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The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA; Statutes Section 21081.6[a][2]) requires that
the Lead Agency (in this case, the Otay Water District) specify the location and custodian of the
documents or other material that constitute the record of proceedings upon which its decision is
based. It is the purpose of this statement to satisfy that requirement.
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Otay Water District
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Spring Valley, CA 91978-2096

Custodian:
Otay Water District
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INTRODUCTION

A draft version of this Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) was circulated for public
review from June 12, 2013 to July 26, 2013. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section
15132, this Final EIR consists of:

a.
b.
C.

A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies that commented on the Draft EIR;
Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR;

The responses of the Lead Agency to points raised in the review and consultation
process; and

A revised version of the Draft EIR.
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LIST OF PERSONS, ORGANIZATIONS, AND PUBLIC AGENCIES THAT
COMMENTED ON THE DRAFT EIR

The agencies, organizations, and interested persons listed on the index below submitted
comments on the Draft EIR during the public review period. The individual comments were
given reference numbers, which appear in the left margin next to the bracketed comment. For

example, Letter A has comment numbers Al, A2, A3, etc.

In accordance with the CEQA

Guidelines, the Otay Water District (District) has evaluated the comments on environmental
issues received from those agencies/parties and has prepared written responses to each comment.

List of Public Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals

that Commented on the Draft EIR

Commenter Address Letter Comment
Reference Numbers
State Agencies
California Department of 4050 Taylor Street, MS 240 A Al through
Transportation, District 11 San Diego, CA 92110 A4
Governor’s Office of Planning | 1400 10™ Street B Bl
and Research, State P.O. Box 3044
Clearinghouse and Planning Sacramento, CA 95812-3018
Unit
Native American Heritage 1550 Harbor Boulevard C C1 through
Commission West Sacramento, CA 95691 C7
Local Agencies
City of National City 1243 National City Boulevard D D1
National City, CA 91950
County of San Diego Planning | 5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 110 E E1 through E8
& Development Services San Diego, CA 92123
Sweetwater Authority 505 Garrett Avenue F F1 through F9
Post Office Box 2328
Chula Vista, CA 91912-2328
Organizations and Individuals
Bonita Highlands P.O. Box 458 G G1 through
Homeowners’ Association Bonita, CA 91908-0458 G15
Glenn and Susan Kopp Not Provided H H1 through
H8
San Diego County P.O. Box 81106 I I11and 12
Archaeological Society San Diego, CA 92138-1106
Sweetwater Valley Civic P.O. Box 232 J J1 through J5

Association

Bonita, CA 91908
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Al

A2

A3

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

Al

A2

A3

The Otay Water District (District) acknowledges that discretionary
review and approval of an encroachment permit would be required
for work in California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) right-
of-way. The District would coordinate with the Caltrans to obtain an
encroachment permit prior to initiating construction. Please note that
work within the Caltrans right-of-way would consist of installation of a
subsurface pipeline via tunneling; no overhead lines are proposed.

Proposed tunneling within the Caltrans right-of-way is included within
the impact analysis contained within this Environmental Impact Report
(EIR). If the EIR is certified and the Project approved, the District will
forward the Final EIR, technical studies, California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) determination, and Mitigation, Monitoring and
Reporting Program to Caltrans along with the encroachment permit
application. The District also would obtain necessary regulatory and
resource agency permits prior to construction, and would provide those
permits to Caltrans, as applicable.

Comment noted.
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COMMENTS

RESPONSES

A4

As construction within the Caltrans right-of-way would consist solely
of underground tunneling, freeway traffic control is not expected to be
required. As noted above, no placement of aerial lines is proposed.
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COMMENTS

RESPONSES

Bl

Commentnoted. Responses to the Native American Heritage Commission
letter are provided as responses to Letter C.
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C2

C3

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

C1

Cc2

C3

Comment noted. The Otay Water District (District) acknowledges the
role of the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) and the
need to consider historical resources under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA). Please refer to the responses to your Comments 2
through 7 below regarding the NAHC’s recommended actions.

As discussed in Section 4.3.1.3 of the Environmental Impact Report
(EIR), a records search was obtained from the South Coastal Information
Center at San Diego State University for the Project’s Area of Potential
Effects (APE) and 0.5 mile on both sides of it, and the NAHC was
contacted for a search of its Sacred Lands Files. Information regarding
previously recorded resources is detailed in EIR Section 4.3.1.4.

A Cultural Resources Survey Letter Report is included as Appendix E
of the EIR, and was distributed for public review with the Draft EIR.
The report details the results of the records search and field survey, and
provides recommendations for monitoring during Project construction.
No archaeological material was found during the current survey. All
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cont.

C4

C5

C6

Cc7

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

C3
cont.

C4

C5

C6

C7

sensitive information has been kept confidential, and was not included in
the report circulated for public review.

A letter regarding the proposed Project was sent in May 2011 to the list of
Native American contacts previously provided by the NAHC, and those
contacts were included on the distribution list for the Draft EIR. No
responses were received. The District acknowledges that lack of surface
evidence does not preclude the subsurface existence of archaeological
resources, and has therefore incorporated construction monitoring into
the Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program for the proposed
Project.

Mitigation Measure CUL-1c requires monitoring by an Archaeologist
and a Native American monitor during grading/excavation within native
soils, and includes provisions for the discovery notification process and
determination of significance.

Mitigation Measure CUL-1¢.D includes provisions for site collection,
analysis, and documentation in the event that development cannot
avoid ground disturbance within the archaeological site boundaries. It
includes a requirement that the Archaeologist, in consultation with the
Native American representative, provide for legal transfer of artifacts to
a federally recognized curation facility.

Mitigation Measure CUL-3a confirms that the District would implement
the provisions of California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5
and Public Resources Code Section 5097.98 if human skeletal remains
are discovered during construction of a project. The consultation and
repatriation process is further described in Mitigation Measure CUL-3b.
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COMMENTS

RESPONSES

From: Martin Reeder [mailto:mreeder@nationalcityca.gov]
Sent: Thursday, June 13, 2013 8:32 AM

To: Lisa Coburn-Boyd
Subject: Re: Notice of Availability - EIR for North-South District Interconnection System Project

Good morning,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed project. At this time the City of National City has no
comments, other than to contact our Engineering/Public Works Department prior to any construction activities to
ensure appropriate permits are issued.

Thanks,

Martin Reeder, AICP | Assistant Planner

City of National City

Development Services Department | Planning Division
1243 National City Blvd.

National City, CA 91950

mreeder@nationalcityca.gov | www.nationalcityca.gov

P: 619-336-4313 | F: 619-336-4321

Cdebnafing

12

EARS

The City of National City is open Monday through Thursdays, 7:00 am to 6:00 pm; Offices are closed on Friday

g Save a tree,
Flease don € prirt thise-meil wless s necrssay,

D1

Comment noted. Please note that no Project activities would occur within
the City of National City’s boundaries. No permits would, therefore, be

required from that City.
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COMMENTS

RESPONSES

MARK WARDLAW

County of San Biego

Director PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

DARREN GRETLER

5510 OVERLAND AVENUE, SUITE 110, SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92123
INFORMATION (858) 694-2960
TOLL FREE (800) 411-0017
www.sdcounty.ca.gov/pds

Assistant Director

August 7, 2013

Otay Water District

2554 Sweetwater Springs Boulevard
Spring Valley, CA 91978-2004

Attn: Lisa Coburn-Boyd

Via email to lisa.coburn-boyd@otaywater.gov
NORTH-SOUTH

COMMENTS ON THE OTAY WATER DISTRICT
INTERCONNECTION SYSTEM PROJECT CIP NO. P2511

Dear Ms. Coburn-Boyd

The County appreciates the Otay Water District's (OWD) willingness to accept and
consider our late comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the
North-South Interconnection System Project. The County of San Diego has received
and reviewed the DEIR dated June 2013 and appreciates this opportunity to comment.
The County, as a responsible agency under CEQA Section 15381, has comments that
identify potentially significant environmental issues that may have an effect on the
unincorporated lands of San Diego County. In addition, the comments may identify
reasonable alternatives and mitigation measures that should be explored in the
environmental document.

County Planning & Development Services and Department of Public Works have
completed their review and have the following comments regarding the content of the
above documents.

GENERAL COMMENTS
1 The County of San Diego, Land Use and Environment Group has developed

Guidelines for Determining Significance that are used to determine the
significance of environmental impacts and mitigation options for addressing

El

E2

Please refer to the responses to your Comments 2 through 8, below. It
should be noted, however, that the comments do not specifically identify
potentially significant environmental issues or associated mitigation
needs. With regard to reasonable alternatives, please note that impacts
related to pipeline construction within Corral Canyon Road have been
evaluated and determined to be less than significant under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). As aresult, additional identification
and analysis of alternatives to avoid such impacts is not required, pursuant
to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6. Furthermore, the alternative of
constructing the pipeline within Proctor Valley Road would result in
an increase in significant environmental effects (to sensitive biological
resources), which is contrary to the purpose of alternatives identification
and analysis under CEQA, in which alternatives should avoid or lessen
any significant impacts of a proposed Project.

The Otay Water District (District) is aware that the County of San
Diego (County) has adopted Guidelines for Determining Significance
for use in preparing CEQA documents within their jurisdiction. As the
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cont.

E3

E4

E5

E6

E7

E8

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

Ms. Lisa Coburn-Boyd
August 7, 2013
Page 2 of 3

potentially significant impacts in the unincorporated portions of the County of San
Diego. Project impacts that could have potentially significant adverse effects to
the unincorporated County or County facilities should be evaluated using the
County’s Guidelines for Determining Significance. These guidelines are available
online at:

PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

2

The Project Alternatives Chapter of the DEIR identifies the criteria that were used
to evaluate alternative alignments (Table 6-1). However there is no comparison
table identifying the results of the evaluation of each alignment against the
identified criteria. This makes it very difficult to determine if the least impactive
alternatives were selected.

Alternatives 1 — 4 and 9 — 13 that were considered and rejected all follow a more
easterly route along Proctor Valley Road. The primary reason these alignments
were rejected is because they require construction in the San Diego County
Water Authority’s (SDCWA) Second San Diego Aqueduct easement which
requires a parallel encroachment permit. OWD requested a parallel
encroachment permit, but the request was rejected by the SDCWA. The County
would like to request additional information about why the SDCWA rejected the
parallel encroachment permit. The EIR does not include this information which
was the basis for the rejection of nine alternatives. The Proctor Valley Road
alignment could avoid impacts and disruption to a substantial number of
residences and minimize impacts to County roadways.

TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORATION

4

The DEIR and Traffic Analysis (Table 3-1) appropriately notes that County
Encroachment Permits will be required for construction within the County’s Right-
of-Way. In addition, the DEIR should note that the OWD will seek and obtain a
Traffic Control Permit. Also, the DEIR should include a discussion to note that
the project will maintain and/or improve upon the existing pavement condition of
the affected County roadways.

There are existing traffic calming features (i.e. - chicanes) along Corral Canyon
Road. The EIR should note that any and all roadway features will be returned to
their existing condition upon completion of project construction.

The County of San Diego appreciates the opportunity to continue to participate in the

environmental review process for this project.

We look forward to receiving future

environmental documents related to this project or providing additional assistance at

your request.

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact

E2
cont.

