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SECTION A 
INTRODUCTION TO THE FINAL EIR 

 
 

1.  Final EIR Contents 
 
The Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Mission Trails FRS II, 
Pipeline Tunnel, and Vent Demolition Project complies with all criteria, standards, and 
procedures of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 (California 
Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.), the State CEQA Guidelines (California 
Code of Regulations, Section 15000 et seq.), and the San Diego County Water 
Authority’s (Water Authority) implementing requirements.  This document, Volume 3 of 
the Final EIR, consists of the following sections: 
 
Section A - Introduction to the Final EIR:  This section provides a description of the Final 
EIR contents and process. 
 
Section B - Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR:  This section provides the 
comment letters on the Draft EIR that were received during and after the 45-day public 
review period, as well as the Water Authority’s responses to each comment. 
 
Section C - Errata: This section documents specific changes to the Draft EIR that are to 
be considered part of the Final EIR.  This includes corrections to the information in the 
Draft EIR to reflect the responses to comments in Section B of the Final EIR, as well as 
other corrections to the Draft EIR, pursuant to Section 15088(c) of the CEQA Guidelines.  
Additional information provided in the responses to comments on the Draft EIR is not 
reflected in the Errata to the Draft EIR.  Such additional information is part of the Final 
EIR, however, and will be considered in the decision-making process. 
 
2.  Overview of the EIR Process 
 
A Notice of Preparation (NOP) identifying the scope of the EIR was circulated by the 
Water Authority for public review between April 5, 2005 and May 5, 2005.  Letters 
addressing the scope of the EIR were received from the California Department of Fish 
and Game, Native American Heritage Commission, State of California Department of 
Health Services, County of San Diego Department of Parks and Recreation, Sweetwater 
Authority, City of San Diego Land Development Review Division, San Diego 
Archaeological Society, Inc., Alvin and Lorah Lehman, Fred Zuckerman, LeeAnn 
Franco, Bill Winans, Brad Burkhart, Diep Nguyn, and Gary Klockenga, Government 
Publications Librarian at the San Diego Public Library.  Issues raised in these comment 
letters were addressed in the EIR.  A public scoping meeting was held April 19, 2006.  
The Water Authority provided a presentation about the project and the EIR process and 
invited attendees to speak.  One local resident spoke about the FRS I project and the 
Water Authority’s agreement not to use Seda Drive for construction access.  The Draft 
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EIR addressed this and all other issues raised during the 30-day NOP review and 
comment period.  The NOP and response letters, and the minutes of the public scoping 
meeting, are included in Appendix A of the Draft EIR (Volume 2 of this Final EIR). 
 
The 45-day public review period for the Draft EIR extended from March 27, 2006 to May 
10, 2006.  The Draft EIR was circulated to responsible and other agencies having 
jurisdiction by law over the environment affected by the proposed project.  Fifteen (15) 
copies of the Draft EIR were sent to the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, 
State Clearinghouse, along with the required Notice of Completion (NOC).  
Simultaneously, notices of availability of the Draft EIR were published in the local 
newspaper.  The Draft EIR was available for review at the Water Authority’s 
headquarters at 4677 Overland Avenue, San Diego, CA 92123, and at the Tierrasanta and 
Navajo branches of the public library. 
 
During and after the CEQA public review period, twenty (20) comment letters on the 
Draft EIR were received from the following agencies, groups, and individuals: 
 
1. Wildlife Agencies (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service [USFWS] and California 

Department of Fish and Game [CDFG]);  
2. State of California, Department of Transportation, District 11;  
3. State of California, Department of Toxic Substances Control;  
4. State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State 

Clearinghouse and Planning Unit;  
5. San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc.;  
6. City of San Diego, Land Development Review Division, Development Services;  
7. City of San Diego, Councilmember Jim Madaffer;  
8. Mission Trails Regional Park Citizens’ Advisory Committee;  
9. San Diego City Schools;  
10. Tierrasanta Community Council;  
11. City of San Diego (Development Services Environmental Services Section, Park 

and Recreation Department, and Planning Department);  
12. San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E);  
13. Tom Simpson;  
14. Roberta Froome;  
15. Lee Ann and Thomas Franco;  
16. Chris Sibel;  
17. Linda and Robert Juhasz;  
18. B. Winans;  
19. Lyn Kagey; and  
20. Price Kagey.   
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Copies of the letters, along with the Water Authority’ written responses to each comment, 
are included in Section B of this Final EIR, Volume 3.   
 
A public hearing on the Draft EIR was held April 27, 2006.  Seven individuals provided 
public comment and distributed one set of maps and one letter.  Those presenting 
comments were: 
 
1. Roberta Froome,  
2. Paul Roglasky,  
3. Bob Muldrew,  
4. Ken Oertle (including referenced maps),  
5. Benjamin Eastman,  
6. Tim Taylor, and  
7. Eric Germain.   
 
A letter from the Friends of Tierrasanta Canyons was provided as a handout by Ms. 
Froome.  A copy of the hearing transcript and the handouts, along with the Water 
Authority’ written responses to each comment, are included in Section B of this Final 
EIR, Volume 3.   
 
A copy of the Final EIR has been provided to all the above-referenced entities that 
commented on the Draft EIR.  In addition, the Final EIR is available for review at Water 
Authority’s headquarters at 4677 Overland Avenue, San Diego, CA 92123, at the 
Tierrasanta and Navajo branches of the public library, and on the Water Authority’s 
website: www.sdcwa.org.  The Water Authority’s Board of Directors will subsequently 
consider whether to certify the Final EIR as complete and in compliance with CEQA and 
must consider it in approving or denying the proposed project.  If the project is approved, 
a Notice of Determination (NOD) shall be filed with the State Clearinghouse and the 
County Clerk’s office.  Public input is allowed at the Water Authority’s Board of 
Director’s meeting for certification of the Final EIR.  In the final review of the proposed 
project, environmental, economic and social factors will be considered to determine the 
most appropriate course of action. 
 
