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Chair Blough and Planning Commission
September 10, 2018
Page 12

The significant inconsistencies with these Comprehensive Plan goals, policies, and actions
intended to protect groundwater resources preciudes the Commission from finding that the
Amendment is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.

ii.  There Are Not Adequate Water Resources 1o Serve the Project

Pursuant to CUP Finding 4, the Commission must find that there are adequate public
services to serve the Project including an adequate water supply. The proposed Findings of
Approval only identify the 26 AFY from evaporation from the reservoirs. Explained above and in
our September 7, 2018 letter, it was error for the County to focus its impact analysis only on
evaporation from the reservoirs. Likewise in the context of this finding, determining whether there
is adequate water to serve a Project necessitates an evaluation of the actual water required to serve
the Project. If the Applicant’s wells are not able to produce the water needed to fill the reservoirs
and achieve the Project’s purpose of frosi protection, the environmental damage and cost of
reservoir construction will be for naught. Clearly the Commission must look to the Project’s actual,
total water demand in the context of the Cuyama Groundwater Basin’s Safe Yield before this
Finding can be substantiated.

3. Conclusion

For the foregoing reasons, we respectfully request that the Commission grant our appeal,
and direct the preparation of an EIR.

Sincerely,

Law 09“1‘-‘1013 OF MaRkce CHYTILO

ﬁgj LR

Mare Chytilo
Ana Citrin
For Appellants Jaffe and Gliessman
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Attachment: Memo from Katherine Anderson on Evaporative Loss

































Evaporation Loss
North Fork Ranch Vireyard, 9/10418
Page 1

that a grower facing these events would extend sprinkiing one to two hours (Battany, personal
communication, 2018).

The North Fork vineyard sits, on average, about 375 ft lower than the Cuyama CIMIS station,
along the Cuyama River bottom. Since cold air drains to lower elevations by gravity, much the same as
water (Evans 2000, McGourty, 2018; Nesbitt, 2018) the temperatures at the North Fork Vineyard will
likely be colder than those recorded at CIMIS Cuyama and be subject to more frost events with longer
durations. The projected calculations shown here would indeed represent the entire vineyard being
sprayed for frost protection.

Conclusion
The Santa Barbara County Staff Report for the North Fork Ranch project dated 9/25/17 states:

“If the project- specific or cumulative evaporative losses exceed the groundwaler use
significance threshold of 31 acre feet per year, mitigation measures would be required to redice

losses to a level below the threshold (p.7)."

The proposed frost ponds would allow large-scale use of sprinkied groundwater, with cumulative
evaporative losses from the frost reservoirs (26.28 AF) and the frost sprinklers (18.14 AF) totaling 44.42
AF. This is well above the County’s 31 AF threshold and should certainly trigger environmental review.
No methods of mitigating this loss is provided in the MND or the Staff Report, and a properly done EIR
would identify tools and methods available to prevent this oss.

Respectfully submitted,

Kathérine Anderson









California Irrigation Management Information System

(CIMIS)
Station in #88, Cuvama, CA

March 2013 to May 2013
Raw Data

Evaporative Water Loss at the Nevth Fork Ranch Vineyard, Cuyama, CA

North Fork Ranch Frost Ponds Appeal, Item # 3, 9/12/18
By
Katherine Anderson
WI0/18
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April 28, 2016

Timothy Godwin, Engincering Geologist

California Department of Water Resources
Division of Integrated Regional Water Management
Sustainable Groundwater Management Section

901 P St.

Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Opposition to 3-13 Cuyama Valley Groundwater Basin Boundary Change Proposal

Dear Mr. Godwin:

We, the undersigned, request that the Cuyama Basin Boundary modification proposal
submitted to the DWR by Dudek Hydrology on behalf of the County of Santa Barbara, be
rejected based on the criferia identified by the Department in its basin boundary
modification regulations'. The following criteria apply in this case:

§345.2 (a) (2) The proposed boundary modification may limit the opportunity or
likelihood of ...sustainable groundwater management in other basins or sub-
basins;

§345.2 (b) The requesting agency is unable to provide information that would
allow the Department to assess whether there is a history of sustainable
management of groundwater levels in the existing or proposed basin or sub-basin;
§345.2 (¢) ...the available scientific evidence does not support the addition,
deletion, or relocation of a basin or sub-basin boundary.

insuificient data

‘The basin boundary modification application submitted on behalf of Santa Barbara
County® provides insufficient information to justify its approval by the Department.
(345.2(b), (¢))

1

2)

The Cuyama Basin is not fully CASGEM compliant. Only 3 of the 17 wells used
to provide required CASGEM data have the construction information required by
the program. Moreover, all of these wells are located east of the proposed Russel]
Fauit border {(Appendix A). This proposal therefore would create two basins, one
of which only partially complies with CASGEM monitoring requirements and a
second basin, which would immediately be out of compliance with the CASGEM
monitoring requirements. The lack of groundwater elevation data in the proposed
Chalk Mountain sub-basin is problematic; this data is intended to provide high-
level understanding of groundwater supply conditions in each of California’s
groundwater aquifers. The lack of basic water level information in the westermn
portion of the aquifer calls into question the assumptions made in the proposal.

The proposal fails to note a change in agriculture practice in the proposed Chalk
Mountain sub-basin from non-imigated rangeland to irrigated vineyards in the
years smce the USGS study was completed. Eleven new irrigation weils were
drilled west of the Russell Fault between November 2014 and August 2015
(Appendices A and B) by a non-resident grower, new to the Cuyama Valley, The

1



3

wells will be used for irrigation and frost protection for an initial planting of one
million prapevine starts on 500 acres of vineyard. The total property owned by
this enlity totals 7,500 acres, with phased plans for vineyard expansion. If alt
7,500 acres are planted, irrigated acreage for the basin as a whole would increase
by 19 T%. (Currently there are 38,000 acres of irrigated farmland reported in the
basin’). It could be argued that any increase in irrigated acreage in a basin in a
condition of critical overdraft is significant. A nearly 20% increase would
certainly constitute a significant and unreasonable resuit. This new source of
groundwater extraction, coupled with a lack of baseline data for the western
portion of the basin and its status as a critically over-drafted basin, creates doubts
that a newly formed sub-basin in this area could be managed sustainably. In
addition, rangeland to the west of the property currently under transition from
non-rrigated rangeland to intensive vineyard cultivation is for sale. Without the
oversight of a Groundwater Sustainability Agency and a DWR-approved
Groundwater Sustainability Plan in place for the westem part of the Cuyama
Valley, there is concern that agriculture use of the land will continue to change
and intensify demand on limited groundwater resources. Additionally, the USGS
study of the basin which forms the basis for the proposed basin boundary change
pre-dates this significant new use of water. Its findings should be updated prior to
any boundary modification being considered.