E3

E4

ES

principal agency for carrying out and approving the proposed Project
and an independent CEQA Lead Agency, the District has the authority
to select its own thresholds for the determination of significance, and is
not bound by those of the County. The thresholds of the County, as well
as the City of Chula Vista, are referenced to the extent that the District
has determined that they are relevant to the analysis contained in the
Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

The discussion of each alternative addressed in Section 6.2 contains a
description of why that alternative was eliminated from further evaluation.
As described, they were eliminated based on either infeasibility or
on greater environmental impact. As they were rejected from further
consideration based on this screening process and the rationale is
described in the EIR, a comparison table is not necessary.

It is the District’s understanding that the rejection by the San Diego
County Water Authority (Water Authority) of the District’s request
for a parallel encroachment permit was primarily due to the fact that
the Water Authority did not believe that the Corral Canyon pipeline
alignment would result in a “severe and extended negative impact on
business operations or residents” per Water Authority Administrative
Code Chapter 7, Section 7.00.160(b)(3).

The District acknowledges that construction within Corral Canyon Road
would cause temporary inconveniences to residents and impacts to
County roadways during the construction period, and that these impacts
would be avoided or minimized by selection of the Proctor Valley Road
alignment. It is important to note, however, that these temporary impacts
would not be significant pursuant to CEQA. The District engaged in
extensive coordination with the Water Authority regarding a potential
Proctor Valley alignment from October 2011 through January 2013. This
coordination included preparation of documents, pipeline plans, and
cost estimates. As discussed in your Comment 4 and the corresponding
response, however, the Proctor Valley Road alignment was determined
to be infeasible due to the Water Authority’s rejection of the District’s
parallel encroachment permit request.
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COMMENTS

RESPONSES

Ms. Lisa Coburn-Boyd
August 7, 2013
Page 3 of 3

Jennifer Domeier, Land Use Environmental Planner at (858) 495-5204 or email

Sincerely,

MARK WARDLAW, Director
Planning & Development Services

e-mail cc:

Michael De La Rosa, Policy Advisor, Board of Supervisors, District 1

Megan Jones, Group Program Manager, LUEG

Eric Lardy, CAO Staff Officer, LUEG

Richard Chin, Associate Transportation Specialist, Department of Public Works
Sweetwater Community Planning Group

Jennifer Domeier, Land Use Environmental Planner, Planning & Development Services

E6

E7

E8

The need for a Traffic Control Permit from the County has been added to
Table 3-1 as suggested.

The requested clarification regarding pavement condition has been made
on page 3-3 of the Final EIR.

The District would be responsible for repair of County roadways, including
any traffic calming devices, following completion of construction. The
requested clarification regarding traffic calming features has been made
on page 3-3 of the Final EIR.
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F2

F3

F4

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

F1

F2

F3

Comment noted. Coordination between the Otay Water District (District)
and the Sweetwater Authority (Authority) regarding the proposed
project has continued. Through this coordination process, the District
has provided additional information regarding potential utility conflicts
and suggested measures to ensure that they are appropriately addressed.
Please refer to responses to your Comments 2 through 9 below for
additional details.

In accordance with the Authority’s request, the District will complete
its Preliminary Design Report and associated drawings for Authority
review prior to certification of the Environmental Impact Report. This
provides a level of information sufficient to complete review of potential
environmental impacts.

The District has conducted additional review of the locations where
the proposed pipeline would be adjacent to the Authority’s existing and
proposed pipelines. Based on this review and coordination with the
Authority, the District would delay installation of the proposed pipeline
within the north end of Conduit Road until after the Authority’s new
pipeline is installed. The District would then take over the Authority’s
abandoned 36-inch water alignment to the extent feasible to construct
its new 30-inch water pipeline. For Bonita Road between the Bonita
Bridge and Frisbie Street, OWD would work with SDG&E to relocate
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cont.

F5

F6

F7

F8

F9

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

F3
cont.

F4

F5

F6

F7

F8

F9

an existing 3-inch gas line and also would work with the Authority to
align its future 12-inch and 36-inch potable water mains before finalizing
the District’s 30-inch pipe alignment. Where the District’s pipelines are
proposed to be constructed near the Authority’s pipelines, the District’s
pipelines shall maintain mutually agreeable pipeline separations and wall
thicknesses.

Based on further review, it has been determined that concurrent
construction of the segments of both pipelines would not be feasible.

Per the Authority’s request, the District will tunnel to beneath the
Authority’s existing bell-and-spigot pipe during project construction.
As described in EIR Section 5.2.4.1, the locations of applicable water
facilities would be verified prior to the initiation of construction activities
and appropriate techniques would be employed to ensure that existing
facilities are protected in place. As a significant environmental impact
would not occur, additional mitigation measures are not necessary.

Comment noted. The proposed pipeline would cross the Authority’s
existing transmission pipelines perpendicularly. The proposed pipeline
would be bored underneath the existing pipelines. As a result, no adverse
impacts are anticipated.

If Option A is selected, the District would be willing to provide the
requested emergency interconnection. Such an interconnection would
be funded in accordance with typical arrangements.

It is acknowledged that conflicts with the Authority’s existing pipelines
must be appropriately addressed. As noted in the responses to your above
comments, the District would work with the Authority as appropriate to
address conflicts as part of its standard operating procedures.

Please refer to the response to your Comment 3 regarding Bonita Road.
The District acknowledges that the congested nature of facilities in
this area would present a challenge for construction. The District will
continue to coordinate with the Authority and SDG&E as necessary. In
addition, the District will share with the Authority the information it has
gathered during the course of project development and review. As shown
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F9  in the District’s Preliminary Design Report and associated drawings,
cont. navigation in Frisbie Street does not appear to be difficult, especially
since the District understands that the Authority plans to condense its
existing 6-inch and 12-inch water distribution mains into a single main.
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Bonita Highlands Homeowners’ Association
P.O. Box 458
Bonita, CA 91908-0458

July 19th, 2013
Lisa Coburn-Boyd
Otay Water District
2554 Sweetwater Springs Blvd.
Spring Valley, CA 91978

Subject: Community Response to the North-South District Interconnect System Project CIP No. P2511
(Otay Water District Interconnect Pipeline) Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)

Dear Ms. Coburn-Boyd,

1 am providing the below in response to your June 12, 2013 Notice of Availability solicitation, concerning
the subject Draft EIR. The comments and concerns reflect the potential, negative impacts the proposed
project would have on the Bonita Highlands community if a high pressure pipeline were to be placed
under lower Corral Canyon Road (i.e., the portion of Corral Canyon Road between Central Avenue and
Country Vistas Lane). The comments also support an alternative routing plan for the pipeline, through
Proctor Valley.

Before continuing, however, [ want to thank Mr. Marchioro, Mr. Kennedy, and you for your June 11th,
2013 presentation our Bonita Highlands Board of Directors, Staff, and interested homeowners. 1t was
much appreciated and helped detail and clarify the proposed project and its construction timeframe.

An alternative routing plan is still needed. We understand that the San Diego County Water
Authority (CWA) has stated that the justifications presented for an alternative pipeline route through
Proctor Valley did not meet their general guidelines for sharing an easement. That is very disappointing.

By not reconsidering their position, CWA will force extra construction costs to be needlessly passed on to
both ratepayers and taxpayers. Those costs include removing the old Proctor Valley roadway hardtop,
which must eventually be removed at County-State expense to convert the area into a wildlife
conservation area. They also include the costs to remove and replace the hard top roadway on Corral
Canyon going through the Bonita Highlands. In addition, the pipeline itself will be longer. Lastly, it will
force a major project on a community that will undoubtedly cause major traffic disruptions and may
jeopardize the lives and well being of local residents during the construction period.

T4 1o b ~ nndarctand whes
It is hard to understand why CWA has been reluctant to allow your project’s proposed pipeline in the

same general area as their public land easement. I say this based on the assurance from your engineering
staff that the project's construction techniques and long term effects will do no harm to our community if
the pipeline is laid under the lower portion of Corral Canyon Road. Those same assurances should then
apply to work done within the Proctor Valley's alternative alignment. Yet CWA decision makers are
unconvinced and dismiss the near and long term negative impacts on our community in favor of their own
general guidelines for parallel encroachments (SDCWA Section 7.00.160(b)).

If CWA continues to prevail in keeping their easement sacrosanct, Otay Water District should propose a
plan to shift the alternate pipeline route through Proctor Valley outside CWA's easement. Proctor Valley
is about a half-mile wide and the proposed alternative routing clearly remains the shortest route for the
pipeline. It is also the least disruptive to established communities, and presents the least near and long
term hazards. We understand that even the California Dept of Fish and Game, and our County Supervisor

1

Gl

G2

Please refer to responses to your Comments 2 through 14 below regarding
potential negative impacts of the Project and the suggested alternative
routing plan.

As described in Chapter 6 of the EIR, Otay Water District (District)
undertook an extensive pipeline routing analysis prior to selection of
the preferred alternative. An Eastern corridor along the eastern portion
of Proctor Valley Road (primarily east of the City of Chula Vista; refer
to Figure 6-1) was not carried forward for further analysis because (1)
completion of the pipeline in the near term could require relocation as
development in the vicinity occurs, and (2) the alignment would require
substantial pumping to the District’s 1296 elevation zone, only to be
drained down to the 624 elevation zone. A Central corridor was rejected
because the pipeline would traverse a substantial amount of native
habitat. Analysis then focused on the Western corridor, considering
13 alignment alternatives (refer to Draft EIR pages 6-5 through 6-8),
including options for the southern portion of the alignment consisting
of Corral Canyon Road or Proctor Valley Road. Based on the extensive
alternative identification, screening, and evaluation process that has been
undertaken to date, an alternative routing plan is not needed.

The District engaged in extensive coordination with the San Diego County
Water Authority (Water Authority) regarding a potential Proctor Valley
alignment from October 2011 through January 2013. This coordination
included preparation of documents, pipeline plans, and cost estimates.
As noted in Section 6.2.1 of the EIR, however, the Water Authority
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RESPONSES

G2
cont.

ultimately was unwilling to grant the District’s request for parallel
encroachment in accordance with Water Authority Administrative Code
Chapter 7, Section 7.00.160(b).

With regard to construction costs, please note that during coordination
with the Water Authority, refined cost estimates suggested that alignments
along Corral Canyon Road would be at least $1 million less expensive
compared to alignments along Proctor Valley Road.

Corral Canyon Road alignment alternatives considered during
coordination with the Water Authority included Alignments 5 and
6. Proctor Valley Road alignment alternatives considered during
coordination with the Water Authority included Alignments 2, 12, and
13. Alignment 12 had two sub-options (12A and 12B) and Alignment 13
had three sub-options (13A, 13B, and 13C).

Also note that the old Proctor Valley Road hardtop is not required to be
removed for conversion into a wildlife conservation area. Separate from
this Project, the County does plan to remove the asphalt for conversion of
the roadway to an equestrian trail as an optional community improvement.
The District’s EIR acknowledges the temporary construction-period
impacts of the proposed Project on the local community and has
identified Project design features to minimize these effects and temporary
disruptions to the residents. For example, the measures would include
preparing a traffic control plan for implementation during construction;
minimizing the construction footprint within the paved roadway to the
extent possible to maintain two-way circulation; avoiding closing lanes
during peak traffic periods to the extent feasible; scheduling construction
adjacent to Sunnyside Elementary School for periods when school is not
in session; and providing alternative pedestrian and bicycle access routes.