CEQA Findings, Statement of Overriding Considerations (SOC), and a Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) have been prepared in compliance with 
Section 21081 of the Public Resources Code and Sections 15091, 15093, and 15097, 
respectively, of the CEQA Guidelines.  These documents are provided under separate 
cover.  Per Section 15091, when making Findings that state “changes or alterations have 
been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the 
significant environmental effect(s) as identified in the Final EIR,” the Water Authority, as 
the CEQA Lead Agency, must adopt a reporting or monitoring program to ensure 
compliance with these changes or conditions of approval during project implementation.  
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SECTION B 
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 
 

During the 45-day public review period commencing on March 27, 2006 and ending May 
10, 2006, 28 letters of public comment, exhibits, or public testimony were received 
addressing the Draft EIR for the proposed Mission Trails FRS II, Pipeline Tunnel, and 
Vent Demolition project.  Comments were received from the following entities: 
 
Federal Agencies 

1. The Wildlife Agencies (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and California 
Department of Fish and Game) 

 
State Agencies 

2. State of California, Department of Transportation (Caltrans), District 11 
3. State of California, Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) 
4. State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State 

Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 
 
Local Agencies and Organizations 

5. San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. 
6. City of San Diego, Land Development Review Division, Development 

Services 
7. City of San Diego, Councilmember Jim Madaffer 
8. Mission Trails Regional Park Citizens’ Advisory Committee (CAC) 
9. San Diego City Schools 
10. Tierrasanta Community Council 
11. City of San Diego, Development Services  

Environmental Services Section 
Park and Recreation Department 
Planning Department 

12. San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E) 
 
Individuals 

13. Tom Simpson 
14. Roberta Froome 
15. Lee Ann and Thomas Franco 
16. Chris Sibel 
17. Linda and Robert Juhasz 
18. B. Winans 
19. Lyn Kagey 
20. Price Kagey 
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Public Testimony, April 27, 2006 
21. Roberta Froome 
22. Paul Roglasky 
23. Bob Muldrew 
24. Ken Oertle (including referenced maps) 
25. Benjamin Eastman 
26. Tim Taylor 
27. Eric Germain 
28. Friends of Tierrasanta Canyons (Handout from Ms. Froome) 

 
Although some of the comment letters were received after the May 10, 2006 deadline, all 
of the letters received have been included in this Final EIR, Volume 3, and responses to 
all letters have been provided.  Each of the letters is reprinted in this section, along with 
written responses.  A transmittal letter from the State Clearinghouse is also provided as 
letter #4. 
 
Where similar comments were received from multiple sources, the reader may be referred 
to another applicable response.  Where responses to comments require modification to 
the Draft EIR, the reader is referred to modified text that can be found in Section C of 
this Final EIR, Volume 3, entitled “Errata.”  Modifications to the Draft EIR occur where 
it is necessary to correct or clarify information in the Draft EIR.  In some cases, 
comments and responses provide additional information, which is now a part of the Final 
EIR.  In such cases, no corresponding additions or modifications to the Draft EIR text are 
necessary. 
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COMMENT LETTER 1 
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COMMENT LETTER 1 (CONTINUED) 

 
 



Section B 
Responses to Comments 

 
 

 
Mission Trails FRS II, Pipeline Tunnel, 
and Vent Demolition Project  
(SCH No. 2005041025) 
Final EIR, August 2006 Page B- 6 

COMMENT LETTER 1 (CONTINUED) 
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COMMENT LETTER 1 (CONTINUED) 
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COMMENT LETTER 1 (CONTINUED) 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 1 

 
The Wildlife Agencies 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Therese O’Rourke, Assistant Field Supervisor  
California Department of Fish and Game 
Michael J. Mulligan, Deputy Regional Manager 
 
1-A As discussed in Section 3.1.3 of the Draft EIR, the Water Authority is responsible 

for all existing Water Authority facilities and rights-of-way within MTRP (page 
3.1-4 of the Draft EIR).  It is acknowledged that MTRP is included within an 
MHPA as designated by the City of San Diego’s MSCP.  However, the Water 
Authority is not a participant in the City’s MSCP and is not bound by its 
guidelines.  Furthermore, as noted on page 3.1-2 of the Draft EIR, the Water 
Authority is a Special District, and is not subject to local land use plans, policies, 
and ordinances.  In addition, water supply facilities are exempt from local zoning 
per California Government Code Section 53091.   
 
The commenter is not correct in stating that there is no mitigation proposed for 
chaparral and non-native grasslands impacts.  To clarify, although 0.23 acre of 
chaparral, and 0.1 acre of non-native grassland would be permanently removed, 
all areas of temporary impacts to upland habitats, including chaparral and non-
native grasslands, will be revegetated with a coastal sage scrub plant mix that 
includes valley needle grass seed (pages 3.8-13 and 3.8-17).  Therefore, 11.93 
acres of chaparral, and 5.77 acres of non-native grassland will be replaced with 
higher-value coastal sage scrub.  The on-site replacement of relatively low value 
chaparral and non-native grassland with higher value coastal sage scrub habitat 
will offset the small amount of permanent loss expected.  Therefore, mitigation 
proposed for impacts to biological resources is deemed adequate. 
 

1-B As discussed in Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR, impacts to Quino checkerspot 
butterfly would be avoided by fencing off areas supporting dot-seed plantain 
located in the vicinity of the project area (page 3.8-14 of the Draft EIR).  By this 
measure, the project was essentially redesigned to avoid direct and indirect 
impacts to the species.  Regardless, potential impacts to the Quino checkerspot 
butterfly were determined to be significant.  Mitigation Measure BR 9-1 (page 
3.8-18 of the Draft EIR) requires a pre-construction survey during the flight 
season and consultation with the USFWS, if the butterfly is present. 
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1-C As discussed in Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR, page 3.8-10, and as noted on page 
42 of the Biological Assessment Report (Appendix E of the Draft EIR), no adult 
San Diego fairy shrimp were observed during focused surveys of vernal pools 
occurring within the survey area.  One cyst was found in each of two samples 
from one basin in the potential impact area during dry season sampling.  
However, no hatched shrimp were detected in this basin during subsequent wet 
season sampling.  As discussed on page 7 of the San Diego fairy shrimp survey 
report (Ecological Restoration Service 2005), included as Appendix B to the 
Biological Assessment Report, “The near record wet 2004-05 rainfall season was 
one of the best seasons in recent years to determine the presence of hatched fairy 
shrimp through wet season sampling.  Multiple hatchings of San Diego fairy 
shrimp in the basins sampled on this site, as well as at other sites in San Diego 
County (personal observation) led to a high degree of confidence that existing 
shrimp populations were located, if present.  The occurrence of a low number of 
cysts in Basin 3, which did not have hatched shrimp present during sampling, was 
somewhat surprising.  The high number of cysts/sample in basins which had had 
hatched shrimp present is more typical of basins with active shrimp populations.”  
Based on the findings, mitigation for impacts to this basin has been proposed as 
mitigation for unoccupied vernal pools.  However, part of the Water Authority’s 
standard mitigation process for vernal pools is to remove soils from existing pools 
to the newly created pools.  In this way, if there are any dormant cysts that did not 
hatch during the positive conditions of the 2004-05 wet season, they would be 
captured and relocated to the newly created pools per Mitigation Measure BR 4-1 
(page 3.8-17 of the Draft EIR).  It is acknowledged that, if adult San Diego fairy 
shrimp are detected in pools that would be directly impacted, consultation 
pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act would be conducted. 