The proposal fails to scientifically justify its selection of the Russell Fault as the
boundary line for sub-basins. Detailed geologic studies by Robert Yeats and his
students, summarized in a pecrwrevxewed scientific journal publication by Yeats
and others (Yeats, et al., 1989)° show that the Russell Fault is an ancient fault that
cuis older bedrock, but the fault does not cut water-bearing units including the
Morales Formation and younger alluvial sediments that overlie the Morales. If the
Russell Fault does not cut the water-bearing units as noted by Yeats and others,
then the fault is unlikely to be a barrier to groundwater {low and therefore not a
groundwater basin boundary. Furthermore, no CASGEM monitoring wells are
located near this fault line, on either the east or west side, to provide any
understanding of groundwater flow and volume. (Appendix A). The lack of
substantial scientific data is further supported by the USGS study in: Geology,
Hydrology,and Geomechanics of the Cuyama Valley Groundwater Basin (2008-
12), "Several faults that offset the basin-fill deposits, associated with measured
water-level offsets, are inféerred to impede groundwater movement (Upson and
Worts, 1951; Singer and Swarzenski, 1970; fig.2). Because the faults do not
intersect land surface and are not readily apparent in the unconsolidated surface
sediments, their locations have been inferred from well data and topographical
features." (Italics are ours.) As scientists who wanted the study to reflect an
accurate summary, but were constrained by the imposed limitations of the
sponsoring entity (Santa Barbara County), their use of the word inferred in the
final report and reference to previous studies demonstrates their inability to make
a conclusive scientific statement regarding the arbitrary end point to the study.
Moreover, the effect on groundwater flow of significant new groundwater
extraction on the west side of the fault {as noted in #2 above) has not yet been
examined.



overnance concerns

While the boundary modification request is based om scientific information, it is
predicated on the belief that the Chalk Mountain sub-basin, once established, will in short
order be:

a} determined nof to be in a state of critical overdrafi, and

b) be reprioritized as a low-priority basin. (Naftaly email, March 3, 2016)".

The acceleration of well drilling and groundwater extraction in the proposed Chaik
Mountain sub-basin, and the limited understanding of how that extraction impacts the
basin as a whole, make such f{indings probiematic. We have a high level of concern for
creating the sub-basin and recommend against creation of the sub-basin. We also oppose
the proposal by the Santa Barbara County to remove the critical overdraft designation
from the proposed Chalk Mountain sub-basin and change it to a low priority basin, We
assert that the western region should remain part of the main basin and not be reclassified
from medium priority since to date there is no baseline data, and there is significant
change taking place in agricuftural practices and groundwater use in this part of the
Cuyama Valley.

Conclusion

We sympathize with the interests of the proponents to limit their basin boundaries to
better manage their resources. But changing basin boundaries is a serious matter that
must be based on sufficient science. There is currently not sufficient scientific evidence
to separate the Valley into a main basin and sub-basin at the Russell Fault. In addition,
the recent change in agricultural practices in the western part of the Cuyama Valley and
dramatic increase in agricultural well drilling calls for keeping the western region
designated as medium priority. And the proponents do have an option. The Sustainable
Groundwater Management Act allows any number of Groundwater Sustainability
Agencies and Plans to be developed within a basin, provided they do not have
overlapping boundaries and that a single point of contact for coordinating and submitting
plans is identified. We recommend that the County retain the basin boundary as currently
drawn in Bulletin 118 in order to maintain the integrity of the Cuyama Valley basin.
Given the current state of understanding of the basin in its entirety, we believe this (o be
the best option.

Therefore, we recommend that this basin boundary change request be rejected until
farther information on groundwater flows and availability in the western poriion of the
basin are determined.

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,

50 Concerned residents, landowners and others with interest in the Cuyama Valley
(See signatures below.)

Attachments:
Appendix A: map of basin 3-13
Appendix B: spreadsheet of west basin well-drilling activity, 2014-2015



Endnotes

1) Refer to the SGMA Basin Boundary Regulations (“SGMA Regs™).

2) The Boundary Basin Modification Proposal submitted by Dudek Engineering on
behalf of Santa Barbara County (“Proposal™).

3) In the Cuyama Valley Commustity Association Town Hall meeting of October 21,
2015 the following information was reported:

There are 147,000 acres in the eastern portion of the Cuyama Valley (with the Russell
Fault as the western boundary). Of those acres, 38,000 are irrigated agricultural land.

4) A detailed study of the Russell Fault, showing location, geological formation, possible
faulting changes, and possible function related to groundwater that refers to its
transmissivity and permeability: Yeats, R.S., J.A. Calhoun, B.B. Nevins, H.F. Schwing,
and HM. Spitz. 1989, Russell Fauit: Early Strike-Slip Fault of the California Coast
Ranges. The American Association of Petroleum Geologists Bulletin. Vol. 73 (9): 1089-
1102.

5) The 2014 USGS Study of the Cuyama Valley groundwater system, (“USGS™) that
demonstrates critical overdraft and subsidence in the eastern portion of the Valley is
available at: hitp://ca water.usgs.gov/projecis/cuyama/cuyama-valley-groundwater.html.
6) The e-mail announcement of the Proposal communicated by Matt Naftaly of Dudek on
March 3rd, 2016; (“Naftaly™): “This email is an update on the Basin Boundary Modification for the
Cuyama Valley Groundwater Basin. Working in conjunction with the Department of Water Resources
(DWR) the County will revise the current application to include as a sub-basin the area west of the Russcl]
fault and within the existing DWR Bulletin 118 boundary (see map attached). This is an appropriate
distinction because of the limited connectivity and differing groundwater and land use conditions of the two
areas. It will allow for effective management in the exisiing Cuyama Valley Groundwater Basin and
independent evaluation of the area west of the fault. The basin boundary revision process requires that
DWR reevaluate the priority of each affected basin and it is expected that based on prioritization criteria,
the Cuyama Valley Groundwater Basin will remain classified as medium priority and the sub-basin will be
classified as low priority. The sub-basin west of the Russell fault has been preliminarily named the Chalk
Mountain Sub-Basin”
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Ve sympathize with the mterests of he proponents to Hmit their basin boundaries (0 belter manage their
resources.  But changing basin boundaries 15 a serious matter that must be based on sufficient science.
There is corrently not sufficient scientific evidenee to separate the Valley into a main basin and sub-basin af
the Russell Fault. In addifien, the recent change in agricuitural practices i the western part of the Cuyama
Vatley and dramalic increase in agrienitural well drilling calis for keeping the western region designated as
medium priorty. And the proponents do have an option. The Sustainable Groundwater ‘vianag:t,mmt Act
allows any nember of Groundwater Sustainability Agencies and Plass to be developed within a basi,
provided they do not have overlapping boundaries and that & single point of contact for coordinating and
submitting plans is identified. We recommend that the County retain the basin boundary as currently drawn
m Bulletin 118 in order to maintain the mtegrity of the Cuyama Valley basin. Given the current state of
understanding of the basin in ifs entirety, we believe this to be the best option.