Although it is correct that the alignments suggested by the Bonita
Highlands Homeowners’ Association (addressed in the EIR as
Alternatives 12A and 12B) would be shorter than the proposed alignment
along Proctor Valley Road, these routes would be more expensive. This
increase in costs is related to the need to acquire additional easements/
right-of-way, provide additional mitigation for increased impacts to
sensitive biological resources, and construct an additional 1,800 feet
of the pipeline via tunneling. The extensive tunneling required under
this alternative also would increase construction risks and make future
maintenance more difficult. Please refer to the response to your
Comments 6 through 10 regarding potential impacts during construction
of the proposed Corral Canyon Road alignment.
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RESPONSES

G2
cont.

G3

G4

As noted above, the District engaged in extensive coordination with the
Water Authority regarding the engineering feasibility and constructability
of an alternative alignment through Proctor Valley. The Water
Authority’s decision not to grant parallel encroachment is consistent with
its guidelines and is beyond the control of the District. Please also refer
to response to Comment E4.

It should be noted that land within Proctor Valley outside of the Water
Authority’s easement and the existing roadway was purchased by the
California Department of Transportation as compensatory mitigation
for impacts to biological resources. It is located within a conservation
easement for its long-term protection and is within the boundaries of
the National Wildlife Refuge. On April 24, 2012, the District met with
representatives of Caltrans and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) to discuss aligning the pipe west of the road and within the
Refuge. USFWS viewed the alignment as environmentally feasible
with sufficient on-site restoration and off-site mitigation; however,
compensatory mitigation for impacts to mitigation lands would be
required at twice the normal ratios, further increasing the implementation
costs for these alternatives. Please refer to the responses to your
Comments 6 through 14 regarding concerns related to potential disruption
of established communities, as well as the response to Comment El
regarding the requirements for identification and analysis of alternatives
under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

The District coordinated with USFWS rather than California Department
of Fish and Game (now called the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife). County Supervisor Greg Cox championed additional analysis
of the Proctor Valley alignment by requesting that the District conduct
additional evaluation of the Proctor Valley alignment and coordinate
with the Water Authority to determine if such an alignment was feasible
in October 2011. Over a year later, the District concluded its extensive
efforts as described in the response to your Comment 2, ultimately leading
to the conclusion that construction in the alternate alignment through
Proctor Valley would not be feasible. The reasons for its infeasibility
were presented in Section 6.2 of the EIR. Please refer to the response to
your Comment 2 regarding removal of pavement along Proctor Valley
Road and relative costs of the alternative alignments. Please refer to
the responses to your Comments 6 through 14 regarding potential
construction-period impacts associated with the proposed Corral Canyon
Road alignment. The District gained the support of Supervisor Cox to
resume work on the Corral Canyon Alignment in April 2013.
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G5
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G7

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

supported the Proctor Valley alternative routing. They saw the attributes of a "win-win-win" scenario for
the State & County, Otay Water District and the Bonita Highlands community:

- The hard surface of the current Proctor Valley roadway must be removed to effect a
wildlife conservation area and Otay Water District would do so at no cost to County
or State (a win for State and County).

- Otay Water District would only have to remove the hard roadway surface but not
have to replace it after the pipeline was buried, saving the water district a

considerable amount of money (a win for Otay Water District).

- A portion of the lower Corral Canyon Road through the Bonita Highlands would
not have to be removed and replaced, high volume traffic would not need to be
regulated or diverted during construction, homeowners would not be extremely
inconvenienced, and long term concerns of having a major, high-pressure / high
volume water pipe through a residential neighborhood would not be realized (a win
for the community).

The question must again be asked as to why a pipeline project that is safe enough to go through an
established community, isn't safe enough to be either within CWA's current aqueduct easement or placed
fifty or a hundred yards away from it. A recent Community Message from the City of Chula Vista's
Office of Communications provides what seems to be a CWA double standard:

"Beginning this fall and lasting through mid-2014, the San Diego County Water
Authority will be involved in a construction project through Chula Vista. The
Sweetwater to Lower Otay Pipeline Relining Project relines approximately 5.4 miles

of a large water pipeline in_the San Diego County Water Authority's easement
(underlined for emphasis).”

If Otay Water District and CWA can work together within the City of Chula Vista, they should be able to
work together in Proctor Valley.

Near term concerns and negative impacts on our community.

Diverted traffic hazard. Of near term concern to our Bonita Highlands residents is the shift of a portion
of high volume traffic away from the main Corral Canyon Road traffic corridor and onto a much less
suitable section of eastern Central Avenue (between Corral Canyon Road and Country Trails).

Corral Canyon is a designated traffic corridor, rated as a limited collector. It serves as an essential North-
South connector between the Eastlake communities to the south and Routes 54 and 94, connecting San
Diego Bay to Spring Valley and eastern communities. As detailed in our letter of March 26, 2012, the
eastern portion of Central Avenue, past Corral Canyon Road, is a relatively narrow, two-lane residential
thoroughfare, on a steep hill with a 25 mph speed limit. It has blind curves plus equestrian and pedestrian
crossings without street markings or crossing lights. Eastern Central Avenue is completely unsuitable for
the large volume of diverted traffic that may be expected during construction on lower Corral Canyon
Road. There is, therefore, a high risk for vehicular accidents involving pedestrians, equestrians and
parked vehicles along eastern Central Avenue if the pipeline is routed under lower Corral Canyon Road.

Residents at risk coming out of their driveways. On lower Corral Canyon Road, residents in 109
homes that front directly on that road will reportedly have to request a third or fourth party point of
contact to arrange for a flagman to stop traffic flow on the main road when they wish to leave their
driveways, backing out into traffic lanes. It is inconceivable that this won't cause major traffic delays
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Please refer to the response to your Comment 2 regarding coordination
with the Water Authority. It also should be noted that the project
referenced in the comment consists of relining of an existing Water
Authority pipeline within the Water Authority’s easement. The “Lower
Otay” in the project title refers to the project’s southern terminus near
the City of San Diego’s Lower Otay Reservoir; the project is unrelated to
any District facilities.

The potential for traffic diversion during construction is addressed in
Section 4.9.3.1 of the EIR as well as Section 10 of the Traffic Impact
Analysis (EIR Appendix J). Corral Canyon Road from Central Avenue
to Blacksmith Road is considered a ‘Class I Collector,” while the portion
of the road from Blacksmith Road to East H Street is identified as ‘Other
Road.” As described in the City of Chula Vista’s General Plan Land Use
and Transportation Element, Class I collector streets “primarily circulate
localized traffic” and “carry lower traffic volumes at slower speeds than
major arterials.” Due to the existing width of the roadway, bi-directional
traffic is expected to be maintained throughout Project construction.
Although it is acknowledged that construction activity within the right-of-
way would somewhat reduce roadway capacity, delays for this roadway
segment are not expected to be substantial. The roadway capacity (at
Level of Service [LOS] E) is rated at 15,000 average daily trips (ADT),
compared to the 6,580 to 7,110 ADT that are projected in the Existing +
Project + Cumulative condition outlined in the EIR and EIR Appendix J.
Furthermore, diverted traffic would have to travel approximately 0.4 to
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0.8 mile further through the adjacent side streets compared to remaining
on Corral Canyon Road and experiencing delays, if any, due to reduced
capacity. As a result, potential diversions of traffic are anticipated to be
minimal.

The “reserve capacity,” or number of ADT that can occur beyond the
existing volumes on a given street before traffic operations below LOS D
occur, is 6,330 ADT for Central Avenue between Corral Canyon Road and
Country Trails. Even if 20 percent of existing traffic on Corral Canyon
Road were to divert during construction, that would represent 1,420
ADT, well within the reserve capacity of Central Avenue. Accordingly,
while traffic diversions are generally not anticipated, if such diversions
do occur, Central Avenue would have sufficient reserve capacity to
accommodate the additional trips.

The District acknowledges that construction within Corral Canyon
Road would cause temporary inconveniences to residents during the
construction period. The precise alignment of the pipeline within the
roadway has not yet been determined. If it is possible to route the pipeline
down the center of the roadway, no driveways would need to be blocked
during construction. If the pipeline must be routed on one side of the
roadway, only the residents on that side (half of the 109 homes) would
be potentially affected at some point during the construction process. It
also should also be noted that a maximum of six homes could have their
access affected on any given day. Residents of these homes could ask
the contractor (not a third or fourth party point of contact) to arrange
for a flagman. As only a small segment of pipeline would be under
construction at any given time, the contractor and flagman would be
readily accessible to the homeowner. Given the small number of homes
potentially affected on any given day, the associated potential for traffic
delays caused by potential flagman activity is anticipated to be minor.
Please also refer to the response to your Comment 6 with regard to the
potential for traffic diversion during construction.
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during heavy traffic periods, resulting in many drivers attempting to pass through the Bonita Highlands to
take alternate routes to the eastern, hilly section of Central Avenue.

Traffic calming is a must at all times. Worth restating from our previous letter is that traffic calming
devices on lower Corral Canyon Road would need to be removed and replaced quickly after the roadway
is resurfaced to maintain a safe environment for residents pulling out of driveways. From experience,
such additional devices are often not reinstalled until late in a project's timeline. Even with current traffic
calming devices, residents turning onto lower Corral Canyon Road from side streets (e.g., Loping Lane,
Leadrope Way, Yearling Court) are currently putting themselves in harm’s way due to the heavy volume
of traffic during parts of the day. Without such traffic calming devices, speeds would soon creep up to
45 and 50 mph, which were documented just prior to installing the traffic calming devices back in the
early 2000’s.

Emergency vehicle routing and transit times. Also detailed in our previous letter was a concern that
emergency vehicles from the Bonita-Sunnyside fire station must use the lower portion of Corral Canyon
Road to reach Eastlake area residences. Their response times may be severely hampered during
construction time. Such a concern cannot be overemphasized and there must be an emergency response
plan in place and effective at all times during construction.

Church parking and access. One homeowner has pointed out that the Otay pipeline planning group
should have arranged a meeting with the leaders of Corpus Christi Catholic Church. This church is
located on the corner of "upper" Corral Canyon and Country Vistas Road, has about 5,000 parishioners
and operates a pre-school. The church regularly has many people coming and going from its property
throughout the week at unpredictable times. On Sundays and some Saturdays, church members must park
their cars far from the church along Corral Canyon and Country Vistas Lane, and walk to services.
Because of the number of people and vehicles entering and leaving church grounds, vehicles that pass the
church must use caution. Pipeline construction which restricts the traffic flow or parking near the church
will add to an already chaotic situation during such high-volume periods.

Long term negative community impacts and concerns.

Interruption of infrastructure elements. As stated in our previous letter of March 26, 2012, of long-
term and abiding concern to many of our homeowners is the potential for major interruption of
infrastructure elements that are concentrated on, or crisscross the County’s (lower) portion of Corral
Canyon Road. In addition to the 109 direct-access homes on that route, another 91 homes in direct-access
cul-de-sacs and another 119 homes that connect directly to the arterials of Sprinter Lane, and Blacksmith
and Steeplechase Roads. Moreover, the storm water drain systems for the entire Corral Canyon watershed
are located along this road. The potential for damage to, or interruption and perhaps loss of any part of
this infrastruciure, now or in the future, is of great importance and concern to us. The routing of a
pipeline through this corridor demands our opposition in that regard alone.