 
1-D Occurrence of coastal California gnatcatcher was discussed in Section 3.8.3 of the 

Draft EIR (pages 3.8-14 and 3.8-15).  No gnatcatchers were observed north of the 
San Diego River.  Therefore, no direct impacts would occur to gnatcatchers under 
present conditions.  However, the potential for this species to reestablish within 
the study area prior to or during project construction was acknowledged in the 
Draft EIR (page 3.8-15), and Mitigation Measure BR 10-1 is required if pre-
construction surveys determine the presence of gnatcatchers within areas affected 
by noise.  The gnatcatcher breeding season during which all on-site grading and 
construction activities adjacent to Diegan coastal sage scrub would be prohibited 
is designated in Mitigation Measure BR 10-1 as March 1 through August 15.  The 
breeding season for least Bell’s vireo is designated in Mitigation Measure BR 11-
2 as March 15 to September 15.  It is acknowledged in this mitigation measure 
that if it is not feasible to avoid constructing the river crossing during the breeding 
season, “the Water Authority shall consult with the USFWS and implement any 
required mitigation measures.” 
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1-E As discussed on page 3.8-14 of the Draft EIR, impacts to Nuttall’s scrub oak, 

variegated dudleya, and coast barrel cactus plant species are determined not to be 
significant because removal of the relatively small populations would not 
represent a substantially adverse effect on the larger population within MTRP.  
Therefore, no mitigation has been proposed.  See response to Comment 1-A.   

 
1-F The Draft EIR did not analyze impacts as if the burned habitats were disturbed by 

the Cedar Fire.  Page 3.8-2 of the Draft EIR clearly states the basis for biological 
resources evaluation as follows: “Sensitive plant and wildlife species were 
observed in areas that have been mapped disturbed Diegan coastal sage scrub and 
disturbed coastal sage-chaparral scrub.  For this analysis, both disturbed and 
undisturbed habitats are considered sensitive; therefore, the term ‘disturbed’ will 
not be used when evaluating these habitats.”  Mitigation ratios for impacts to 
sensitive habitats have been proposed with a long-term perspective on the 
sensitivity and value of the habitats affected.   

 
1-G Section 3.8.1 of the Draft EIR includes fascicled tarweed under the heading of 

Sensitive Plants (page 3.8-9 of the Draft EIR).  This section notes that “two 
populations of San Diego thornmint were observed within the survey area in 
habitat dominated by fascicled tarweed.”  The location of these populations is 
shown in Figure 3.8-3.  Fascicled tarweed is also included in Appendix G to the 
Biological Resources Technical Report in a list of plant species detected on the 
Mission Trails FRS II survey area.  These areas were mapped as fascicled 
tarweed, not coastal sage scrub.  The Water Authority agrees that this species is 
typically associated with the margins of coastal sage scrub.  The 0.01-acre 
mapped as fascicled tarweed (DF) will be added to the coastal sage scrub impacts.   

 
1-H A 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement through the California Department of 

Fish and Game is among the potential discretionary actions and approvals listed in 
Table 2-3 of the Draft EIR (page 2-32).  All required materials, including a 
detailed Construction Plan and/or Water Diversion Plan, will be submitted with 
the 1600 Notification package. 

 
1-I Vegetative growth achieved on the existing FRS I with 18 inches of soil cover on 

top of the buried tank has been documented by recent field studies, which 
consisted of surveys of the vegetation on the FRS I site compared with surveys of 
nearby areas of the same vegetation type.  Results of these studies are provided in 
Attachment A to Section C of the Final EIR, Errata.  Vegetation was analyzed at 
four locations in Mission Trails Regional Park representing different stands of 
coastal sage scrub (CSS) habitat.  The selected sampling locations included 
naturally established CSS occurring on a low mesa at the foot of Fortuna 
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Mountain; the CSS planted by the Water Authority at two locations along the 
existing pipeline corridor, referred to as the Elliott Vent 3 and Elliott Vent 4 sites; 
and the CSS established by revegetation over the FRS I site.  The four stands of 
CSS were compared in terms of species richness, percent non-native species, 
mean percent total cover, and mean percent cover by individual species.  In 
addition, qualitative assessments of each stand were conducted.   

 
The qualitative assessments showed that shrub height was greatest at the 
revegetated Elliott Vent 3 and 4 sites, and similar at the revegetated FRS I site and 
the naturally occurring Fortuna Mountain site.  In terms of species richness, the 
Fortuna Mountain site supported the greatest number of plant species (28), while 
all three revegetated sites were similar (15-18 species).  The FRS I site had the 
highest mean percent total cover (86%), which was similar to the other 
revegetated sites (74% and 84%), and 25 percent greater than the naturally 
occurring coverage on the Fortuna Mountain site (61%).  Although the FRS I site 
had the greatest mean percent cover by non-native species (56%), the coverage 
was not substantially different than the Fortuna Mountain site (44%).  Based on 
this analysis, there is no significant difference in vegetation growth between the 
FRS I revegetated site and the naturally occurring CSS at the Fortuna Mountain 
site.   

 
 In order to encourage a robust and expedient restoration effort, the Water 

Authority is proposing to increase the soil cover on FRS II to 24 inches.  
However, this is the maximum cover determined to be feasible by the design 
engineers, as the additional weight of any increased cover depth would necessitate 
substantial structural changes to the facility, which significantly increases 
construction costs for the FRS II facilities. 

 
1-J It is acknowledged that the Water Authority must submit all required 

documentation to obtain all permits that would be needed to construct and operate 
the project. 