Therefore, we recommend that Uxis besin boundary change request be rejected until forther information on
groundwater flows and availability in the western portion of the basin are deterinined.

Thank you for allowing us e opportunity to comment,

Secerely, .
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We sympathize wilh the interests of the proponents to Himit their basin boundaries to better manage their
resources.  But changing basin buundaries is a serious matier that must be based on sufficient science,
There is currenily not sufficient seientific evidence to separate the Valley inlo a main bastn and sub-basin at
the Russell Fault, In addition, the recent change in apricultural practices in the western part of the Cuyama
Valley and drematic increase in agriculisml well drilfing calls for keeping the western repion designated as
mediim priority. And the proponests do fiave an option, The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
allows any number of Groundwater Susiainability Agencies and Plans 1o be developed within & basin,
provided they do not have overfapping boundaries and that » single point of contact for ceordinating and
submitling plans i identificd, We recommend that the County retain the basin bounsdary os currently drawn
in Bulictn 118 in order to maintain the integrity of the Cuyama Valley basin, Given the cwrent stafe of
understanding of the basin {n its entirety, we beliove this to be the best option,

Therelore, we recommend that this basin boundary chanee requoest be rejected untii further information on
.Y (=}
proundwaier ows and avaifability in the western portion of the basin are determined.

Theak you for allowing us the opporiunity to comment.

Sineerely,

% %ﬂlﬂ JOHM (AA CEBRZIE

@QK\A&RU ICE éﬂ-{mﬁmw G?Tﬁﬂ@s} CLSD, CVea memgsr,

- .
...m_%?f bt Al Narg Slap s
C'-L }ﬂm i ﬁ./(!w WA 4 -4 5/! o td e eeeee e

Q ‘Dﬂ—ﬂva@é‘é/\ Stave O?quckeﬂ

k\fﬁ'u—Q W ¥ emﬁ&\ Arasle? et 0 uno

L) ke Vvian Vfci@@
mmmmmm Long-tire. resiclelt. of 59 years

5 Eatha ouins Connualin EstdEq_LowsE Dan wkER. '
. . = Beard a;f" ‘D;re'cj—ors: Cuyhaimd Camman \TY Ma‘?%ﬂdﬁi" Ch.
YA Ve residedl,  CNeAR megnber,  GVERE Coyanis. Chriglion Academy
: Ao 2l {jﬁj‘&w{, ‘"?%Mf(:@ @?ﬁezd&. —
c?r/qmsfm %me;;, /@’gz}ew?’, LV d shem e s
e @%..— VOHA Cold T
VCQL/ and Valley Rec,dent  CCSL Bumdp O B (IS
’ * " .
- /24—«{»:,«:/ //M_/Mrymﬁ /Q&A(ﬁ___f}"l& bc—é’lf/_fé

u.ééiif;__é‘%wup;ﬂﬁ@&ﬁf(f ccongt - i himiecan, Cogance Sebos ! (s firecé

e, R~ e el

/72%’0/2:&?? (=2 P i Lol in Sl el s (S




We s«:ympasl‘:ivc with the interests of she proponents 1o limit their basin boundaries (o betier manage their
regeurees. But changing basin boundaries is a serious matter that must be based ou suificient science,

There s cmze’a%l) no sulficient seientific evidence to separaic the Yadley into a main basin and sub-basin at
the Russell Fault. In addition, the recent change in apricultirad practices in the wester part of the Cuyama
Valley und deamatic increase in agriculural welf drilling an 5 for keeping the westem rogion desipnuted as
medism priovity. And the proponents do have an option, The Sustainsblec Groundwater Management Act
atlows any number of Groundwater Sustainability /‘\Ecncu.s and Plans o be developed within o basin,

provided they do not have overlapping boundaries and that a sgle point of contact for ceordiveting and
subntitting plans s identified, We recommend that the Cutindy relain the hasin boundary us cur ently dyawn
in Bulietin 1R in order to maintain the integrity of the Cuyama Yalley basin. Given the current stale of
understanding of the basin s catirety, we belicve this o be the best aption.

Therefore, we recommend that this basin boundary chunge reguest be rejected until fusther imformation on
groundwater Tows and avatlability tn the westers porlion of the basin are determinad,

Thank you tor allowing s the opportunity to comment,

Sincerely,
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We sympathize with the interests of the proponents o limit their basin boundaries (o better manage their
resources. But changing basin boundaries is a serious matter that must be based on sufficient science
These 15 currently not sufficient scieatific evidence (o separate the Valley info a maim basin and sub-basin af
the Russell Faull. In addition, the recent change in agricultural practives in the western part of the Cuyama
Valley and dramatic increase in agricultural well drilling calis for keeping the western region designated as
medium priotiiy. And the proponents do have an option. The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
allows any number of Groundwater Sustainability Agencies and Plans to be developed within s basin,
provided they deo not have overlapping boundaries and that 2 single pownt of contact {or coordinating and
submitiing p]’t"‘i‘; is identified. We recommend that the County retain the basin boundary as currently drawn
in Bulletin 118 in order to maintam the integrity of the Cuyama Valley basin. (yiven the current state of
understanding of the basis in ifs entirety, we believe this to be the best option.

Therefore, we recommend that this basin boundary change request be rejected wntil further information on
groundwater flows and availability in the western portion of the basin are determined.

Thank you for allowing us the opportuntty to comment.

Smeerely,
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We sympathize with the interests of the proponents to limit their basin boundaries w botter manzage thetr
tesaurees. But changing basin boundaries is » serious matter that must be based on suiTicien! science.
There is currently not sufficient scientific evidence (o separale the Valley inte o main basin and sub-hasin 2t
the Russel} Fault. In addition, the recent change in agrieuliural practices in the wesiern part of the Cuyama
Vatley and drimatic increase inagnicalural welf drilling calls for kecping the western region designawd ay
tredivn priorily. And the proponents do have an option. The Sustainable Groundwater Munagement At
adiows any number of Groundwater Sustainability Agencies aad Plans to be devefoped within o basin,
providued they do not have averlapping bounduries mnd that u single point of contaet Tor coordinating pnd
submitting plans is idenliled, We recommend that the County retain the basin boundary as currently drawn
we Bulienn 118 in order o maintain the infegrity of the Cuysma Valley basin. Given the cursent ste ol
siderstanding of the basin in its entirety, we beliove this 19 be the best option.