Potential for damage to multi-million dollar water culvert. Worth restating also is that if the pipeline
is routed down lower Corral Canyon it must then turn west to intersect Bonita Road. Near the
intersection of Belle Bonnie Brae Road, it must then go under a massive water diversion culvert that was
installed a few years back under Central Avenue. While tunneling under that culvert is reported to be
routine and safe using existing tunneling and construction techniques, it nevertheless presents the
potential for the tunnel to collapse to some degree, over time, due to undermining. Should any crack
occur in the water diversion culvert due to such undermining, a sink hole could develop, creating damage
that could require millions of dollars to repair and make whole again.
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The District will ensure that traffic calming devices would be replaced
quickly after the roadway is resurfaced, as requested. Please also refer to
response to Comment E8.

As noted in the response to your Comment 6, it is anticipated that two-
way traffic would be maintained along Corral Canyon Road at all times.
Based on this planning and the current traffic volumes on the roadway
relative to its capacity, the potential for delays during construction is
anticipated to be minimal. As a result, the potential for the Project to
affect emergency response times is considered less than significant.

Corpus Christi Catholic Church was included in the distribution of the
Notice of Preparation and Notice of Availability for the EIR, and has not
expressed any concerns regarding the Project. The proposed pipeline
construction would not occur during weekends, and therefore would not
adversely affect traffic flow or parking on Saturdays or Sundays. As part
of the construction contract, the contractor would be required to establish
contact with the church and all schools in the area prior to the initiation
of any construction activities. A public meeting also would be held at the
church (with the church’s permission) prior to initiation of construction
activities to notify parishioners of the upcoming construction work.

The Districtand its selected contractor will endeavor to minimize potential
damage to infrastructure during construction activities. If damages occur,
the damaged infrastructure would be replaced immediately to minimize
service interruption.

If Alignment Option A is selected for implementation, it would not
intersect with the noted water culvert. If Alignment Option B is selected,
the pipeline would be tunneled under the culvert. This effort would be
coordinated with the County in a further effort to avoid or minimize the
potential for damage. While it is anticipated that this technique would
avoid the potential for damage to the culvert, the District would be
responsible for the repair of any damage if it occurs.
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Long term roadway failings. It has been the experience of the members of the Bonita Highlands Board
of Directors that all roads opened up for pipelines and subsequently repaved eventually result in road
surfaces that are never as good as the original road surfaces. Portions of reworked roadways sink or are
raised, they develop bumps, and/or their surfaces degrade faster than original pavements. The proposed
project would require Central Avenue to be opened up to lay the pipeline and then repaved. However,
heavy equipment used for the remaining project's construction would most likely need to use that surface
also, adding undue stress on new paving. A prime example of these types of problems may be seen on
Bonita Road between Otay Valley Road and Central Avenue.

If the pipeline is laid under lower Corral Canyon Road, a contingency repaving effort should be budgeted
for one to two years after major project completion. That is only fair to the community which would have
to live with the results of this major, disruptive project.

Failure of the pipeline could be catastrophic. Lastly, and of most concern to residents living along
lower Corral Canyon Road, is the potential damage from a burst pipeline. With a 10,000 gallon-per-
minute (GPM) flow rate, properties on Corral Canyon would be deluged within minutes if the pipeline

were to burst from either a natural earth movement or an unplanned failure due to workmanship or

material failings. Assurance has been given that the pipeline will be constructed of steel pipe, then
sheathed in various materials. Nevertheless, the potential remains for a catastrophic failure. The recent
failure of the steam heat exchangers as San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station bear witness to the fact
that even with extreme quality assurance practices, mistakes do happen in design and construction. Your
Draft EIR (CIP No. P2511) also states in Subchapter 4.4 under Structure/Seismicity,

" The Project site, like much of southern California, is within a broad, seismically
active region that is potentially subject to substantial hazards associated with
moderate to large earthquake events.” (My underline, for emphasis.)

If the 10,000 GPM pipeline were to break or burst along lower Corral Canyon Road, a major catastrophe
to residences, roadways and open spaces would ensue before the water flow could be shut off. On the
other hand, if the pipeline were to break in the Proctor Valley area (a natural waterway), some damage to
structures in the watercourse flood plain could occur, but such damages should be minimal.

Our final position.

Our final position on this matter remains that the alternate pipeline route recommended in our March 26,
2012 letter is the best and safest route for the project. That route is through Proctor Valley and does not
utilize the lower portion of Corral Canyon Road. Otay Water District and County negotiations should
continue with the San Diego CWA to lay the pipeline within the current Proctor Valley roadway. If
CWA continues its reluctant stance and won't allow the pipeline to be laid within their easement, then an
alternate route through Proctor Valley that is outside CWA's easement should be planned. In any case,
the pipeline should not be laid under the lower section of Corral Canyon Road, within the Bonita
Highlands community.

For the Bonita Highlands Homeowners' Association Board of Directors, representing 667 Bonita
Highlands homeowners, I remain,

Michael R. Seiler
BHHA President
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The District routinely works closely with local communities to resolve
concerns regarding repavement following pipeline installation or repair,
and would do so in this case. In particular, the District would be required
to obtain Encroachment Permits from the City of Chula Vista and the
County in order to construct within the public right-of-way. Such permits
typically include requirements for appropriate repaving following the
completion of construction activities. If subsequent repairs are required,
the District would coordinate with the local agency and budget additional
expenditures at that time.

The proposed pipeline would be constructed of welded, coated steel pipe,
which has a minimal risk of failure. In addition, when damage to such
pipelines occurs, it typically consists of a small crack, rather than a more
substantial or catastrophic failure (e.g., severing a segment of pipe). As
a result, associated damage to the adjacent area is generally relatively
minor. In the unlikely event of a pipeline failure, the District would be
responsible for funding and implementing the associated repairs.

While it is correct that the pipeline is located within a seismically active
region, that is true of much of southern California. The Project site is
located approximately 7.1 miles from the nearest active fault, and is
therefore not in an area that is particularly subject to earthquake hazards.
California’s seismic risk is addressed in the construction materials
and techniques used in the region (e.g., seismic resistance standards
in accordance with Chapters 17/17A of the California Building Code,
as referenced in Section 4.4.2.2 of the EIR). In addition, as required
in Project Design Feature GEO-1, a detailed Project Geotechnical
Investigation would be completed prior to final Project design to identify
specific criteria to address potential hazards, specifically including
seismic hazards, and the final Project design would incorporate all
applicable requirements/recommendations from the investigation. As a
result, damage to the proposed pipeline and surrounding area would be
expected to be commensurate with, or less than, damage from failure of
other infrastructure or structural elements in the region. Please refer to
the response to your Comment 2 with regard to potential alignment in
Proctor Valley.

Comment noted. Please refer to the responses to your Comments 2
through 14 regarding potential alignment in Proctor Valley and concerns
regarding alignment within Corral Canyon Road.
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Comments regarding the Interconnect Pipeline Project as described in
presentations to the Sweetwater Valley Civic Association (SVCA) and to the
Bonita Highlands Homeowners’ Association (BHHA) by
Mr. Marchioro, Ms. Coburn-Boyd and Mr. Kennedy (presenters)

The Interconnect Pipeline Project cannot go through Proctor Valley. It can’t be
done. This is what the presenters from the Otay Water District told the two
groups. They said that the County Water Authority doesn’t want a new
pipeline constructed close to an existing pipeline in Proctor Valley. Question
is, why would the two have to be close together? It would seem that Proctor
Valley is big enough for the two pipelines to be sufficiently separate. Another
point the presenters made was that an individual landowner in the valley
refuses to give up any of his property for a pipeline. While this is under-
standable, sometimes rights of an individual should give way to needs of a
group. In this case the group consists of thousands of residents and
commuters who will be impacted when Corral Canyon Road is excavated.

Both SVCA and the BHHA have gone on record favoring a Proctor Valley
pipeline alignment and opposing the Corral Canyon site.

These writers have two main concerns about digging up Corral Canyon. One
is the possibility of a major accident tied to construction. A few weeks ago in
the South Bay, a gas line was hit, forcing freeway traffic to stop and forcing
evacuation of homes on both sides of the freeway. This is not to predict that a
gas line accident will occur on or near Corral Canyon. But major accidents
sometimes accompany construction projects. An accident could take place
that is just as unexpected as the gas line break. If trouble occurred in an
uninhabited area such as Proctor Valley, it shouldn’t be as serious.

The other concern is that drivers from BHHA and Chula Vista (including
Eastlake and Otay Ranch) will detour to Central Avenue during construction.
Central was never meant to be a major artery for commuters headed west and
north through Bonita. It is a narrow, hilly and winding road. In places, there is
very poor visibility for drivers who enter Central from adjoining cul-de-sacs.
Extra congestion on Central would not be good! It is bound to happen,
though, once Corral Canyon is torn up.

The presenters made light of potential traffic problems. (It seems that

negative impacts can ALWAYS be successfully mitigated, according to those
who support any given construction project.) 7,000 Vehicles per day was the
figure given by one presenter as a daily average on Corral Canyon. But more
important than the daily average is the rush hours’ crunch. Of course, the a.m.
and p.m. rush hours last much longer than an hour each and are times when
stalled or detoured traffic would become especially probleratic; S~ W
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Please refer to responses to Comments G2 and G3 regarding potential
pipeline alignments within Proctor Valley.

The land of the single landowner referenced would be required to route
the pipeline outside a portion of the San Diego County Water Authority
(Water Authority) right-of-way. The landowner expressed that he would
not be a willing seller of his property. As a result, condemnation of the
property would be required for construction of a pipeline in this location.
The District prefers not to condemn private property if there are other
viable routes, such as are available in this case.

While the District acknowledges that construction within Corral Canyon
Road would result in temporary inconveniences, potential impacts would
be short-term and less than significant as outlined in the EIR. Please also
refer to responses to Comments G6 through G14 for detailed discussion
regarding potential impacts.

Comment noted. Please also refer to responses to Comments G1
through G15 and J1 through J5 regarding comments submitted by Bonita
Highlands Homeowners’ Association and Sweetwater Valley Civic
Association, respectively.

The potential for a gas line break or similar accident related to Project
construction is minimal, and forecasting potential associated impacts
would be speculative. Please refer to response to Comment G11
regarding potential damage to other infrastructure elements during
Project construction, as well as the responses to Comments G2 and G3
regarding potential alignment within Proctor Valley.

Please refer to the response to Comment G6 regarding the potential for
traffic diversion during Project construction.

The projected traffic volumes on Proctor Valley Road (Existing plus
Project-related traffic plus a two-percent growth factor) are 7,110
average daily trips (ADT) from Central Avenue to Blacksmith Road, and
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6,580 ADT from Blacksmith Road to Country Vistas Lane, relative to a
roadway capacity (at Level of Service [LOS] E) of 15,000, as detailed
on EIR Table 4.9-2. Based on this information, Corral Canyon Road
currently is operating well within its capacity. Similarly, as shown on
EIR Table 4.9-1, the intersections of Corral Canyon Road with Central
Avenue and East H Street currently operate at an acceptable LOS B and
C, respectively, during peak period (“rush hour”). This indicates that
peak period operations in the vicinity are not unduly constrained. Due
to the existing width of the roadway, bi-directional traffic is expected
to be maintained throughout Project construction. Although it is
acknowledged that construction activity within the right-of-way would
somewhat reduce roadway capacity, delays for this roadway segment are
not expected to be substantial.