 
1-K Acceptable maps will be submitted with permit applications.  It is acknowledged 

that appropriate arrangements with the governing jurisdiction must be made for 
project use of property that is currently not owned by the Water Authority and not 
purchased during implementation of the project. 
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COMMENT LETTER 2 
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COMMENT LETTER 2 (CONTINUED) 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 2 
 
State of California,  
Department of Transportation  
Mario H. Orso, Chief 
Development Review Branch 
 
2-A The Pipeline Interconnect Reconfiguration will require an encroachment permit 

from Caltrans for work within Caltrans’ right-of-way at the base of the slope 
south of SR-52.  The Water Authority will submit all necessary documents 
required for the issuance of, and compliance with, an encroachment permit to 
Caltrans.  No other project components will require Caltrans’ approval. 
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COMMENT LETTER 3 
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COMMENT LETTER 3 (CONTINUED) 
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COMMENT LETTER 3 (CONTINUED) 
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COMMENT LETTER 3 (CONTINUED) 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 3 
 
State of California,  
Department of Toxic Substances Control  
Greg Holmes, Unit Chief 
Southern California Cleanup Operations Branch 
Cypress Office 
 
3-A Due to the location of the project site within an open space regional park, it is not 

expected that contaminated soil or groundwater would be encountered during 
construction.  There is no evidence that the project area was ever used for the 
storage of hazardous materials or wastes.  However, as discussed in Section 
3.12.3 of the Draft EIR, Public Safety, the project area was once a part of former 
Camp Elliott, so there is the potential for unexploded ordnance (UXO) from the 
historic military use.  The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) conducted 
surface and subsurface ordnance removal in 1992-1995.  A subsequent survey 
conducted by the Corps in 2000-2003 concluded that the 1992-1995 ordnance 
removal program remained protective of public safety.  Focused UXO surveys of 
the Flow Regulatory Structure II (FRS II) site and Tunnel Portals are 
recommended due to the amount of excavation that is proposed.  Magnetometers 
will be used to identify any metallic objects prior to excavation.  Mitigation 
measures PS-1 and PS-2 identify the mechanism to initiate Phase I Environmental 
Site Assessment (ESA) and Phase II investigation, if warranted.  The measures 
include the requirement for site-specific health and safety plans to be prepared 
prior to construction.  In addition, as noted in Section 3.12.2 of the Draft EIR, the 
Water Authority’s General Conditions and Standard Specifications cover 
construction procedures for this kind of large infrastructure project.  The comment 
letter contains details regarding the preparation of these studies, and acceptable 
processes would be followed in implementing Mitigation Measures PS-1 and PS-
2.  The Water Authority also will require the contractor to comply with all federal, 
state, and local regulations regarding the handling and disposal of hazardous 
materials.  Should any contaminated materials be identified, the Water Authority 
will require the contractor to comply with all applicable federal, state, and local 
regulations regarding the handling and disposal of hazardous materials. 

 
3-B. The only hazardous materials issue associated with the project site is the potential 

presence of UXO.  The Corps has been overseeing the removal of UXO from 
Mission Trails Regional Park.  All work associated with the detection and 
removal of UXO associated with the proposed project will be coordinated with 
the Corps and conducted following an approved Workplan.  The Water Authority 
completed a nearly identical project, the 1993-1995 construction of the FRS I 
project, and no UXO were detected.  While the presence of UXO on the FRS II 
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site cannot be ruled out and further testing will be conducted prior to project 
construction, the two previous detailed surveys by the Corps and the lack of UXO 
on the FRS I project site indicate that the potential impact is low. 

 
3-C The project area has never been developed.  With the exception of the past use of 

the project area for military training exercises, as discussed above, there is no 
indication that there is a potential for contamination or any threat to human health 
or the environment. 

 
3-D There are no properties within 2,000 feet of the project area that are used for 

commercial or industrial uses.  The project site is not within a “Border Zone 
Property.” 

 
3-E The proposed project involves the demolition of painted concrete vent structures.  

The remains of a concrete/asphalt roadbed adjacent to the San Diego River will 
also be removed as biological mitigation.  Should any of the contaminants listed, 
or other contaminants be identified, they will be remediated in compliance with 
California environmental regulations, polices, and laws. 

 
3-F There is no indication that there is any potential for contamination other than the 

possible presence of UXO, as discussed above.  However, should any 
contaminated materials be identified, the Water Authority will require the 
contractor to comply with all applicable federal, state, and local regulations 
regarding the handling and disposal of hazardous materials. 

 
3-G The proposed project is for the storage and conveyance of raw water.  No 

chemicals will be used.  No hazardous materials will be generated by proposed 
operations. 

 
3-H See response to Comment 3-G. 
 
3-I See response to Comment 3-G. 
 
3-J The Water Authority will require the contractor to comply with all applicable 

federal, state, and local regulations.  
 
3-K. The project site was at one time used for cattle grazing.  There is no record or 

evidence of the project site having been used for active agriculture.   
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COMMENT LETTER 4 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 4 
 
State of California,  
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research,  
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 
Terry Roberts, Director 
State Clearinghouse 
 
4-A Comment noted. 
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COMMENT LETTER 5 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 5 

 
San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. 
James W. Royle, Jr., Chairperson 
Environmental Review Committee 
 
5-A Mitigation Measures CR2-1 and CR2-2 require the presence of a qualified 

archaeological monitor.  The Final EIR will clarify this point with the addition of 
Mitigation Measure 1-2 that states: “The Water Authority shall provide a 
qualified archaeological monitor to be present during all ground disturbing 
activities in prescribed areas.” 
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COMMENT LETTER 6 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 6 
 
The City of San Diego,  
Land Development Review Division,  
Development Services,  
Wastewater Section of Metropolitan Wastewater Department 
Barbara A.B. Salvini, Senior Civil Engineer 
 
6-A Comment noted.   
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COMMENT LETTER 7 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 7 
 
City of San Diego 
Jim Madaffer, Councilmember, Seventh District 
 
7-A The Water Authority has undertaken an extensive public outreach program with 

regard to the proposed project and development of the access/control building, 
and has formed a working group that involves community members.  The 
emphasis of the public outreach program has been on designing a building that 
complements the surrounding parkland in the northwest corner of Mission Trails 
Regional Park.  The Water Authority investigated placing the control building 
underground, but due to the need for operations personnel to access and inspect 
the facilities on a daily basis, and the need to provide secure ventilation to the 
underground reservoir, the design engineers concluded an aboveground structure 
would be required.   

 
Working group members expressed concern regarding the architecture of 
aboveground project features, including the height, style, and fencing.  
Suggestions were made to minimize the height and to soften the visual impact of 
the building.  Terms such as “organic,” “stealth,” and “flowing” were used to 
describe the working group’s preferences.  After some discussion, the working 
group reached consensus that the bermed alternative for the FRS II access 
building was preferred.  The bermed design of the access/control building has the 
building tucked into the vegetated earthen berm created by the buried reservoir 
basins.  The berm surrounds the building on three sides, and, as noted on page 2-5 
of the Draft EIR, would partially screen public views by residents to the west and 
park users.  In addition, project design features on page 2-19 of the Draft EIR note 
that “Building colors will be of neutral color and design elements will be 
incorporated to complement the surrounding natural open space.  Building design 
will feature free-form curved walls.  Building will be recessed into earthen berm.” 