Therefore, we recormend that this bagin boundary change request be rejected until further information on
groumdwater Hows and availabibiy in the western portion of the basin are determined.,

Thank you for sflowing us the opportunity to comment,

Sincerely, /
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We sympathize with the interests of the proponents ro limit their basin boundarizs o better manage their
resources.  But changing basin boundarics is a serious matter that must be based on sufficient science,
There is currently not sufficient scientifie evidence to separate the Valley into a main basin and sub-basin at
the Russell Fault, In addition, the recent change in agricultural practicey in the western part of the Cuyama
Valley and dramatic increase in agricultural well drilling calls for keeping the western region designated as
medium priority. And the proporents do have an option. The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
allows any number of Groundwater Susteinability Agencies and Plans 10 be developed within a basin,
provided they do not have overfapping boundaries and that a singie point of contact Tor coordinating and
submitimg plans is identified. We recommend that the County retain the basin boundary as currently drawn
in Bulletin 118 in order to maintain the integrity of the Cuyama Valley basin. Given the current state of
understanding of the basin in its entirety, we believe this to be the best oplion,

Therefore, we recommend that this basin boundary change request be rejected untif further information on
groundwater flows and availabilify in the western portion of the basin are determined.

Thank vou for allowing ug the opporiunity to comment.
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We sympathize with the interests of the proponents to limit their basin houndaries to better manage their
resourees.  But changing basin bounderies is a serious matter that must be based on sufficieat scicnce.
Thers is currently net sufficient scientific evidence to separate the Valley inte o main basin and sub-basin af
the Russell Fault, In addition, the recent change in agrienfraral practices in the western part of the Coyama
Valiey and drmmatic incresse in agienituzal well drilling calls for keeping the western region desipnated as
mediwm priority. And the praponents do have an optior, The Sustainable Groundwator Management Act
allows any number of Groundwaler Sustainability Agencies and Plans to be developed within & basin,
rrovided they do not have overlapping boundaries and that a single point of confact for coordinating and
submitting plans is identified. We recommend that the County retain the besin boundary as currently drawn
in Bulletin 118 in order to maintain the integrity of the Cuyama Valtley basin, Given the cument state of
understanding of the basin i its sntirety, we helieve this to be the best aption,

Thercfure, we recommend that this besin boundary chanpge request be rejected unti! further information on
proundwater flows and availability in the westem postion of the basin are deferined.

Thank you for aliowing us the opportunity to comment,
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We sympathize with the interests of the proponents Lo limit their basin boundarics to better manage their
resources.  But changing basin boundaries is a serious matter that must be based on sufficient science.
There is currently not sufficient scientific evidence to separate the Valley into a main basin and sub-basin at
the Russell Fauli. In addition, the recent change in agricultural practices in the western part of the Cuyama
Valley and dramatic increase in agricoltural well drilling calls for keeping the western region designated as
medium priority. And the proponents do have an option. The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
altows any number of Groundwater Sustainability Agencies and Plans (o be developed within a basin,
provided they do not have overlapping boundaries and that a single point of contact for coordinating and
submitting plans 1s identified. We recommend that the County retain the basin boundary as currently drawn
in Bulletin 118 in order to maintain the integrity of the Cuyama Valley basin. Given the current state of
understanding of the basin in ifs entirety, we believe this to be the best option.

Therefore, we recommend that this basin boundery change request be rejected unti) further information on
groundwater fows and availability in the western portion of the basin are determined.

Thank you for atlowing us the opportunity to comment.

Simncerchy,
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We sympathize wilh the interests of the proponents to limit their basin boundaries i better manage their
resources, But changing basin boundaries is a serious matier that must be based on sufficient science.
There is currently not sufficient seientific evidence to separate the Valley into a main basin and sub-hasin at
the Russell Fault, In addition, the recent change in agricultural practices in the western part of the Cuyama
Vailey and dramatic increase in agricultural weli drilling calls for keeping the western region desipnated ag

edium priorty. And the propenenis do have an option. The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
allows any pumber of Groundwater Sustainability Agencies and Plans to be developed within a basin,
provided they do not have overlapping boundaries and that a singie point of contact for coordinating and
submitting plans is identified. We recommend that the County retain the basin boundary as currently drawn
in Bulletin 118 in order to maintain the integrity of the Cuvama Valley basin. Given the current state of
understonding of the basin in its entirety, we believe this ta be the best option,

Therefore, we recommend Lhat this basin boundary change request be rejected until further information on
groundwaler llows and availabitity in the western portion of the basin are determined.

Thank you for allowing us the opporiunity to cormment.

Sincerely,
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We sympathize with (he interests of the proponents to Hmit their basin boundanies to befter manage their
resources. Pt changing basin boundaries is & serious matter that must be based on sufficient scierce.
There is currenily not sufficient seientific evidence to separate the Vailey into a main basin and sub-basin at
the Rus=ell Fault. {n addition, the recent change in agneultural practices in the western part of the Cuyama
Valley and dramatic increase in agricultural well drilfing cails for keeping the western region designated as
medium prionity. And the proponents do have an option. The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
allows any number of Groundwater Sustazinability Agencies and Plans to be developed within a basin,
provided they do not have overlapping boundaties and that a single point of contact for coordinating and
submitting plans is identified. We recommend that the County retain the basin boundary as currently drawn
in Bulletin {18 in order 10 muintain the inteprity of the Cuyama Valley basin, Given the current state of
uadesstanding of the basin in ifs entirety, we believe this to be the best option.

Therefore, we recommend that thiz basin boundary change request be rejected until further information an
groundwater flows and availobility in the westem portion of the basin are determined.

Thank you for alfowing us the opporiunity lo comment.

Sincerely,
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We sympathize with the intercsts of the proponents io Hmit their basin boundaries o beiter mansge their
resources.  But changing basin boundaries is a serious maiter that must be based on sufficient seience,
There is currently not sufficient scientific evidenoe to separate the Valley into & main basin angd sub-basin at
the Russell Foult. [n addition, the recent change in apricultural practices in the western part of the Cuyama
Valley and dramatic increase in sgriculural well drilling cails for keeping the western region designated as
medium priority. And the proponents do have w option. The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
allows zny number of Groundwater Sustainability Agencies and Plans (o be developed within & basin,
provided they do nol have overlapping boundarics and that a single point of contact for coordinating and
submittmg plan'; is identificd. We recommend that the County retain the basin boundery as currently drawn
in Balletin 118 in order to maintain the integrity of the Cuyama Valiey basin, Given the current state of
understanding of the basin in its entirety, we believe (his to be the best option

Therefore, we recommiend that this basin boundary change request be rejected until further iInformation on
groundwater flows and availability in the westem portion of the basin are determined.

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity (o eomuient.