Please refer to the response to Comment G10 regarding coordination
with, and potential impacts related to, Corpus Christi Church.
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11 Comment noted. The Otay Water District appreciates your concurrence
with the cultural resources impact analysis and mitigation measures.

12 Mitigation Measure CUL-1c has been corrected in the Final EIR in
accordance with the suggested wording in this comment.
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Comment noted. Please refer to responses to Comments G1 through G15
regarding comments submitted by the Bonita Highlands Homeowners’
Association.

Please refer to the response to Comment G2 regarding coordination with
the San Diego County Water Authority, as well as responses to Comments
F6 through F14 regarding concerns associated with the proposed Corral
Canyon Road pipeline route.

Please refer to the response to Comments G2 through G4 regarding the
extensive coordination that has been undertaken regarding a potential
alignment within Proctor Valley, as well as to the response to Comment E1
regarding the requirements for identification and analysis of alternatives.
The Otay Water District has invested substantial time and money in
investigating a potential alignment within Proctor Valley and does not
believe that further efforts are warranted for the reasons outlined in the
responses to comments contained herein.

Please refer to the response to Comment G3 regarding potential for an
alternate route within Proctor Valley.

Please refer to the response to Comment G14 regarding potential long-
term safety concerns associated with the proposed Corral Canyon Road
alignment, as well as responses to Comments G2 regarding pipeline
construction costs.
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CHANGES MADE TO THE EIR

In addition to the written responses to comments, certain revisions have been made in the text of
the EIR. These revisions are presented in strikeout/underline format in the body of the
document.

Discussion of the following alternatives has been added to the Executive Summary and
Chapter 6.0: the Golf Course Tunnel Alignment, which would include approximately 2,280 feet
of tunneling between the pump station and access road along the eastern edge of the golf course;
Sweetwater Road Alignment Alternative, which would follow Sweetwater Road/Bonita Road
between Quarry Road and San Miguel Road; and the Watercrest Drive Alignment Alternative,
which would follow Watercrest Drive and San Miguel Way between Conduit Road and San
Miguel Road. Under all three alternatives, the pump station site would be the same and the
pipeline alignment would generally be the same as the proposed project. Because these additions
are extensive and include graphic changes, they are not reproduced in full here. The reader is
referred to pages ES-5, ES-6, 6-12, and 6-14 through 6-27.

Minor changes are excerpted below for the reader’s ease of reference. The revisions consist of
changes to text that clarify information. The changes do not constitute significant additional
information that changes the outcome of the environmental analysis or necessitates recirculation
of the document (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5). Specifically, the EIR has not been
changed in such a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a
substantial adverse environmental effect of the Project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid a
substantial environmental effect that the District has declined to implement.

The following lines of Mitigation Measure CUL-1c have been revised as indicated in the
Executive Summary and Subchapter 4.3:

B.

e The District shall consult with the Archaeologist to consider means of avoiding or
reducing ground disturbance within the archaeological site boundaries, including minor
modifications of Project footprints, placement of protective fill, establishment of a
preservation easement, or other means.

D.
4. Appropriate technical analyses shall be performed, and a report shall be prepared and
filed with the San—BiegeSouth Coastal Information Center, with provision for the
permanent curation of recovered resources, as follows:

The following lines of Mitigation Measure CUL-3b have been revised as indicated in the
Executive Summary and Subchapter 4.3:

If the presence of human remains is revealed in future resource significance assessment,
consultation with relevant Native American groups or individuals by the District shall be
required, and appropriate disposition measures shall reed-to-be determined in consultation
with these representatives.



The following clarifying text has been added to Section 3.3.2.1:

Following the completion of construction activities, all roadway pavement and roadway
features (e.g., chicanes) would be returned to a condition equal to or better than that present
prior to the initiation of construction activities.

The following row has been added to Table 3-1:

County Traffic Control Permit Permission to conduct traffic
control activities in public
right-of-way

The following paragraph has been corrected in the discussion of the Alternative Pipeline
Alignments in Section 6.2.1:

This selection process resulted in the identification of Pipeline Alignment Alternatives 5 and
6 as the Proposed Project (Options A and B), analyzed in detail in Chapter 4.0 of this EIR.
Pipeline Alignment Alternatives 7 and 8 are analyzed as Project alternatives in Section 6.3,
Alternatives Analyzed, below. The alternatives that were considered, but rejected, are
described belew in the remainder of this section.

The following paragraphs have been deleted in the discussion of the Alternative Pipeline
Alignments in Section 6.2.1:




The following paragraph has been corrected in the discussion of the Alignment 13 in Section
6.2.1.11:

Based on the District’s submittal of its request for parallel encroachment, the SDCWA
requested evaluation of Alignments 13A and 13B. This alignment would be similar to
Alignment 12, except that it would follow Proctor Valley Road between San Miguel Road
and Bonita Meadows Lane, rather than following the SDCWA easement in this area (Figure
6-5). Similar to the other rejected alignments, this alternative would meet all of the Project
objectives. It would, however, result in increased indirect (and possibly direct) impacts to
sensitive resources in the Proctor Valley Preserve as described for Alignment 12. The Water
Authority requested information regarding the feasibility of tunneling under the unnamed
creek crossing under Proctor Valley Road. Based on a detailed evaluation (Hatch Mott
McDonald 2013), it was determined that this alignment would result in a significant risk that
the microtunnel would fail to reach the receiving pit, thus causing traffic lane closures in
Proctor Valley Road. In addition, as described for Alignment 1, the parallel encroachment
necessary for other portions of this alternative was not authorized by SDCWA, therefore, this
alternative was rejected as infeasible.

The following paragraph has been corrected in the discussion of the Reduced Impact Alternative
in Section 6.3.2.1:

The Reduced Impact Alternative would not avoid significant biological resources impacts
associated with the Proposed Project; however, this alternative would result in fewer
significant impacts to biological resources. As stated above, this alternative would avoid
0.10 acre of Corps (0.03 acre of freshwater marsh, 0.03 acre of mule fat scrub, 0.03 acre of
disturbed wetland, and 0.01 acre of drainage) and 0.15 acre of CDFW (Corps impacts plus
0.01 acre of southern willow scrub, 0.01 acre of mule fat scrub, and 0.03 acre of disturbed
wetland) jurisdictional areas along the equestrian trail between San Miguel Road and Central

Road by tunneling under them. This means-that-nejurisdictional-areas-would-be-mpacted
under-theReduced-Impact-Alternative—as-this alternative, similar to the Proposed Project,

also would tunnel under Sweetwater River. Thus, jurisdictional impacts under this
alternative would be limited to 0.08 acre of disturbed wetland. In addition to avoiding
impacts to jurisdictional areas, tunneling along the equestrian trail also would avoid impacts
to three San Diego marsh-elder that would otherwise be impacted by Option A. As described
in Section 4.2.3, Option A (with or without tunneling along the equestrian trail) would result
in reduced noise impact to federally listed state and endangered least Bell’s vireo relative to
Option B. All other significant impacts to biological resources would be similar to those
assessed under the Proposed Project, including impacts to vegetation communities and
sensitive plant and animal species (Impacts BIO-1 through BIO-6).




The following paragraph has been corrected in the discussion of the Reduced Impact Alternative
in Section 6.3.2.1, under Biological Resources:

The Reduced Impact Alternative would not avoid significant biological resources impacts
associated with the Proposed Project; however, this alternative would result in fewer
significant impacts to biological resources. As stated above, this alternative would avoid
0.10 acre of Corps (0.03 acre of freshwater marsh, 0.03 acre of mule fat scrub, 0.03 acre of
disturbed wetland, and 0.01 acre of drainage) and 0.15 acre of CDFW (Corps impacts plus
0.01 acre of southern willow scrub, 0.01 acre of mule fat scrub, and 0.03 acre of disturbed
wetland) jurisdictional areas along the equestrian trail between San Miguel Road and Central

Road by tunneling under them. This means-that-ne-jurisdictional-areas-would-be-impacted
under-the Reduced-tmpact-Alternative—as-this alternative, similar to the Proposed Project,

also would tunnel under Sweetwater River. Thus, jurisdictional impacts under this
alternative would be limited to 0.08 acre of disturbed wetland. In addition to minimizing
impacts to jurisdictional areas, tunneling along the equestrian trail also would avoid impacts
to three San Diego marsh-elder that would otherwise be impacted by Option A. As described
in Section 4.2.3, Option A (with or without tunneling along the equestrian trail) would result
in reduced noise impact to state and federally listed endangered least Bell’s vireo relative to
Option B. All other significant impacts to biological resources would be similar to those
assessed under the Proposed Project, including impacts to vegetation communities and
sensitive plant and animal species (Impacts BIO-1 through BIO-6).

The following paragraph has been corrected in the discussion of the Reduced Impact Alternative
in Section 6.3.2.1:

The Reduced Impact Alternative would not avoid or reduce a significant noise impact that
would occur under the Proposed Project. Under this alternative, construction activities, as
well as pump station operation, would ret-eceur be virtually the same as those identified for
the Proposed Project. Accordingly, p Potential impacts associated with construction and
operational noise impacts to sensitive human and wildlife receptors that would occur under
the Proposed Project (Impacts N-1a through N-1c) also would occur under this alternative.
Mitigation measures similar to those proposed for the Proposed Project would be required.

The following paragraph has been corrected in the discussion of the Reduced Impact Alternative
in Section 6.3.2.3:

Fhe-s-Significant impacts to Corps and CDFW jurisdictional areas that would occur under the
Proposed Project (Option A) would net—eeeur—pe reduced under the Reduced Impact
Alternative. This alternative would employ tunneling methods in beth-two locations where
jurisdictional areas are present to avoid impacts to these areas. In addition to avoiding
impacts to jurisdictional areas, tunneling also would avoid impacts to three San Diego marsh-
elder that would otherwise be impacted by Option A. Option A would result in reduced
noise impact to least Bell’s vireo relative to Option B. All other impacts under this
alternative would be similar to those under the Proposed Project.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This chapter provides a summary of this Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for
implementation of the Otay Water District’s (District’s) North-South District Interconnection
System Project (herein referred to as “Proposed Project” or “Project”). This EIR has been
prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 (Public
Resources Code [PRC] Section 21000 et seq.) and the Guidelines for Implementation of CEQA
(CEQA Guidelines) published by the Public Resources Agency of the state of California
(California Code of Regulations [CCR], Title 14, Section 15000 et seq.). This chapter highlights
the major areas of importance in the environmental analysis for the Proposed Project as required
by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15123. This chapter provides a brief description of the
Project objectives, the Proposed Project, and alternatives to the Proposed Project. In addition,
this chapter includes a table summarizing: (1) the direct and cumulative impacts that would occur
from implementation of the Proposed Project; (2) the level of impact significance before
mitigation; (3) the recommended mitigation measures that would avoid or reduce significant
environmental impacts; and (4) the level of impact significance after mitigation measures are
implemented.

OVERVIEW

The District is the lead agency for the preparation of this EIR for the Proposed Project in
accordance with CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines. The EIR addresses the potential effects
of the construction and operation of the Proposed Project, as described below.