 
An alterative design of the access/control building was considered in Section 7.4 
of the Draft EIR (page 7-4).  Section 7.4 addresses the configuration and features 
of an alternative that would place as much of the facility as possible underground.  
Under this alternative, the building would be replaced by two vent structures, 
which are necessary to insure proper ventilation to the underground water storage 
basins.  As stated in Section 7.4, the vents would allow air to exhaust or enter 
each water storage basin as the water levels in the basin fluctuate.  The vent 
structures are also needed as access points for maintenance personnel to inspect 
the interior of each basin.  A visual simulation of the vent structures, which must 
be secured by fencing to protect the water supply, is presented in Figure 7-1.  It is 
acknowledged in Section 7.4 that the smaller structure would be less visible to 
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park users and surrounding residents.  However, this alternative would generate 
additional soil export because a berm would not be created, would require 
additional open trenching, and would create a new noise source from the vent 
louvers.  Therefore, this design was determined to not be environmentally 
superior.   

 
7-B Certification of the Final EIR by the Water Authority’s Board of Directors 

obligates the agency to implement the mitigation measures required in the EIR.  
The Water Authority will adopt a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
(MMRP) per CEQA §21081.6 and §15097 of the CEQA Guidelines.  The MMRP 
establishes the framework the Water Authority will use to implement the 
mitigation measures adopted in connection with project approval, and the 
monitoring/reporting of such implementation. “Monitoring” is generally an 
ongoing or periodic process of project oversight. “Reporting” generally consists 
of a written compliance review that is presented to the decision-making body or 
authorized staff person. 

 
7-C The Water Authority will conduct pre-construction video surveys of the identified 

truck routes. The Water Authority’s General Conditions and Standard 
Specifications, Sections 5.6(b), and 01530, 1.10 state: “The Contractor shall not 
close or obstruct any portion of any highway, road, or street except pursuant to an 
approved traffic control plan or other permit issued by the agency or person 
having ownership or control of the highway, road or street.  The Contractor shall 
not prevent free access to fire hydrants or buried valves or any other facilities 
owned by others without the permission of the owner.  The Contractor shall repair 
to the requirements of the agency or person having ownership or control all 
damage to highways, roads, streets, public utilities and other facilities caused by 
the Contractor’s work, including damage caused by construction vehicles.  Fences 
subject to interference shall be relocated or maintained by the Contractor until the 
Work is finished and then restored to their original location and condition, unless 
otherwise specified”; and 

 
“Prior to commencing any work, a pre-construction video and DVD format shall 
be made to illustrate all areas that may be disrupted by the work. Include on the 
video Water Authority access patrol roads and rights-of-way, construction access 
roads, all public and private streets used for access to and from the work site, 
environmentally sensitive areas, the inside conditions of all sanitary and storm 
sewer pipelines and laterals that are located within the construction zone and other 
such areas as directed by the Engineer that may be disturbed or which are to be 
protected from the Contractor’s operations.  Notify the Engineer so that the 
Engineer may accompany the Contractor during the videotaping.  Deliver one 
copy of the video to the Water Authority at the pre-construction conference.  The 
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Engineer will review the video for content, coverage and quality prior to the 
beginning of construction.  Retake any portion of the video not of clear focus, 
color or adequate coverage, as determined by the Engineer, with video camera.  
Deliver one copy of the final video to the Engineer prior to the commencement of 
work.” 

 
In addition, the Water Authority has experience constructing the nearly identical 
FRS I project.  On March 7, 1995 a meeting was held at the City of San Diego's 
Chollas Operations Center between the City's Street and Field Division, CWA, 
the contractor for construction of FRS I and the grading and trucking 
subcontractor.  The meeting was to discuss issues relative to the impact of truck 
traffic from the FRS I construction project on Clairemont Mesa Boulevard.  The 
City stated that Clairemont Mesa Boulevard is classified as a major street from I-
15 to La Cuenta Drive.  However, the City indicated that Clairemont Mesa 
Boulevard east of La Cuenta Drive was a collector street and that the developer 
who constructed this portion of Clairemont Mesa Boulevard may have not 
constructed it per City Standards.  The Water Authority showed City staff a 
preconstruction video filmed on September 7, 1994.  Attendees viewed in detail 
the Clairemont Mesa Boulevard/Seda Drive intersection and the Clairemont Mesa 
Boulevard/La Cuenta Drive intersection.  The Water Authority also provided 
photographs taken on February 28, 1995 of the conditions of Clairemont Mesa 
Boulevard.  There were potholes, pavement cracking, and other signs of distressed 
pavement along Clairemont Mesa Boulevard prior to construction as viewed in 
the video.  The construction contractor and the Water Authority stated that the 
deterioration of the pavement was not due to haul trucks, but per the 
preconstruction video, appeared to be indicative of deferred road maintenance.  
This was supported by the fact that deterioration of pavement was not only 
present in the Clairemont Mesa Boulevard eastbound/westbound travel lanes 
closest to the curb and gutter which the haul trucks used, but was also present in 
the CMB eastbound/westbound travel lanes closest to the median which were not 
used by the haul trucks. 
 
In a letter dated April 24, 1995 from Zeke Gonzales, General Utility Supervisor 
with the City of San Diego to Michael Stift, the City of San Diego rescinded its 
earlier request to resurface Clairemont Mesa Boulevard from east of Clairemont 
Mesa Boulevard (at the staging area) to Santo Road and agreed to participate in 
resurfacing of Clairemont Mesa Boulevard at Seda Drive only. 
 