Sincerely, /‘#ﬁ/ /’ ,
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We sympatiize with the interests of the proponents to limit their basin boundaries to befter manage their
gsources,  But changing basin bsuaderzea 15 & serious matter that must be based on sufficient science.
There is -:uﬁenr?y nof sufficient scientific evidence o «;epzrata the Valley into 2 main basin and sub-basin at
the Russeil Fault. In addition, the recent chiange in agricultural practives in the western part c:fr 16 Cuyama

Valley and drumatic increase in agricoliural well nfiz:zf_r catls for keeping the western region designated as
medium priority.  And the proponents do have an option. The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
aliows any number of Groundwater Sustainability Agencies and Plans t¢ be developed within a basin,
provir’ =d 'ﬂw um not havp m"*“lappzzw Dovndan s and ‘Jwat as irw“e point of contact for coordinating and
basin beundary as currently drawn
'\
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groundwater flows and avaitability in the western portion of the basin are determined.

Therefore, we recommend thal this basin boundary change request be rejected until farther information on

Thank you for zliowing us the opportunity to comment.

Sieerely,

A0 O //é’i Colewon B T
/’7VL,- s -

i S e TV, T T € ORTN L

L

Coo '”-"-"ll‘t:s";}"n i wm.v:;(a; (ic. w;f&!a.;\i,,_m ,,,,,
S Lo o ‘w'““*-f‘ A 37, C:M._..M..;_f_u_mu \fﬂ U& P y_g

(O3}



We sympaihize with the interests of the proponents to limit their basin boundarbes to better manage their
resources. But changiog basin boundaries is a serious matier that must be based on sofTicient seience,
There is currently not sufficient scientific evidence (o separate the Vatley into a main basin and sub-~basin at
the Russell Fault. In addition, the recert change in agriculiural practices in the wessern part of the Cuyama
Vailey and dramatic incrense in agricultural weil drilling cails for keeping the western region designated as
medivm priority, And the proponents do have an option. The Sustainable Groundwater Managemen: Act
altaws may number of Groundwaler Sustwinability Agencics and Plans to be developed within o basin,
provided they do not have overlapping boundarics and thal a single point of contact for coordinating and
submitting plans is identified. We recommend that the County retain the basin boundary as currently drown
in Bultetin 118 in order to maintain the intcgrity of the Cuyama Valley basin. Given the current siate of
understgnding of the basin in ils entirety, we beHeve this to be the best aption.

Therelore, we recommend thal this basin boundury change reguest be rejecied uniif further information on
groundwater flows and availability in the western portion of the basin are determined.

Thank you for allowing us the opponenily io comment,

Sincercly.
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We sympathize with the interests of the proporents to lmit their besin boundaries 1o betier manage their
rescateces.  But changing basin boundarics is 2 serieus matter that must be based on sufficient science.
There is currently not sulficient sclentific evidence to separate the Vatley into a main basin and sub-basis al
the Russeil Fauli, in addition. the recent change in agricuhural practices in the western part of the Cuyama
Valiey and dramatic increase in agricatieral well drilling cols for kecping the western region designated as
medium priosity. And the propanents do have an option. The Sustainable Geoundwater Management Act
ailows any number of Groundwater Sustainability Agencics and Plans to be developed within s basin,
provided they do not have overfapping boundaries and that a siugle point of comact for conrdinating and
submitiing plans is identificd. We recommend that the County retain the basin boundary as currently drawn
in Builetin [18 in order to maintain the integrity of the Cuyoma Valley hasin. Given the current stare of
understanding of the basin in ity entirety, we believe this to be the best option,

Therefore, we recommend that this basin boundary change request be rejected unti funther information on
groundwater Rows and availability in the western portion of the basin are determined,

Thank yau for allowing us the opportunily to comment,

Sincerely,
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, SANTA CRUZ

ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES DEPARTMENT SANTA CRUZ, CALIFORNIA 95064

September 6, 2018

Mr. Daniel Blough

Chair, Santa Barbara County Planning Commission
123 East Anapamu Street

Santa Barbara CA 93101

Dear Mr. Blough and Honorable Santa Barbara County Planning Commissioners
(SBCPC):

I respectfully submit this letter in regards to the natural resource surveys provided as part
of the proposed “North Fork Ranch Frost Ponds” Case No. 16CUP-00000-00005, by the
Applicant Brodiaea, Inc. My qualifications to provide technical, expert opinion on this
aspect of the project include almost 50 years of experience in botany and ecology, B.A.,
M.A, and PhD degrees in Botany and Ecology from the University of California at Santa
Barbara, 32 years teaching an annual 10-week spring field course in botany and natural
history through my position as a Professor of Natural History and Agroecology at the
University of California at Santa Cruz, 25 years as a part-time resident in the Cottonwood
Canyon area of the Cuyama Basin, and leader of multiple spring wildflower events in
Cottonwood Canyon for Condor’s Hope Ranch.

In my judgement, the biological surveys carried out by Kevin Merk Associates (KMA)
are insufficient to ensure that there will be no negative project impacts on plants and
animals, especially several endangered or threatened species of plants, since they were
conducted in the fourth and fifth years of consecutive drought. Further study is required.
KMA completed their first survey in 2015. The Santa Barbara County Planning
Department staff asked DUDEK to peer review the survey. DUDEK found the study
inadequate and suggested they do a survey comparing it to species in the neighboring
Carrizo Plain. This was done in KMA'’s 2016 study. The impact on the drought on native
plant and animal populations in the Carrizzo Plan and northern Cuyama Basin was
recently reported in two separate studies which | describe below.

In a communication just published on 20 August 2018, the impact of drought in the
Carrizo Plain and northern Cuyama Basin was documented. As part of a long-term
biological survey that began in 2007 and continued through 2014, researchers observed
a very dramatic reduction in observed populations of all plant and animal species three
years into what ended up being a 5-year drought that lasted through 2016. There is a
very graphic representation of the drought’s impact in the photo of Attachment #1 that



was taken from this study. | note that the biological surveys carried out by Kevin Merk
Associates as part of the North Fork Frost Pond application were done in 2015 and
2016, the 4™ and 5" years of the same drought referred to in this publication. This
brings into question the validity of the surveys carried out by Kevin Merk Associates,
since conditions of extreme drought would have severely reduced the presence of most
species, especially annual plants.