Background

As part of its adopted Capital Improvement Program (CIP) Budget for Fiscal Years 2011-2016,
the District is scheduled to implement Capital Facility Projects in accordance with the CIP. The
Proposed Project (CIP No. P2511) would consist of the installation and operation of an
approximately 5- to 6-mile long, 30-inch-diameter potable water pipeline and associated booster
pump station. The Proposed Project would enable the District to convey water both northerly
and southerly between the “North” 640 Pressure Zone and the “South” 624 Pressure Zone.
Under existing operating conditions, the District receives water from the San Diego County
Water Authority (SDCWA) through various connections to their potable water aqueducts to
serve both the North and South zones independently. The Project would add operational
flexibility by creating a new interconnecting pipeline between the two systems that would enable
the District to exchange water between the systems as needed to supply customers. The Project
also would include the construction of a booster pump station, which would be designed for a
10,000-gallon per minute (gpm) flow in either direction. The Proposed Project would therefore
enable the District to convey 10,000 gpm of potable water between the South District and North
District, in either direction.

The increased flexibility provided by the new pipeline would substantially increase the reliability
of the District to supply its customers: (1) in the event of an Aqueduct shut-down on one of
SDCWA'’s potable water pipelines; (2) by providing a District-wide connection to the locally
treated water from the Helix Water District now being supplied by the recently completed
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connection to Flow Control Facility (FCF) 14; and (3) by making available throughout the
District a connection to existing and potential future southern sources, such as the desalinated
seawater supply system currently in its planning phase.

Project Location

The Project site is located within unincorporated portions of the County of San Diego (County)
and the City of Chula Vista in southwestern San Diego County. The proposed pipeline would
extend beneath portions of Paradise Valley Road, South Worthington Street, Sweetwater Road,
an access road between Bonita Golf Course and SR 125, Conduit Road, San Miguel Road,
Corral Canyon Road, and East H Street. The pipeline also may traverse beneath portions of
Frisbie Street and Central Avenue (refer to Project Description, below). In addition, a booster
pump station would be constructed between Sweetwater Road and Quarry Road, just south of the
State Route (SR) 54/SR 125 interchange, in an unincorporated portion of the County.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Goals and Objectives

The primary goals and objectives of the Project include:
e Enable the District to convey water both northerly and southerly between its North and
South Districts as needed to supply customers.

e Provide a District-wide connection to the locally treated water from the Helix Water
District now being supplied by the recently completed connection to FCF 14.

e Making available throughout the District a connection to existing and potential future
southern sources, such as the desalinated seawater supply system currently in its
planning phase.

e Implement Capital Facility Projects in accordance with the District’s CIP.

Proposed Project

Proposed Pipeline

The northern terminus of the pipeline would begin at the existing 42-inch-diameter steel Paradise
Mesa Crosstie pipeline on Paradise Valley Road near its intersection with Elkelton Boulevard (in
proximity to FCF 11). From its connection with the Paradise Mesa Crosstie pipeline, the
proposed pipeline would continue southwest to the intersection of South Worthington Street
where it would traverse south. South Worthington Street becomes Sweetwater Road after
crossing under SR 54. Just south of Sweetwater Road’s intersection with Quarry Road, the
pipeline would continue east to an access road located between Bonita Golf Course and SR 125.
The pipeline would follow this unpaved access road south until its terminus, where it becomes
Conduit Road. The pipeline would follow Conduit Road and would turn west within San Miguel
Road for approximately 1,770 feet to Amadita Lane. From this location, there are two potential
options (A and B) for the pipeline to connect to the intersection of Corral Canyon Road/Central
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Avenue. Under Option A, the pipeline would turn south to continue along a horse trail between
the intersections of San Miguel Road/Amadita Lane and Corral Canyon Road/Central Avenue.
If Option A is determined to be infeasible, Option B would be implemented. Under Option B,
the pipeline would continue west within San Miguel Road from its intersection with
Amadita Lane until Frisbie Street, continue south within Frisbie Street, then turn east along
Central Avenue until it connects with Corral Canyon Road. The pipeline would then (regardless
of which alignment option is chosen) continue generally southeast within Corral Canyon Road,
until East H Street, where it would turn to the northeast and continue for approximately 480 feet
to connect to the 30-inch-diameter discharge pipeline of the 624-2 Reservoir. The total length of
the pipeline would be 27,260 feet (5.2 miles) under Option A and 31,530 feet (6.0 miles) under
Option B.

The majority of the proposed pipeline would be installed within existing dedicated public rights-
of-way for roads, with approximately one mile of pipeline to occur within easements to be
acquired. Staging activities would occur within the assumed disturbance area of the pipeline, or
at the proposed pump station site. Within public roads, the pipeline generally would be
constructed using open-trench methods. The trenches would be approximately 8 to 9 feet deep
and 5 to 12 feet wide. It is assumed that a large excavator would be used to dig the trench and
load materials into a truck. It is assumed that the average trenching distance would be
approximately 160 feet during an eight-hour work day.

The pipeline’s construction across the Sweetwater River would be accomplished via tunneling.
Within the easements across private lands (under Option A), the pipeline would be installed
using either open-trench methods or a trenchless tunneling procedure. During tunneling, a tunnel
would be constructed between the two pits, thus allowing installation of the pipeline without an
open trench. One pit would be excavated at either end of the pipeline segment. One pit would
be approximately 12 feet wide by 30 feet long and the other pit would be 12 feet wide by 12 feet
long. Both pits are anticipated to have a depth of approximately 8 to 9 feet, with a maximum
depth of 30 feet, depending on the geotechnical conditions of the pit area. These pits would
include protective fencing and soldier piles for shoring at each end of the tunnel.

Installation of the pipeline in the vicinity of the intersection of Central Avenue and Belle Bonnie
Brae Road also would be conducted using an auger boring or microtunneling technique, so that
the pipeline can be installed under an existing drainage structure. The pits would be covered
using steel plates at the end of each construction day. Upon completion of pipeline installation,
the pits would be filled and the roadway would be re-paved.

Based on the average trenching distance of approximately 160 feet per day, the construction
period for the pipeline would be approximately six or seven months under Options A and B,
respectively.

Proposed Booster Pump Station
The Proposed Project also would include construction and operation of a booster pump station in

an unincorporated portion of the County. The booster pump station would include several
electrical motor-driven pumps of various sizes and capacities. The station would be designed to
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pump at a nominal flow rate of 10,000 gallons per minute in either direction. A maximum of
six pumps would be installed, with the actual number of pumps to be determined during the
design phase. The minimum number of individual pumps at the station would be three, with
two pumps in operation at any given time and one stand-by pump. The proposed pump station
also would include cooling and ventilation systems for the control room, ventilation systems for
the pump room, pressure reduction valves, and a power transformer. While the pumps would
generally be electrically driven, a back-up diesel generator would be installed for emergency
operation. A 10,000-gallon diesel tank would be kept on site to fuel this generator. The pump
station building would be similar in size to a large, two-story residential building.

Proposed Community Enhancement Funding

At the request of County Supervisor Cox, the District plans to fund community trail
improvements to implement a portion of the Sweetwater Community Trails and Pathways Plan
in the vicinity of the Project. Such improvements would comprise a community enhancement
feature and are being proposed as part of the District’s “good neighbor” efforts in consideration
of community impacts during Project construction. The specific scope of the identified
community enhancement funds has not yet been identified. As such, review of the resulting
environmental effects would be separately addressed by the County once a proposed trail
alignment and features are identified.

IMPACT SUMMARY

This EIR contains a discussion of the potential significant environmental effects resulting from
implementation of the Proposed Project, including information related to existing site conditions,
analyses of the type and magnitude of individual and cumulative environmental impacts, and
feasible mitigation measures that could reduce or avoid environmental impacts. In accordance
with Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, the potential environmental effects of the
Proposed Project are analyzed for the following issue areas:

Air Quality

Biological Resources

Cultural Resources

Geology and Soils

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Hydrology and Water Quality
Noise

Transportation/Traffic

Table ES-1, presented at the end of this chapter, provides a summary of the environmental
impacts that could result from implementation of the Proposed Project and feasible mitigation
measures that could reduce or avoid environmental impacts. For each impact, Table ES-1
identifies the significance of the impact prior to and following implementation of mitigation
measures.
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Impacts to aesthetics, land use and planning, public services, and recreation are considered to be
“Effects Found Not to be Significant,” according to Section 15128 of the CEQA Guidelines. In
addition, CEQA checklist items not applicable to the Proposed Project include agriculture and
forestry resources, mineral resources, population and housing, and utilities and service systems.
The rationales for these conclusions are given in Chapter 5.0 of this EIR.

ALTERNATIVES

The following alternatives are analyzed in detail in Chapter 6.0, Project Alternatives, of this
Draft EIR. A number of alternatives were identified and subjected to screening analysis, as part
of the Proposed Project design process. The objective of the alternatives analysis is to consider a
reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives to foster informed decision-making and
public participation. The alternatives analyzed in detail in this EIR include:

e No Project Alternative: Under this alternative, the District would not construct the
Proposed Project.

e Reduced Impact Alternative: Under this alternative, the pipeline alignment and pump
station site would be exactly the same as under the Proposed Project (Option A), except
that the Reduced Impact Alternative would tunnel under Corps and CDFW jurisdictional
areas along the equestrian trail between San Miguel Road and Central Road to avoid
impacts to such resources.

e Golf Course Tunnel Alignment Alternative: Under this alternative, the pump station
site would be the same as under the Proposed Project. The pipeline alignment would also
generally be the same, but would include approximately 2,280 feet of tunneling in a
northwest-to-southeast alignment between the pump station and the access road along the
eastern edge of the golf course.

e Sweetwater Road Alignment Alternative: Under this alternative, the pump station site
would be the same as under the Proposed Project. The pipeline alignment would also
generally be the same, but would follow Sweetwater Road/Bonita Road between
Quarry Road and San Miguel Road.

e Watercrest Drive Alignment Alternative: Under this alternative, the pump station site
would be the same as under the Proposed Project. The pipeline alignment would also
generally be the same, but would follow Watercrest Drive and San Miguel Way between
Conduit Road and San Miguel Road.

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(¢)(2) requires that an EIR identify the environmentally
superior alternative from among the range of reasonable alternatives that are evaluated. The No
Project Alternative would avoid all potentially significant environmental impacts identified for
the Proposed Project. This alternative, however, would not meet any of the objectives of the
Proposed Project.
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Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the State CEQA Guidelines also requires that an EIR identify another
alternative as environmentally superior, besides the No Project Alternative. In this case, because
several of the alternatives address only certain segments of the pipeline, the next environmentally
superior alternative consists of a combination of several of the alternatives analyzed. This
alternative would be-generally reflect the Reduced Impact Alternative, but would follow the
Sweetwater Road Alternative (hanging option) between Quarry Road and San Miguel Road.
which-This alignment would reduce, but not eliminate, potential impacts to biological resources.