The Water Authority will participate in all road repairs and resurfacing that can be 
directly attributed to FRS II truck traffic, as documented by pre- and post-
construction photographs and videos. 
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7-D The Water Authority has demonstrated a commitment to keeping the public 
informed of all aspects of the proposed project through an extensive public 
outreach program (see the compilation of extensive outreach events/actions in the 
table on pages ES-3 through ES-5 of the Draft EIR).  The Draft EIR states on 
page 3.6-3 that “The Water Authority will continue to distribute community 
newsletters to residents within the 92124 Zip Code, MTRP staff, and other 
interested parties describing the project components, schedule, impacts to 
recreational uses, and suggested alternative park areas and trails that may be used 
for recreational purposes during construction.” 
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COMMENT LETTER 8 

 
 



Section B 
Responses to Comments 

 
 

 
Mission Trails FRS II, Pipeline Tunnel, 
and Vent Demolition Project  
(SCH No. 2005041025) 
Final EIR, August 2006 Page B- 36 

COMMENT LETTER 8 (CONTINUED) 
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COMMENT LETTER 8 (CONTINUED) 

 



Section B 
Responses to Comments 

 
 

 
Mission Trails FRS II, Pipeline Tunnel, 
and Vent Demolition Project  
(SCH No. 2005041025) 
Final EIR, August 2006 Page B- 38 

COMMENT LETTER 8 (CONTINUED) 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 8 
 
Mission Trails Regional Park  
Citizens’ Advisory Committee 
Dorothy Leonard, Chair 
 
8-A Comment noted.  The text has been revised as suggested.  
 
8-B Section 2.3.1 of the Draft EIR describes the size, location, and parcel number of 

the San Diego Unified School District property known as the Elliott 4 Parcel, 
which the Water Authority would purchase for the project.  The location of the 
School District parcel in relation to the Water Authority’s right-of-way, and the 
location of the City-owned strip of land (approximately 40-foot-wide by 650-foot-
long) between the two, are illustrated on revised Figure 2-5.  The Water Authority 
does not typically initiate discussions with property owners regarding property 
acquisition until the environmental review process has been completed and a 
project is approved by the Board of Directors for construction.  The acquisition of 
City-owned property is identified Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR, Land Use (page 
3.1-2), and in Table 2-3 (page 2-32), Potential Discretionary Actions and 
Approvals, of the Draft EIR. 

 
8-C The Water Authority does not concur with the commenter’s conclusion that the 

revegetation efforts on the FRS I site have not been successful.  FRS I 
revegetation efforts are considered successful and comparable to other areas of 
naturally occurring coastal sage scrub in the park (see response to Comment 1-I).  
As noted on page 2-4 of the Draft EIR, the FRS II will have two feet of soil on 
top, which will be vegetated with a native plant mix.  The Water Authority has 
increased the specifications for soil coverage at FRS II to two feet, which is six 
inches more that the coverage on FRS I, in order to encourage a more robust 
restoration effort with quicker results.  In addition, when prepared, the detailed 
revegetation plans could include container plants and supplemental irrigation for 
the establishment of evergreen shrubs in order to enhance the aesthetic, as well as, 
the biologic aspects of the effort. 

 
As noted on page 2-18 of the Draft EIR, the Water Authority’s General 
Conditions and Standard Specifications, Section 02940, require a two-year 
establishment maintenance period for revegetation.   

 
8-D See response to Comment 7-A.  The Water Authority acknowledges that the CAC 

members do not concur with the statement on page 3.2-6 of the Draft EIR, which 
states that the FRS II control building would be constructed with an architectural 
design and building materials that would complement the surrounding parkland. 
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However, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15151, “Disagreement 
among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize 
the main points of disagreements among the experts.”  The CAC’s position is 
incorporated into the public record via their comment letter. 

 
8-E Figure 2-9 of the Draft EIR provides a conceptual drawing of the river crossing.  

The Water Authority has coordinated with the MTRP staff and the CAC regarding 
the design of this facility and will continue to do so. 

 
8-F In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, economic or social effects 

of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment. 
Therefore, financial compensation is not a CEQA issue, and as such has not been 
discussed in the EIR.  The Water Authority is required to obtain appropriate 
easements for construction access and staging on City-owned property.  The 
Water Authority will enter into negotiations with the City regarding appropriate 
compensation for these rights.   

 
The Water Authority does not concur with the commenter’s conclusion that the 
project would result in the significant loss of recreational use. The temporary 
closure of relatively small portions of a vast regional park cannot be considered 
significant when alternative access points and trails will remain available within a 
reasonable distance from all existing access points and use areas. 

 
8-G See response to Comment 8-F. 
 
8-H The Jackson Drive staging area will only be needed for a period of 2-3 months.  

MTRP staff will have access to the park storage facility at all times.  The staging 
area, excluding the park storage facility and access to same, will be fenced.  The 
public will be able to use the access road whenever it is not being used for 
construction purposes. 

 
8-I The discrepancy is noted.  The construction period for the improved crossing of 

the San Diego River is not anticipated to last more than two months.  However, 
the staging area may be in use for up to three months considering mobilization 
and clean-up activities before and after the actual construction at the river.  This 
portion of the Visitor Center Loop Trail will be closed while trucks and 
equipment are traveling between Mission Gorge Road and the San Diego River.  
The same is true with the BMX Trail.  The Water Authority notes that an easier 
access route to the BMX site is from Mission Gorge Road at Deerfield Street, 
next to the City’s Deerfield Pump Station.  Construction of the improved river 
crossing must occur following the conclusion of the bird-breeding season and 
prior to winter rains.  Therefore, construction will be limited to a 2-3 month 
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period during the months of September through December.  There will not be any 
interference with Mission Trails Day in May. 

 
8-J Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR summarizes the findings and conclusions of the 

Biological Resources Technical Report (Appendix E to the Draft EIR). The Draft 
EIR clearly shows that the Water Authority has designed the project to avoid or 
minimize impacts to biological resources.  Project features include: the 
construction of underground facilities, which will be revegetated with a native 
seed mix to minimize impacts; the replacement of two pipelines with a pipeline 
tunnel to avoid cut and cover construction, which would impact biological 
resources along the pipeline corridor; the use of existing access roads and staging 
areas to minimize construction impacts; the scheduling of vegetation removal 
outside the breeding season to avoid impact to nesting birds; and the construction 
of the improved river crossing at the exact location of an existing unimproved 
river crossing with all work scheduled following the breeding season of nesting 
birds and prior to the onset of winter rains.  Efforts to avoid biological impacts are 
clearly discussed in Section 2.6.7 of the Draft EIR.  Impacts to each sensitive 
vegetation type and animal species are quantified and clearly discussed in Section 
3.8.3.  Mitigation measures are then clearly presented in Section 3.8.4, for the 11 
significant impacts to biological resources that were identified.  The comment 
does not provide any examples of modifications to the project that would 
minimize or avoid impacts to biological resources to a greater extent than those 
already proposed by the Water Authority.  The Water Authority is not aware of 
any additional design modifications to the project that would further reduce or 
avoid impacts to biological resources, while still meeting the stated project 
objectives. 