In another report from the California Native Plant Society?, results of long-term
monitoring sites provide important information on the many and diverse plant taxa and
vegetation types in the Carrizo National Monument, including multiple sites along the
southern border of the monument that extends over the Caliente Mountains down to the
Cuyama River. See map of their study sites in Attachment #2. Their surveys
encountered 417 taxa of plants, indicating the rich diversity that occurs in the region.
The surveys completed by Kevin Merk Associates only found a small percentage of the
taxa on this list, due most likely to the fact their observations took place in drought years
when populations of native plants were reduced and the physical manifestation of plants
was depressed. Hence the surveys by Kevin Merk Associates most likely missed a large
number of important plants including unique, rare, and threatened plant species that
would probably be present in normal to wet rainfall years, and could be significantly
impacted by the Frost Ponds project, both directly and indirectly. In particular, species
known to occur in the Project vicinity include the attached list® of 25 species based on
extensive studies of threatened plants in the BLM lands of the Carrizo Monument. Cross
checking this list with the Flora of Santa Barbara County published by the Santa Barbara
Botanic Garden, at least 4 of these species are highly likely to occur in the project area
since they have been collected in the past from the Cottonwood and Schoolhouse Canyon
areas. Another 13 have been reported from nearby Cuyama Valley areas. The 8 species
not likely to occur in the project area are only those that grow best on alkali soils typical
of the dry lake areas of the Carrizo.

Based on my reading of the surveys from Kevin Merk Associates, the two reports
described above, and my own experience with native plant species in the Cuyama and
Carrizzo areas, these surveys are insufficient to support a claim that there will no adverse
impacts upon botanical and wildlife populations caused by the Frost Pond Project.
Additionally, in my opinion, and based on my review of the Project plans and MND, the
potential presence of the above plants in and around the Project site creates a reasonable
possibility that the Project may result in significant impacts according to the County’s
thresholds for impacts to flora through loss or disturbance of unique, rare and threatened
plant communities, and a reduction in the numbers of unique, rare or threatened species
of plants (MND p. 11.).

Sincerely yours,

Dr. Stephen R. Gliessman



Professor Emeritus of Natural History and Agroecology
Department of Environmental Studies

University of California at Santa Cruz

gliess@ucsc.edu

! Prugh, L.R., N. Deguines, J.B. Grinath, K.N. Suding, W.T. Bean, R. Stafford, and J. S.
Brashares. 2018. Ecological winners and losers of extreme drought in California.
Nature Climate Change. Volume 8: 819-824.



2 Buck-Diaz, Jennifer, and Julie Evens. 2011. Carrizo Plain National Monument
Vegetation Classification and Mapping Project. California Native Plant Society.
Sacramento, CA. 16 pages.



*Potentially threatened plant speciesin the Project Area (see below):
Source: BLM Carrizo Plant List, accessed at www.inaturalist.org/check_lists/ ***

Hoover’s Eriastrum (Eriastrum hooveri)*

Tehachapi Woollystar (Eriastrum pluriflorum)**

Grass Blazingstar (Mentzelia gracilenta)*

Cottony Buckwheat (Eriogonum gossypinum)*
Temblor Buckwheat (Eriogonum temblorense)
Twisselmann’s Buckwheat (Eriogonum twissel mannii)
Ferris Goldfields (Lasthenia ferrisiae)*

San Joaquin Woollythreads (Monolopia congdonii)
Pale Yellow Layia (Layia heterotricha)**

Munz' s Tidytips (Layia munzi)*

Big Tarplant (Blepharizonia plumosa)*

Twisselmann’s Nemacladus (Nemacladus twissel mannii)
Round-leaved Filaree (California * Erodium’ macrophylla)*
Temblor Range Clarkia (Clarkia tembloriensis)
Northern California Black Walnut (Juglans hindsii)
San Joaquin Bluecurls (Trichostema ovatum)*
Oval-leaved Snapdragon (Antirrhinum ovatum)**
Byron Larkspur (Delphinium recurvatum)
Spiny-sepaled Button-Celery (Eryngium spinosepal um)
Alkali Heliotrope (Heliotropium curassavicum)*
Douglas Fiddleneck (Amsinkia douglasiana)*
Cdifornia Jewelflower (Caulanthus californicus)*
Nodding Needle Grass (Nassela cernua)**

Crinkled Onion (Allium crispum)*

Stinkbells (Fritillaria agrestis)*

* Species that have been found in habitats of Santa Barbara County similar to those where
the reservoirs are proposed, according to Smith, Clifton F. 1998. A Flora of the Santa
Barbara Region, California. Santa Barbara Botanic Garden and Capra Press, Santa
Barbara, CA.

** Species that have been found in the Cottonwood Subarea as noted in Smith (1998).

*** From atotal of 25 speciesclassified in the BLM list as threatened, only 8 are not
listed for the Cuyama Valley in Smith (1998).



September 10, 2018

To: Chair Blough and Commissioners
Santa Barbara County Planning Commissioners

On behalf of the landowners and residents of Cottonwood Canyon which is adjacent to the
North Fork Vineyard property, please find the following petition in support of the appeal before
you related to the permit for three reservoirs on the vineyard property. This petition is signed
by over 80% of the full and part-time resident landowners of Cottonwood Canyon which is
located in the 5" Supervisorial District. Thank you for your consideration.









Villalobos, David

From: Louise Draucker <ldraucker@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, September 08, 2018 3:31 PM
To: Villalobos, David

Subject: frost pond project in Cuyama Valley
Categories: Purple Category

My husband and | have lived in Cuyama Valley for almost 45 years and have watched the take-over of this
beautiful valley and its groundwater for many years now. There has been a marked decrease in wildlife since
the advent of unlimited watering for commercial farming. It seems the only mammals left are gophers, ground
squirrels, and coyotes. | have identified and counted backyard birds for many years for Project Feederwatch,
run by Cornell University. | have less than half the numbers | had 20 years ago. The same goes for

insects. Pollinators are few and far between. Instead, there seems to be a race to be the first to drain the basin
among the commercial agriculture companies.

The state of California has designated Cuyama Valley as a high-priority, critically overdrafted basin. Farmers
and a few residents have been charged with coming up with a plan for sustainability under SIGMA

regulations. But is that realistic? Can the pace of groundwater extraction be slowed enough to ensure adequate
water for farmers and residents?

It doesn't make sense to overhead-water lettuce and other salad greens (cool-weather crops) to keep them cool
in the summer as big ag is doing now, but now Brodeia wants to overhead water in the winter to keep the
grapes from freezing. There are other solutions for both problems, but the goal does not appear to be
sustainability.

The rapid depletion and degradation of our groundwater poses major consequences for residents of Cuyama
Valley. What will happen to residents when it is no longer economical or practical to continue

farming? Residents also rely on groundwater. Cuyama Valley has three disadvantaged communities; it will be
very expensive, if not impossible, for many people to move, and it is very expensive to increase the depth of
wells. Our homes and property will have little or no value without adequate water.