AREAS OF CONTROVERSY/ISSUES OF CONCERN

Section 15123 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires the identification of any areas of
controversy known to the lead agency, including issues raised by other agencies and the public.
In accordance with the Guidelines, the District circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP) for this
Draft EIR in August 2011 to public agencies and other interested parties to solicit comments on
the scope of the Draft EIR. A public scoping meeting was held at the Bonita-Sunnyside Fire
Station on August 29, 2011. No comment forms were completed; informal verbal comments
were received from six people at the scoping meeting. Written comments were received during
the NOP public review period from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, California Department of
Fish and Game (now California Department of Fish and Wildlife), California Department of
Toxic Substances Control, California Department of Transportation, Native American Heritage
Commission, Padre Dam Municipal Water District, San Diego County Water Authority, and San
Diego County Archaeological Society. Issues raised in the comments letters included:

e Concerns regarding impacts to sensitive biological resources, including impacts to
wetlands and riparian habitats, take of listed species, construction activities relative to the
peak avian breeding season, avoidance and protection of rare natural communities, and
protection of targeted habitat values in perpetuity.

e Discussion of the need for road improvements and trail maintenance associated with the
Project.

e Evaluation of the potential for conditions within the Project area to pose a threat to
human health or the environment, including addressing how site investigations,
remediation, demolition, and soil excavation would be conducted and management of
hazardous wastes generated by Project operations in accordance with applicable legal
requirements.

e Work performed within Caltrans right-of-way would require discretionary review, an
encroachment permit, and an approved final environmental document.

e Assessment of adverse impacts on historical/archaeological resources and
implementation of appropriate mitigation related to such resources, in addition to
coordination with the tribes on the Native American Contacts list provide by the Native
American Heritage Commission.
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e A request for analysis of possible effects on San Diego County Water Authority facilities
and description of how the Project is hydraulically connected to Padre Dam Municipal
Water District’s existing and planned connections with the San Diego County Water
Authority or Otay Water District.

Appendix A of this EIR includes the written comments received during the NOP public review
period.
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Table ES-1
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Significance Significance
Issue Impact Before Mitigation Measure(s) After
Mitigation Mitigation

4.1 Air Quality

Conflict with Applicable The Proposed Project No impact No mitigation is required. No impact

Air Quality Plan would not conflict with any
County of San Diego or
City of Chula Vista air
quality plans.

Violate Air Quality There would be no Less than No mitigation is required. The District would comply Less than

Standards operational impact on air significant with design feature AQ-1. significant
quality standards.

Increase Criteria Pollutants | Criteria pollutants would be | Less than No mitigation is required. Less than
below the significance significant significant
thresholds during
construction and operation
of the Proposed Project.

Expose Sensitive Project-related toxic Less than No mitigation required. Less than

Receptors to Pollutants emission impacts during significant significant
construction would be less
than significant. The
Project is not anticipated to
place sensitive receptors
near carbon dioxide (CO,)

“hot spots” or create CO
“hot spots” near sensitive
receptors.
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Table ES-1 (cont.)
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Significance Significance
Issue Impact Before Mitigation Measure(s) After
Mitigation Mitigation
4.1 Air Quality (cont.)
Create Objectionable Operation of the pipeline Less than No mitigation is required. Less than
Odors and pump station would not | significant significant
involve any long-term
impact related to the
creation of odors. Odor
impacts from construction
would be temporary and
limited to the area adjacent
to the construction site.
4.2 Biological Resources
Adversely Affect Impact BIO-1: The Significant MM BIO-1: Impacts related to loss of appropriate Less than
Candidate, Sensitive, or Proposed Project would habitat will be mitigated through conservation of similar | significant
Special Status Species result in direct impacts to habitat, as described below for Issue 2 under mitigation
habitat with potential to measure MM-BIO-5.
support the coastal
California gnatcatcher
(Polioptila californica
californica), least Bell’s
vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus),
and other sensitive riparian
avian species.
Impact BIO-2: Impactsto | Significant MM BIO-2: To ensure compliance with the Migratory | Less than
nesting birds protected by Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and California Fish and Game | significant
the MBTA and similar Code, clearing of vegetation shall occur outside of the
provisions of the California breeding season of most avian species (February 1
Fish and Game Code can through September 15). Clearing during the breeding
occur if work is conducted season of MBTA-covered species (migratory birds that
during the breeding season. are native to the U.S. or its territories) could occur if it is
determined that no nesting birds (or birds displaying
North-South District Interconnection System Project (CIP No. P2511) Final EIR ES-9
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Table ES-1 (cont.)
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Issue

Impact

Significance
Before
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure(s)

Significance
After
Mitigation

4.2 Biological Resources (cont.)

Adversely Affect
Candidate, Sensitive, or
Special Status Species
(cont.)

Impact BIO-2 (cont.)

Significant

breeding or nesting behavior) are present within three
days prior to clearing. As described above, a pre-
construction survey shall be conducted to determine if
breeding or nesting avian species occurs within areas
directly affected by vegetation removal or indirectly
affected by noise. If any of these birds are observed
nesting or displaying breeding/nesting behavior within
the area, construction in the area shall be postponed until
(1) the nest is abandoned or the young have fledged or
(2) after September 15. The no-work buffer zone placed
around the nest shall be determined by a qualified
biologist at the time of discovery, and will vary based on
site conditions and the type of work to be conducted. A
qualified biologist shall monitor vegetation removal if
conducted during the breeding season.

Less than
significant

Adversely Affect
Candidate, Sensitive, or
Special Status Species

Impact BIO-3: Similarly,
the Project would result in
increased noise during
construction in habitat
occupied by sensitive avian
species, if work is
conducted during the
breeding season.

Significant

MM BI10O-3: No grubbing, clearing, or grading shall
occur during the gnatcatcher breeding season (February
15 through August 15) within 500 feet of occupied
Diegan coastal sage scrub in the southern portion of the
alignment (south of Country Vistas Lane). Accordingly,
all Project plans shall state the same.

If vegetation removal would occur during the
gnatcatcher breeding season in the northern portion of
the alignment and/or raptor breeding season, pre-
construction surveys shall be conducted within three
days prior to vegetation removal to determine if these
species occur within the areas directly impacted by
vegetation removal or indirectly impacted by noise. If

Less than
significant
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Table ES-1 (cont.)
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Issue

Impact

Significance
Before
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure(s)

Significance
After
Mitigation

4.2 Biological Resources (cont.)

Adversely Affect
Candidate, Sensitive, or
Special Status Species
(cont.)

Impact BIO-3 (cont.)

Significant

there are no gnatcatchers or raptors nesting (includes
nest building or other breeding/nesting behavior) within
this area, construction shall be allowed to proceed.
However, if any gnatcatchers or raptors are observed
nesting or displaying breeding/nesting behavior within
the area, construction shall be postponed until (1) all
nesting (or breeding/nesting behavior) has ceased or
until after August 15; or (2) a temporary noise barrier or
berm shall be constructed at the edge of the impact
footprint to reduce noise levels below 60 dBA Lgq or
ambient (if ambient is greater than 60 dBA Legg).
Alternatively, construction equipment could be modified
and/or the duration of construction equipment operation
could be controlled to keep noise levels below 60 dBA
Leq or ambient in lieu of or in concert with a wall or
other sound attenuation barrier.

No clearing, grubbing, grading, or other construction
activities shall occur within 300 feet of occupied least
Bell’s vireo habitat during its breeding season (March 15
through September 15). If construction activities must
occur during the least Bell’s vireo breeding season, nest
surveys shall be conducted within 300 feet of all proposed
activities. If active nests are encountered and construction
activities must occur during the least Bell’s vireo breeding
season, noise levels from human activities at the nest shall
be restricted to less than 60 dBA Leqgu-nour OF the ambient
noise level plus three decibels (perceptible change
threshold), whichever is greater. Noise levels shall be
monitored, and monitoring reports shall be provided to the
District to be included in the annual reports.

Less than
significant
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Table ES-1 (cont.)
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance Significance
Issue Impact Before Mitigation Measure(s) After
Mitigation Mitigation
4.2 Biological Resources (cont.)
Adversely Affect Impact BIO-4: The Significant MM BIO-4: Impacts related to elevated noise Less than
Candidate, Sensitive, or operation of the pump associated with operation of the pump station will be significant
Special Status Species station would result in mitigated through adherence to a performance
(cont.) elevated noise levels in specification, as described under mitigation measure
sensitive avian species MM-N-1c, in Subchapter 4.8, Noise.
habitat.
Adversely Affect Riparian | Impact BIO-5: Under Significant MM BIO-5: Impacts to freshwater marsh, southern Less than
Habitat or Other Sensitive | Option A, the Proposed willow scrub and mule fat scrub shall be mitigated at a significant
Natural Community Project would result in 2:1 ratio, while impacts to disturbed wetland shall be
impacts to 2.22 acres of mitigated at a 1:1 ratio (Table 4.2-4). Prior to initiation
sensitive habitat. Under of construction, the District shall either (1) purchase
Option B, the Project would wetland habitat credits at an approved wetland mitigation
result in impacts to 1.98 bank or (2) identify (and acquire, if necessary)
acres of sensitive habitat. appropriate habitat within the watershed and prepare a
wetland restoration plan for creation and/or enhancement.
Impacts to Diegan coastal sage scrub (including
disturbed) shall be mitigated at a 1:1 ratio and impacts to
non-native grassland shall be mitigated at a 0.5:1 ratio
(Table 4.2-4). The District shall either (1) purchase/debit
credits in the District’s Habitat Management Area or an
approved upland mitigation bank or (2) identify (and
acquire, if necessary) appropriate habitat within the
Project vicinity and prepare an upland restoration plan.
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Table ES-1 (cont.)
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Significance Significance
Issue Impact Before Mitigation Measure(s) After
Mitigation Mitigation
4.2 Biological Resources (cont.)
Adversely Affect a Impact BIO-6: Under Significant MM BI0O-6: Impacts to freshwater marsh, southern Less than
Federally Protected Option A, the Proposed willow scrub, and mule fat scrub shall be mitigated ata | significant
Wetland Project would result in 2:1 ratio (with a 1:1 ratio creation component), while
impacts to 0.18 acre of U.S. impacts to disturbed wetland and non-wetland streambed
Army Corps of Engineers shall be mitigated at a 1:1 creation ratio (Table 4.2-6).
(Corps) jurisdictional areas Final mitigation would be determined in consultation
and 0.23 acre of CDFW with the Corps, CDFW, and Regional Water Quality
jurisdictional areas. Under Control Board (RWQCB) during the permit process.
Option B, the Project would Prior to Project initiation, the District shall either
result in impacts to (1) purchase wetland habitat credits at an approved
0.08 acre of Corps and wetland mitigation bank or (2) identify (and acquire, if
CDFW jurisdictional areas. necessary) appropriate habitat within the watershed and
prepare a wetland restoration plan for
creation/enhancement. The wetland restoration plan
would require written approval from the Corps and
CDFW. Evidence that all applicable federal and state
wetland permits have been obtained shall be acquired
prior to Project initiation.
Interfere with the Portions of the Project site | Less than No mitigation is required. The District would comply Less than
Movement of Fish or cross or run parallel with significant with design features BIO-1 and BIO-2. significant
Wildlife these regional and local
wildlife corridors; however,
the District proposes to
tunnel under Sweetwater
River, thereby minimizing
impacts to wildlife
movement along the river
corridor.
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Table ES-1 (cont.)
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Issue

Impact

Significance
Before
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure(s)

Significance
After
Mitigation

4.2 Biological Resources (cont.)

Conflict with Local
Policies Protecting
Biological Resources

The Proposed Project
would not conflict with
any tree preservation
ordinance or other local
policies. The Proposed
Project also would not
result in a conflict with
local ordinances
implementing the County
and City of Chula Vista
MSCP Subarea Plans.