 
8-K The Water Authority has prepared an MMRP per CEQA Guidelines §15097 for 

approval at the time of the certification of the Final EIR.  Focused surveys for 
sensitive animal species, such as the Quino checkerspot butterfly, coastal 
California gnatcatcher, and the least Bell’s vireo, have been conducted and 
additional pre-construction surveys are required per Mitigation Measures BR9-1 
and BR10-1 (page 3.8-18 of the Draft EIR).  The removal of invasive non-native 
plant species from the revegetated areas will be required for a minimum of two 
years per the Water Authority’s General Conditions and Standard Specifications, 
Section 02940.     

 
8-L See response to Comment 8-J. 
 
8-M Indirect impacts to the least Bell’s vireo, caused by the loss of habitat adjacent to 

the proposed improved river crossing, were concluded to be significant (see page 
3.8-15 of the Draft EIR).  The project description calls for all work to occur 
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outside the breeding season for this and other species of nesting birds.  Mitigation 
Measure BR11-1 requires the planting of southern willow scrub species in the 
areas by the river disturbed by construction.  It is the professional opinion of the 
Water Authority’s biologists that, with the avoidance and mitigation measures 
discussed above, two months of construction activity outside the breeding season 
would not result in a substantial impact to the least Bell’s vireo or any other 
animal species.  The Water Authority must consult with the USFWS under 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act and through said consultation gain the 
approval of the USFWS. 

 
8-N Section 3.8.1 of the Draft EIR, Table 3.8-1, Sensitive Species Potentially 

Occurring in the Project Area, provides a summary of the habitat of each sensitive 
species observed or reported from the site and its potential for occurrence in the 
project area.  Those species that were not detected do occur within the general 
project area, as reported by the California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB).  
Table 7 of the Biological Resources Technical Report (Appendix E of the Draft 
EIR) describes whether or not appropriate habitat occurs on the project site.  
Those species not identified during surveys, for which appropriate habitat exists, 
may actually be present.  However, as delineated in Tables 1 through 5 in the 
Biological Resources Technical Report, the Water Authority’s biologists 
conducted 47 surveys within the project area between December 23, 2004 and 
July 15, 2005.  It is unlikely that sensitive species were present and escaped 
detection during the field surveys.   

 
8-O Vegetation will be mulched and the topsoil containing the mulch will be 

stockpiled for distribution over the disturbed areas following construction.  Native 
seed material will be contained within the topsoil.  This topsoil will then be 
seeded with a native coastal sage scrub seed mix.  A minimum of two years is 
specified for the monitoring of the revegetation effort (Water Authority’s General 
Conditions and Standard Specifications, Section 02940).  Monitoring will be 
extended if success criteria are not met at the conclusion of the two-year period. 

 
8-P The Water Authority has identified an area within the southeastern portion of the 

12.78-acre parcel currently owned by the San Diego Unified School District as 
the mitigation site for vernal pools that will be impacted in the southwestern 
portion of the site.  The Water Authority will acquire the entire 12.78-acre School 
District parcel prior to project construction. Fencing and signage are not 
recommended as the proposed vernal pool creation area is not immediately 
adjacent to a trail and these features would attract park visitors.  It has been the 
experience of MTRP Park Rangers that not all park visitors respect vernal pools 
through passive observation.  However, installation would be the responsibility of 
the Water Authority and would be done in consultation with the MTRP Park 
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Rangers. Upon completion of the proposed project, MTRP Park Rangers will be 
responsible for enforcement.  The proposed project will not increase enforcement 
duties as the vernal pools that will be created will replace those vernal pools that 
will be impacted.  Both the pools impacted and the pools created will be within 
the same 12.78-acre parcel.   

 
The Water Authority must obtain a permit from the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWQCB) for the vernal pool mitigation program and will submit 
all necessary documentation to that agency, including a Conceptual Mitigation 
Plan.  The Conceptual Mitigation Plan will contain success and monitoring 
requirements.    
 

8-Q The Water Authority has identified the concrete and asphalt remains of an old 
roadbed on the north side of the San Diego River that could be removed to create 
riparian habitat.  This mitigation will be required in order to obtain a Streambed 
Alteration Agreement from the CDFG, a 404 Permit from the Corps, and a 401 
Certification from the RWQCB.  Success criteria and monitoring requirements 
will be presented to these agencies and will be included in the Conceptual 
Mitigation Plan. 

 
8-R The Water Authority does not concur with the CAC’s unsupported conclusion 

that the project would result in significant visual and biological impacts.  The 
Draft EIR provides ample evidence to the contrary.  The Water Authority has 
gone to great lengths to include the CAC in the planning and design process in 
order obtain input and get concurrence on proposed project facilities.  As a result 
of this process we have included many features to minimize and avoid potential 
impacts.  The CAC’s comment regarding a vote to seek an opinion from the City 
of San Diego on its ability to stop the project is noted. 
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COMMENT LETTER 9 
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COMMENT LETTER 9 (CONTINUED) 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 9 
 
San Diego City Schools 
Jim Watts, Director of Planning and Architecture 
San Diego Unified School District 
 
 
9-A The Water Authority has contacted Mr. Bob Kiesling, Chief Facilities Officer, 

Maintenance and Operations Center, San Diego City Schools, to initiate 
acquisition of the 12.78-acre Elliott #4 parcel to be used for the FRS II site and to 
renew an existing easement over the Elliott #3 parcel at Calle de Vida, to be used 
for access by oversized construction equipment that cannot use the Clairemont 
Mesa Boulevard Bridge. 

 
9-B The Water Authority provided copies of the Draft EIR to the principals at each of 

the potentially affected schools in the vicinity of the construction traffic corridors.  
The Water Authority has also directly contacted the principals of each of these 
schools.  No comments on the Draft EIR were received from any of the schools. 
The Water Authority will continue its outreach program with the schools 
throughout the construction process. 
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COMMENT LETTER 10 
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COMMENT LETTER 10 (CONTINUED) 
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COMMENT LETTER 10 (CONTINUED) 
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COMMENT LETTER 10 (CONTINUED) 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 10 
 
Tierrasanta Community Council (TCC)  
 
10-A Comment noted.   
 
10-B The two green pipelines on Figure 1-1 in the Draft EIR are Pipelines 3 and 4.  