A complete Environmental Impact Report is absolutely essential in this case. Surely Santa Barbara County will
be as environmentally conscientious in its northern sector as it is in its southern portions. The request for frost-
pond wells, and procedures for future agricultural wells, need to be reviewed for current appropriateness. Our
world is changing too fast to be careless what we allow.

Louise Draucker
Idraucker@gmail.com




LAW OFFICE OF MARC CHYTILO, APC

ENVIRONMENTAL LAW

September 7, 2018

Santa Barbara County Planning Commission By email to dvillalo@co.santa-barbara.ca.us
Santa Barbara County

123 E. Anapamu Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

RE: North Fork Ranch Frost Ponds Appeal; Legal Question Regarding MND Scope

Dear Chair Blough and Honorable Planning Commissioners,

This office represents Roberta Jaffe and Stephen Gliessman, Appellants in this matter. Ms.
Jaffe and Mr. Gliessman are Cuyama Valley residents and farmers of a 5-acre dry-farming
operation called Condor’s Hope Ranch. Appellants have already submitted several letters into the
record including a report from professional hydrologist Dennis Gibbs to support our appeal, and this
office will submit an additional letter responding in full to the Staff Report before Monday’s noon
submittal deadline. This letter addresses one specific legal issue that is central to the adequacy of
the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) prepared for the North Fork Frost Ponds Project
(“Project”), that we want to ensure the Applicant and County Counsel have the opportunity to fully
review and respond to.

The Cuyama Valley relies on groundwater as its exclusive source of water. Agriculture and
human habitation would not be possible in the Cuyama Valley without adequate groundwater. The
Cuyama Groundwater Basin is in a state of Critical Overdraft, with groundwater extraction
proceeding at twice the rate of groundwater recharge. The County’s Environmental Thresholds, as
described in the MND, provide:

A project is determined to have a significant effect on water resources if it would exceed
established threshold values which have been set for each overdrafted groundwater basin.
These values were determined based on an estimation of a basin’s remaining life of
available water storage. If the project’s net new consumptive water use [total consumptive
demand adjusted for recharge less discontinued historic use] exceeds the threshold adopted
for the basin, the project’s impacts on water resources are considered significant. The water
demand threshold for the Cuyama Valley Groundwater Basin is 31 AFY. The adopted
threshold applies only to projects subject to discretionary review by the County, and do not
apply to uses, such as agricultural operations, that do not require approval of a discretionary
permit.

(MND, p. 35.)

LAw OFFICE OF MARC CHYTILO, APC
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A key issue in this appeal is whether it was proper for the MND to constrain its analysis of
the Project’s groundwater impacts to consider only the water lost from the surface of the frost ponds
through evaporation, rather than the water used to fill the frost ponds and protect the grapes from
frost. This issue is central to the question of whether the Project’s impacts to groundwater are
significant. When only this surface evaporation is considered, the MND ascertains that the Project
will utilize 26.28 AFY, which is less than the 31 AFY of groundwater required to trigger a
significant impact pursuant to the County’s CEQA thresholds. (MND pp. 38-39.) However, at least
147-AFY, and likely much more than that, will be actually used for operation of the Frost Ponds,
which unquestionably exceeds the County’s CEQA threshold. A CEQA document must evaluate
the whole of a development proposal with the potential to impact the environment, not merely the
governmental approval. (CEQA Guidelines 8§ 15378 (a, c and d).) Discussed below, there is
simply no legal basis for excluding the Project’s consumptive water use from the environmental
analysis simply because the water will be used for agricultural purposes.

The Staff Report states on page 8 (emphasis added):

Since the proposed water storage reservoirs require the approval of a discretionary permit (a
Minor Conditional Use Permit), their construction and operation is subject to CEQA review.
However, water that would be stored in the reservoirs and applied directly to the vineyards
for frost protection would support an allowed agricultural use, similar to the application of
irrigation water, and that water is not a discretionary action that is subject to CEQA review.

The first sentence above accurately characterizes the construction and operation of the frost ponds
as a discretionary project requiring CEQA review. The second sentence essentially provides that
where a project like this includes both discretionary and ministerial elements, only the discretionary
elements are subject to CEQA review. This proposition is plainly contrary to CEQA.

CEQA identifies a three-step process:

First, the Lead Agency, during its “preliminary review” of a project, determines whether an
agency is contemplating “approval” of a “project,” and whether the project is subject to
CEQA or is exempt.

Second, if the project is not exempt, the Lead Agency prepares an Initial Study to determine
whether the project may have a significant effect on the environment, and then prepares a
Negative Declaration if there is no substantial evidence of significant effect.

Third, if the Initial Study shows that the project may have a significant effect on the
environment, the Lead Agency prepares an Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

(California Environmental Law & Land Use Practice 8 21.02 (2018).) Determining whether a
project is “discretionary” or “ministerial” involves the first step. “Where a project involves an
approval that contains elements of both a ministerial action and a discretionary action, the
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project will be deemed to be discretionary and will be subject to the requirements of CEQA.”
(CEQA Guidelines 8§ 15268 (d) (emphasis added).)

The “Project” that proceeds to step 2 is “the whole of an action, which has a potential for
resulting in either a direct physical change in the environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect
physical change in the environment” (CEQA Guidelines § 15378 (a)). “Project” refers to the
underlying development proposal, not the governmental approval. (ld., subd. (c) and (d “the lead
agency shall describe the project as the development proposal for the purpose of environmental
analysis”) (emphasis added.)) Accordingly, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines sections 15268 (d) and
15378, the “Project” analyzed in the environmental review document cannot be limited to only the
discretionary elements of the proposal. Moreover, whether a particular activity constitutes a CEQA
“project” is a question of law; courts do not defer to Lead Agency determinations of whether an
activity is a project. (California Environmental Law & Land Use Practice § 21.02 (2018);
California Environmental Law & Land Use Practice § 21.05 (2018); Fullerton Joint Union High
School Dist. v. State Bd. of Education (1982) 32 Cal.3d 779, 795.)

We have found no case upholding a decision to exclude an element of a Project from the
environmental analysis of an otherwise discretionary project because that element would not
individually require governmental approval. The Applicant has identified several cases, discussed
in turn below, that they believe are helpful in supporting their case. However, none of these cases
involve projects being approved with discretionary permits, like the Frost Ponds Project.

Friends of Westwood v. City of Los Angeles (1987) 191 Cal.App.3d 259, 266-267, explains
why CEQA applies to discretionary projects, but does not in any way support an assertion that the
scope of the “Project” considered in the Frost Pond MND can exclude consideration of Project
water use:

As applied to private projects, the purpose of CEQA is to minimize the adverse effects

of new construction on the environment. To serve this goal the act requires assessment of
environmental consequences where government has the power through its regulatory powers
to eliminate or mitigate one or more adverse environmental consequences a study could
reveal. Thus the touchstone is whether the approval process involved allows the
government to shape the project in any way which could respond to any of the concerns
which might be identified in an environmental impact report. And when is government
foreclosed from influencing the shape of the project? Only when a private party can legally
compel approval without any changes in the design of its project which might alleviate
adverse environmental consequences.

