR-1 

CDPR-1 
(cont’d) 

CDPR-2 

CDPR-3 

CDPR-4 

CDPR-5 
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CDPR-5 
(cont’d) 

CDPR-6 

CDPR-7 

CDPR-8 

CDPR-9 

CDPR-10 

 

CDPR-8 
(cont’d) 
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Response to Letter from State of California Department of Parks and Recreation, dated July 19, 2010 

Comment 
No. Response 

CDPR-1 

Preparation of the MMP is one component of the mitigation strategy discussed in the EIR.  The focus of mitigation efforts was to rely on the 
performance and monitoring measures in the WMP.  These are summarized in Table 3 of the WMP (Appendix B of the Draft EIR).  The WMP 
includes specific habitat enhancement activities need to occur and establishes performance standards so that all agencies and the District 
can define “success” using the same methods.  For example, in regards to canopy coverage, the WMP performance target is to maintain or 
increase % canopy coverage over baseline conditions.  This would be accomplished by retaining the primary channel buffer area, filling in 
existing gaps in the riparian canopy, and by increasing the numbers of long-lived, full canopy species such as sycamore and cottonwood in 
the channel.  Mon-Veg-2 in the WMP, for example, requires the canopy to be measured every three years to monitor compliance. 
 
The commenter is correct in that the MMP, recommended as additional mitigation in the EIR, is not as thoroughly specific in its measures as 
the WMP.  The WMP has been developed in consultation with regulatory agencies including the CDFG, NMFS, and FWS, however additional 
consultation must still occur prior to permitting and implementation of the WMP.   BR/mm-2 does require the MMP to be completed prior to 
permitting and prior to implementation of the WMP.  It also establishes a monitoring period, and notes that offsite mitigation may be 
necessary.   It is unclear at this time how much “in-kind” mitigation may be required for the project.  However, the Arroyo Grande Creek 
Watershed Management Plan prepared by Central Coast Salmon Enhancement does indicate that there are a number of locations and 
projects in the mainstem and tributaries of Arroyo Grande Creek that could enhance and/or restore riparian habitats.  In the event that 
regulatory agencies require in-kind mitigation for the permanent loss of jurisdictional areas, and onsite enhancement activities (which are well-
described in the WMP and EIR) are not sufficient, it would be possible for the District to use these projects as “off-site” mitigation. 

CDPR-2 

The evaluation of impacts is based on existing conditions in the channel.  These conditions reflect the anthropogenic changes listed by the 
commenter.  Potential impacts on these existing conditions and mitigation measures to address these impacts are described in the EIR. 
Cumulative impacts are also considered in the EIR.  In addition, a long-term adaptive management strategy is proposed in the WMP which 
will allow for annual evaluation of the measures implemented. 

CDPR-3 

Potential short-term and long-term impacts to these species are considered in the EIR.  It is important to note that the proposed project 
includes the removal of vegetation but also includes permanent, long-term habitat enhancement measures, such as the installation of log 
structures, removal of invasive species and increasing native species diversity within the channel.  If during subsequent consultation, resource 
agencies identify long-term impacts to sensitive species which are not mitigated by these activities, additional “in-kind” mitigation may be 
required.  This would be developed in the MMP, and prior to project development. 
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Comment 
No. Response 

CDPR-4 

Vegetation management has been ongoing in the channel for many years, including in 2006 and 2007.  The proposed project would alter the 
“structure of the riparian vegetation” as it has in previous years, but would also result in a canopy coverage that is equal or greater to that 
which currently exists (refer to Performance Targets in Table 3, WMP), would reduce populations of invasive species and increase species 
diversity within the channel.  Potential impacts to sensitive species have been considered, and mitigation has been proposed that would 
reduce impacts to a less than significant level.  For example, the WMP includes a very specific monitoring plan that would evaluate canopy 
cover and restoration of those areas impacted by invasive species.  These characteristics are relevant to red-legged frog and other species.   
 
The WMP will be implemented over a long period of time and includes a number of components.  Management of vegetation and sediment 
will undoubtedly need to adapt based on the results of the monitoring recommended in the WMP.  In the event that the measures proposed to 
enhance habitat and avoid impacts to sensitive species are not working, the activities can be modified during the annual consultations the 
District will have with relevant regulatory agencies. 