No impact

No mitigation is required.

No impact

Conflict with Provisions of
an Adopted Conservation
Plan

The Project would not
conflict with a Habitat
Conservation Plan (HCP),
Natural Communities
Conservation Program, or
other approved local,
regional, or state habitat
conservation plan.

Less than
significant

No mitigation is required.

Less than
significant
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Table ES-1 (cont.)
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Significance Significance
Issue Impact Before Mitigation Measure(s) After
Mitigation Mitigation
4.3 Cultural Resources
Adversely Affect Impact CUL-1a: Thereis | Significant MM CUL-1a: During the design phase for the Proposed | Less than
Historical Resources a potential for encountering Project, available data shall be reviewed by the District | significant
unknown subsurface on the depth of fill below existing roads in which the
cultural features, such as pipeline would be installed. If such review indicates that
privies and trash pits, native soils would not be disturbed by trenching
beneath the Project area. activities, cultural resources monitoring shall not be
required during such activities under existing roadways.
Such determination shall be documented by the District
in accordance with CEQA requirements. Native soils
would be disturbed by trenching activities where the
pipeline alignment would extend outside of roadways.
In all areas where native soils would be disturbed, a
cultural resources monitoring program shall be
implemented in accordance with mitigation measures
MM CUL-1b and MM CUL-1c.
ES-15
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Table ES-1 (cont.)
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Issue

Impact

Significance
Before
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure(s)

Significance
After
Mitigation

4.3 Cultural Resources (cont.)

Adversely Affect
Historical Resources
(cont.)

Impact CUL-1a (cont.)

Significant

MM CUL-1b: Prior to Start of Construction

A. Construction Plan Check

e Prior to the first Preconstruction Meeting, the
District shall include the requirements for cultural
resources monitoring on the appropriate
construction documents.

B. Submittal of Letter of Qualification to the District

e Prior to any construction activities or ground
disturbance, the Contractor shall submit a letter of
verification to the District identifying the
Qualified Archaeologist (Archaeologist) for the
Project and the names of all persons included in
the cultural resources monitoring program,
including the Native American monitor. The
Archaeologist and Native American monitor shall
be required to monitor all ground-disturbing
activities within native soils.

C. Attendance at Preconstruction Meetings

e Prior to beginning any work that requires
monitoring, the District shall arrange a
Preconstruction Meeting with the Archaeologist,
District’s Construction Manager (CM), Resident
Engineer (RE), District’s Inspector (DI), if
appropriate, and the District. The Archaeologist
shall attend any grading/excavation-related
Preconstruction Meetings to make comments
and/or suggestions concerning the Cultural

Less than
significant
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Table ES-1 (cont.)
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Issue

Impact

Significance
Before
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure(s)

Significance
After
Mitigation

4.3 Cultural Resources (cont.)

Adversely Affect
Historical Resources
(cont.)

Impact CUL-1a (cont.)

Significant

Resources Monitoring Program with the CM. If
the Archaeologist is unable to attend the
Preconstruction Meeting, the District shall
schedule a focused Preconstruction Meeting with
the District, Archaeologist, RE, CM, or DI, if
appropriate, prior to the start of any work that
requires monitoring.

1. The Archaeologist shall (at that meeting or
subsequently) submit to the District’s CM a
copy of the site/grading plan that identified
areas to be monitored.

2. The Archaeologist shall coordinate the
construction schedule with the construction
supervisor and the District to identify when
and where monitoring is to begin, including
the start date for monitoring

MM CUL-1c: During Construction

A. The Archaeologist and Native American monitor

shall be present during grading/excavation within
native soils and shall document such activity on a
standardized form. A record of monitoring activity
shall be submitted to the District each month and at
the end of monitoring.

B. Discovery Notification Process

e In the event of a discovery, the Archaeologist
shall direct the contractor to temporarily divert

Less than
significant
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Table ES-1 (cont.)
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Issue

Impact

Significance
Before
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure(s)

Significance
After
Mitigation

4.3 Cultural Resources (cont.)

Adversely Affect
Historical Resources
(cont.)

Impact CUL-1a (cont.)

Significant

construction activities away from the area of
discovery and then shall notify the Contractor and
the District’s CM, as appropriate.

e The Archaeologist shall immediately notify the
District’s CM by phone of the discovery, and
shall also submit written documentation to the
District within 24 hours by fax or email with
photos of the resources in context, if possible.

e The District shall consult with the Archaeologist
to consider means of avoiding or reducing ground
disturbance within the archaeological site
boundaries, including minor modifications of
Project footprints, placement of protective fill,
establishment of a preservation easement, or
other means.

C. Determination of Significance

e The Archaeologist shall evaluate the significance
of the resource and shall immediately notify the
District’s CM by phone to discuss significance
determination and shall also submit a letter to the
District indicating whether additional mitigation
is required.

o |f the resource is determined to be significant, the
Archaeologist shall prepare a scope and cost to
recover and process the discovery. Written
approval must be obtained from the District
before work can proceed. Impacts on significant
resources must be mitigated before

Less than
significant

North-South District Interconnection System Project (CIP No. P2511) Final EIR

December 2014

ES-18




Otay Water District

Executive Summary

Table ES-1 (cont.)
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Issue

Impact

Significance
Before
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure(s)

Significance
After
Mitigation

4.3 Cultural Resources (cont.)

Adversely Affect
Historical Resources
(cont.)

Impact CUL-1a (cont.)

Significant

ground-disturbing activities in the area of
discovery are allowed to resume.

o |f the resource is not significant, the
Archaeologist shall submit a letter to the District
indicating that artifacts will be collected, curated,
and documented in the Final Monitoring Report.
The letter shall also indicate that no further work
is required.

D. Site Collection

e |f development cannot avoid ground disturbance
within the archaeological site boundaries, the
District shall implement the measures listed
below. The District shall be notified by the
Archaeologist when the discovered resources
have been collected and removed from the site for
evaluation, at which time the District’s CM shall
direct work to continue in the location of the
discovery.

1. Arresearch design and archaeological data
recovery plan shall be prepared that will
capture those categories of data for which the
site is significant, and the data recovery plan
will be implemented. The significance of the
discovered resources shall be determined in
consultation with the Native American
representative, as appropriate.

2. If, in the opinion of the Archaeologist and in
light of the data available, the significance of

Less than
significant
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Table ES-1 (cont.)

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Issue

Impact

Significance
Before Mitigation Measure(s)
Mitigation

Significance
After
Mitigation

4.3 Cultural Resources (cont.)

Adversely Affect
Historical Resources
(cont.)

Impact CUL-1a (cont.)

Significant the site is such that data recovery cannot
capture the values that qualify the site for
inclusion in the California Register of
Historical Resources (CRHR), the District
shall reconsider Project plans in light of the
high value of the resource, and implement
more substantial Project modifications that
would allow the site to be preserved intact,
such as redesign, placement of fill, or
relocation or abandonment.

3. If the site contains human remains, as part of
the data recovery plan, appropriate parties shall
be consulted, such as the Medical Examiner,
Native American Heritage Commission
(NAHC), Most Likely Descendent (MLD),
and/or San Diego Museum of Man. Such
consultation may include a pre-excavation
agreement with the MLD.

4. Appropriate technical analyses shall be
performed, and a report shall be prepared and
filed with the San-BiegeSouth Coastal
Information Center, with provision for the
permanent curation of recovered resources, as
follows:

e The Archaeologist shall, in consultation
with the Native American representative,
ensure that all significant cultural
resources collected are cleaned,
catalogued, and analyzed to identify

Less than
significant
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Table ES-1 (cont.)
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Significance Significance
Issue Impact Before Mitigation Measure(s) After
Mitigation Mitigation
4.3 Cultural Resources (cont.)
Adversely Affect Impact CUL-1a (cont.) Significant function and chronology as they relate to the history of Less than
Historical Resources the area; faunal material is identified as to species; significant
(cont.) specialty studies are completed, as appropriate; and
following legal transfer to a federally recognized
curation facility, a letter of acceptance from the curation
institution has been submitted to the District.
Adversely Affect Impact CUL-1b: Thereis | Significant The District shall implement mitigation measures Less than
Archaeological Resources | a potential for encountering MM CUL-1a through MM CUL-1c to reduce potential | significant
unknown subsurface impacts to unknown archaeological resources.
cultural features beneath
the Project area.
Destroy a Unigue Impact CUL-2; Three of | Significant MM CUL-2: The District shall complete the following | Less than
Paleontological Resource | the formations present prior to site construction: significant
within the Project area are
assigned high Prior to initiation of the Project, which could directly
paleontological resource affect paleontological resources, the District shall assure
sensitivity. that all elements of this Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program (MMRP) are performed as stipulated
by a Qualified Paleontologist. The District shall also
require that the following steps be taken to determine
(1) the presence of paleontological resources and (2) the
appropriate mitigation for any significant resources that
may be affected by a development activity.
Paleontological resources may range from a single fossil
specimen to extensive fossil shell beds.
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Table ES-1 (cont.)
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Significance Significance
Issue Impact Before Mitigation Measure(s) After
Mitigation Mitigation
4.3 Cultural Resources (cont.)
Destroy a Unique Impact CUL-2 (cont.) Significant Monitoring and Reporting Less than
Paleontological Resource significant
(cont.) Paleontological mitigation monitoring shall be
conducted in accordance with the following provisions
and components:
I.  Prior to Start of Construction
A. Construction Plan Check
e Prior to the first Preconstruction Meeting,
the District shall include the requirements
for the paleontological monitoring on the
appropriate construction documents.
B. Submittal of Letters of Qualification to the
District
e Prior to any construction activities or ground
disturbance, the Contractor shall submit a
letter of verification to the District
identifying the Principal Investigator (PI) for
the Project and the names of all persons
involved in the Paleontological Monitoring
Program. If applicable, individuals involved
in the monitoring program must have
completed the 40-hour Hazardous Waste
Operations and Emergency Response
Standard (HAZWOPER) training and have
current certification.
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Table ES-1 (cont.)
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Issue

Impact

Significance
Before
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure(s)

Significance
After
Mitigation

4.3 Cultural Resources (cont.)

Destroy a Unique
Paleontological Resource
(cont.)

Impact CUL-2 (cont.)

Significant

C. PI Attendance at Preconstruction Meetings

Prior to beginning any work that requires
monitoring, the District shall arrange a
Preconstruction Meeting with the Pls, the
District’s CM, RE, DI, if appropriate, and
the District. The Qualified Paleontologist
shall attend any grading/excavation-related
Preconstruction Meetings to make
comments and/or suggestions concerning the
Paleontological Monitoring Program with
the CM. If the Pl is unable to attend the
Preconstruction Meeting, the District shall
schedule a focused Preconstruction Meeting
with the District, PI, RE, CM, or DI, if
appropriate, prior to the start of any work
that requires monitoring.

D. Paleontological Monitoring Program

Prior to the start of any work that requires
monitoring, the PI shall submit for approval
by the District a Paleontological Monitoring
Program that describes how the monitoring
would be accomplished. The
Paleontological Monitoring Program shall
provide a 