Clearly here, the Applicant cannot legally compel approval of the Frost Ponds Project. The
Planning Commission is well within its discretion to apply mitigation measures or alternatives that
reduce the water used by the Project, and accordingly reduce the potentially significant impact to
groundwater resources. Such measures and alternatives potentially include more efficient
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sprinklers, the use of wind machines, and delayed pruning, among other things. (See e.g.
https://www.kj.com/blog/frost-protection-vineyards.)

Leach v. City of San Diego (1990) 220 Cal.App.3d 389 determined that a decision to draft
water from one reservoir to another was ministerial and not subject to CEQA review. Importantly
however, the action at issue in Leach did not involve the construction or operation of the reservoirs.
There was no discretionary action linked to the drafting. Here by contrast, the action proposed for
approval is the construction and operation of three frost ponds. The approval indisputably requires
a discretionary Conditional Use Permit.

San Diego Navy Broadway Complex Coalition v. City of San Diego (2016) 185 Cal.App.4™
924 concerned the question of whether a subsequent action concerning a project, after that project
had been approved with an EIR, triggered CEQA’s subsequent environmental review requirements.
The court determined no subsequent environmental review was required in part because the
discretion available to the agency was strictly limited to aesthetics, and the environmental impacts
at issue in the petition concerned global climate change only. The court declined to determine
whether CEQA could be applied to address aesthetic issues, because the petition did not request
subsequent environmental review concerning aesthetics. (ld. at 939.) In the Frost Pond context
however, the environmental impact at issue concerns groundwater use, and the Project itself over
which the Planning Commission has plenary discretion will impound and consume groundwater.
Accordingly, San Diego Navy is readily distinguishable both in its procedural posture and on its
facts, and it fails to lend any support to the proposition that the Frost Ponds MND may exclude
consumptive water use from consideration in the impact analysis.

Sierra Club v. Napa County Board of Supervisors (2012) 205 Cal.App.4™ 162, 180 again
clarifies that the approval process involved must allow the government to shape the project in a way
which responds to the concerns that could be identified in an EIR. Again however, because the
Frost Ponds Project clearly requires the approval of a discretionary CUP, the Planning Commission
has the discretion to condition the Project in a way that would reduce water use, or indeed could
deny the Project outright.

The quantity of water the Applicant could theoretically use through alternative means that
would not involve a discretionary permit is not relevant to the determination of whether the
environmental analysis for this Project, approved under a discretionary CUP, may
exclude the water used during operation of the Project in its environmental analysis. A long line of
cases hold that an initial study or negative declaration "must focus on impacts to the existing
environment, not hypothetical situations”. (Communities for a Better Environment v. South Coast
Air Quality Management Dist. (2010) 48 Cal.4" 310, 321, 323.) In Communities for a Better
Environment, the California Supreme Court reasoned as follows:

the Negative Declaration reasons that the increased steam production the Diesel Project
called for was within the boiler permits' maximum operational levels and "could, therefore,
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prudent practice. In addition, the sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA] dictates
conservation requirements must be put in place by 2020.

Based on my knowledge, experience and study of local geohydrology, and review of the proposed
project and MND, 1 believe there is ample evidence that supports the conclusion that the proposed
project could result in significant adverse effects to the water resources of the Cottonwood Subarea of
the Cuyama Groundwater Basin as designated by the California Department of Water Resources Basin 3~
13 (CDWR, 2003}. It is my opinion that Santa Barbara County should not approve the referenced project
{16CUP-00000-00005) without complete environmental review in regards to utilization of existing Water
Resources.
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Dennis Gibbs, P.H.
Yutalona Hydrology
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APPENDIX A

IRRIGATION WATER USE BY CRCOPS IN SANTR BARBARA COUNTY

Santa ¥nes,

Sauth Santa Haria Los Alamos,
Coast & Lompos & Sisquoc Cuvyana
) Aren Vallevs Vallevs Valley
CROP Range BAve Rarnge Ave Range Ave Range Ave
Field Crops
Beans [ .5=1.3 1.0 ¢ 8=1.5 1.3 | 1.0-1.7 1.5
Corn, Iield ! 1.5-2.2 1.8 2.0-2.8 2.2 2.4=-3.2 2.8
Grain, irrigated | .3~ .7 0.5 6=1.0 .8 | 1.6~1.8 1.5
Sugar Beets . l2.6~3.2 3.0 3.0-3.6 3.2 3.6~4.6 4.0
Forages & pastures
Alfal fa | 2.6=3.3 3.0 3.0-4.0 2.% 4.0~4.86 4.3
Pasture/irrigated 2.8-3.3 3.0 3.3-4.0 3.7 4.0=4.6 4.3
Sudangrass : 1.0~1.8 1.5 i.3-2.0 1.7 2.0-3.0 2.8
Ornamentals
cut Flowers/field|l1.5-2.3 1.8 1.5=-2.3 1.8
Flower sceds 1.5=-3.0 2.3 2.0-3.5% 2.7
Greenhousas-
~Carnations 2.0-3.0 2.5
~Mums, Ppompom 3.0=4.5 4.0
~Mums , potted 4.5-5.5 5.5 .
Turfgrass 2.5-2.8 2.7 2.5-2.8 2.7 3.0-4.0 3.% 3.5~4.5 4.0 i
Trees and Vines
Avocados 1.0-~2.0 1.6 }1.1~2.1 1.7
Deciducus Fruits 1.2=-2.0 .1.7 1.5-3.0 2.5 3.0-4.5 3.8 :
Grapes Lo 7=1.8 1.2 ~1.0=3.0..2.0 e
Lamons .8-1.8 1.5 i1.0-~2.0 1.6
Walnuts 1.0-2.0 1.5 1.3~2.5 1.8 2.0~3.5 3.3
!
Vegetables
Broccoli/Cabbage 1.3~1.5 1.4 1.5-2.0 1.7
Cauliflower 1.5-2.0 1.7 2.0-3.0 2.5
Carrcts i.5=3.0 2.3 2.0-2.5 2.2 2.5-3.5 3.C
Celery 2.0-2.5 2.2 2.0-2.5 2.2
Lettuce 1.0-1.3 1.1 1.0=-2.0 1.5
Potatoes 1.5=2.0 1.7 2.0=-3.0 2.5
. Strawberriess 2.5~3.5 3.0 {2.5=3.0 2.7
Tomatoes 1.0-2.0 1.5 {i.5-2.0 1.7
See back page for assumptions.
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