CDPR-5 

Steelhead have been considered throughout development of the WMP.  Steelhead currently have access to off-channel areas under baseline 
conditions and this would not change with the proposed project.  The off-channel areas have also been designed with a gradient similar to the 
main channel and therefore will drain following the peak of the storm event.  Under proposed conditions, water will access off-channel areas 
more frequently than under existing conditions, but would be limited to flows that exceed the 1.5 year discharge.  Consequently, on average, 
flow will only access these off-channel areas once per year during the peak of the storm event.  Given the flashy nature of the system, water 
to be accessing off-channel areas for several hours per year. 
 
Further, adult steelhead typically do not migrate during the peak of a storm event, but instead prefer low velocity areas that provide shelter 
during the storm peak, with migration occurring during the declining limb of the hydrograph.  Consequently, it is not expected that these areas 
would see much use by migrating adults.  Under most flow conditions, these off-channel areas will be dry, with flow confined to the existing 
bankfull channel. 
 
The installation of log structures are a specific action included in the WMP to benefit migrating steelhead, as they would create more complex 
stream conditions.  As with the other resources in the channel, steelhead habitat would be monitored over the long-term through the WMP 
process. PM-Sed 4, 5 and 9 in the WMP specifically address long-term habitat in the channel as it relates to steelhead, through the monitoring 
of both cover habitat and pool depth.  This monitoring builds on work performed by the California Conservation Corps in the 2006. 

CDPR-6 

The EIR has concluded that changes to water quality would be limited and less than significant.  The hydrology of the channel would change 
only during high flow events, as the channels ability to accommodate higher flows would increase.  Tidewater goby has been considered in 
the EIR, and a sediment monitoring plan has been proposed in the WMP to monitor whether or not the project results in changes to the 
sediment deposition patterns in the lagoon. 

CDPR-7 

While the project would result in changes to the structure of the vegetation in the channel, the WMP specifically requires the % of canopy 
cover within the channel to be maintained or increase.  Figure 9 in the WMP illustrates how much of the existing canopy results from 
vegetation that is located within the buffer area, and would therefore remain in place.  In addition, existing gaps in the riparian canopy would 
be filled through the introduction of alder, cottonwood, and sycamore. Refer to Table 3 of the WMP for more information.  Flowing water in off-
channel areas is expected only during peak winter flow events.  Consequently, any water accessing the off-channel areas is not expected to 
have an impact on water temperature. 
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Comment 
No. Response 

CDPR-8 

These concerns were raised during preparation of the initial Alternatives Analysis for the project.  In response, Swanson H+G evaluated 
changes in bed mobility in response to implementation of Alternative 3C (refer to Chapter 4 of the Alternative Analysis prepared by Swanson 
H+).  The results suggest that under low to moderate flow conditions (less than 4,000 cubic feet per second), the bed is less mobile under the 
proposed project due to lower water surface elevations (shear is a function of depth) associated with an increase in conveyance in off-channel 
areas. At flows greater than 4,000 cubic feet per second, the results suggest that there would be more flushing of the lagoon as more water is 
contained within the levee system.  Whether or not an increase in scour potential in the lagoon provides a benefit or is detrimental to lagoon 
function is debatable.  Excessive sedimentation of the lagoon, caused by construction of Lopez Dam, has most likely impacted lagoon 
function by reducing peak flows to the mouth.  Sedimentation results in loss of lagoon volume, increased embeddedness of coarse substrate 
in the lagoon, and an overall loss of habitat.  Periodic flushing of fine sediments in the lagoon may potentially improve habitat conditions for 
both tidewater goby and outmigrating smolts by creating a deeper lagoon with greater habitat complexity. 

CDPR-9 
The project is not proposing any use of the water.  Summer low flows are currently regulated at Lopez Dam and will not be affected by this 
project.  No change to the quantity of water in the system would result from the project.   

CDPR-10 
The EIR includes a discussion of a reasonable range of alternatives.  As discussed in the EIR, the controlled overflow alternative was not 
favored by NMFS due to its potential to strand migrating steelhead.  The alternative would also appear to impact agricultural operations to a 
greater degree than the proposed project. 
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SLOAPCD-1 

SLOAPCD-2 

SLOAPCD-3 
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SLOAPCD-4 
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Response to Letter from County of San Luis Obispo Air Pollution Control District, dated July 19, 2010 

Comment 
No. Response 

SLOAPCD-1 AQ/mm-1 has been amended as requested. 

SLOAPCD-2 AQ/mm-2 has been amended as requested. 

SLOAPCD-3 AQ/mm-3 has been amended as requested. 

SLOAPCD-4 
Section 4.2.1.5 indicates that NOA tests were performed in the project area, including the channel, and no NOA was detected.  Please refer to 
Appendix D for more information. 
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