These are the pipelines to be replaced by the pipeline tunnel.  Please refer to 
Figure 2-7 for the alignment of the proposed Inlet and Outlet pipeline tunnels as 
they are not shown on Figure 1-1.  The black line, which runs from the Miramar 
Water Treatment Plant to City of San Diego water distribution facilities, is a 
former section of Pipeline 3 now operated by the City of San Diego. 

 
10-C The term “Elliott” is used as a reference to identify the location of the vents and 

blowoff valves within the former Camp Elliott.  The vent structures (one vent 
structure for each pipeline) are located on the ridges (high points) and each has an 
equal peak elevation in order to maintain a constant hydraulic pressure in the 
pipeline.  The southerly vents, Elliott #5 vents are the tallest of the blue stacks 
visible in MTRP.  Blowoff valves are pressure release valves located in the 
valleys (low points) between the ridges.  The blowoff valves act as emergency 
release valves in the event water pressure in the pipelines exceeds specifications.  
Figure 1-2 shows existing Water Authority facilities in MTRP.  The Elliott #5 
vents are south of the pipeline tunnel.  The tall blue vent stacks will be replaced 
with much smaller control valves.  Elliott Vents #1 through #4, and all of the 
blowoff valves shown in Figure 2-1, will be removed as part of the proposed 
project. 

 
10-D As is stated on page 2-15 of the Draft EIR, “abandoned sections of the pipelines 

that remain in place would be encased with sand or concrete.  The length of 
section that would be abandoned for each pipe is approximately 5,000 feet.”  The 
only sections of pipeline that would be removed would be short segments at the 
North and South Portals where the new pipeline tunnel would tie into the two 
existing raw water pipelines.  

 
10-E “Pressure tunnel” simply means that it will be pressurized, as opposed to a 

highway or roadway tunnel that is not designed to withstand pressure.  The 
pressure will be caused by the water that will flow through the pipeline tunnel.  
While the water flowing through the pipeline tunnel will flow by gravity, as 
opposed to being mechanically pumped, the hydraulic head (force of upstream 
water) caused by downstream valves and other restricts will result in pressure.  
The tunnel will be lined so that it will withstand the water pressure with negligible 
leakage.  No vents or blowoff valves are necessary for a pressure tunnel.  As 
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noted in response to Comment 10-C above, the Elliott #5 vents are located south 
of the proposed pipeline tunnel.  These vents could be left exactly as they are to 
allow fluctuations in water pressure within Pipelines 3 and 4 as they pass over the 
last of the five ridges north of the San Diego River.  The Water Authority has 
proposed the replacement of these vent stacks with air release/vacuum valves to 
reduce the visual presence of water facilities within MTRP.   

 
10-F As is stated in Section 2.3.3 of the Draft EIR, Elliott Vents #1 through #3 would 

be removed and not replaced by any structure whatsoever.  Elliott Vents #4 and 
#5 would be removed and replaced with air/vacuum structures.  These air/vacuum 
structures would be located in the exact same locations as Elliott Vents #4 and #5.  
These locations are shown on Figure 1-2 and Figures 3.8-1 through 3.8-4.  The 
tall blue vents (stacks) would be replaced by concrete vaults containing the 
air/vacuum valves.  These vaults would be approximately 3 feet high.  Figure 3.2-
8 provides a photo of Elliott Vents #4 and #5.  A simulation of the replacement 
air/vacuum valves would reveal short concrete structures in place of the tall blue 
stacks (as shown below).    

 
10-G The southern access point is currently available, though its use is limited to 4-

wheel-drive, light-duty trucks during low-flow of the San Diego River.  Crossing 
can be difficult even for these trucks due to the uneven depths and large cobbles 
in the riverbed.  The stabilized crossing can be moved to the early part of the 
project to provide improved access for Water Authority maintenance vehicles, 
Park Rangers, law enforcement, fire fighters, and emergency response crews.  
However, construction of the improved river crossing must occur following the 
conclusion of the bird-breeding season and prior to winter rains.  Therefore, 
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construction will be limited to a 2-3 month period during the months of 
September through December.   

 
The Water Authority thoroughly investigated southern access to MTRP via 
Mission Gorge Road at Jackson Drive for construction trucks and equipment.  
This would be an ideal access point, if its use were feasible.  This would be 
especially true if a quarry in Mission Gorge were to be selected as a muck 
disposal site.  Unfortunately, the grades on the existing dirt roads on either side of 
the San Diego River are far too steep for heavy construction equipment and large 
trucks to safely navigate.  Construction of safer roads, with more moderate 
grades, is not feasible through the Mission Gorge area due to topographical and 
geological constraints.  Furthermore, the Water Authority is committed to 
minimizing impacts to MTRP by using only existing roads.   

 
10-H It would be premature to predict which month would be Month #1 for 

construction, as a construction contractor has not been selected for the project and 
the final construction schedule has not been established.  San Diego Unified 
School District schools are typically in session from early September through the 
third week of June with a week off at Thanksgiving, two weeks off at the end of 
December through New Years Day, and a week for Spring Break, which normally 
coincides with Easter.  There are several other 3- and 4-day weekends throughout 
the year.  The Water Authority does not agree that Table 2-1 (page 2-9 in the 
Draft EIR) should be color-coded to indicate focus areas of work.  The table 
shows that there would be activity at the FRS II site and the North and South 
Portals during months 1-22.  Truck traffic would be greatest during the period 
when the FRS II site and both tunnel sites are exporting excavated material 
(months 5 and 6).  FRS II excavation would take approximately 4 months (months 
3-6), while excavation of the North and South tunnels would take approximately 
12 months (months 4-15 for the South Tunnel and months 5-16 for the North 
Tunnel).  See response to Comment 10-G regarding the use of the stabilized 
crossing of the San Diego River for construction access. 

 
10-I With the exception of 24/7 work at the South Portal and the North and South 

Portal work during the 10-day pipeline tie-in, the 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. work 
period represents the absolute limit for work to be performed. Continuous night 
work is only proposed at the South Portal, and at both portals during the pipeline 
tie-in.  The nature of the lighting for these activities is discussed in Section 3.2 of 
the Draft EIR, Aesthetics/Visual Quality.  All other work will be limited to 
daylight hours within the 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. limits.  It is understood that 
daylight hours available for work during the winter months would be reduced.  
This would reduce the hours for the operation of haul trucks and construction 
equipment.   
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10-J As noted in Section 2.6.2 of the Draft EIR, Traffic/Circulation (page 2-19), truck 

traffic on Rueda Drive and Calle de Vida will be limited to oversized trucks and 
equipment and will not exceed 40 trips in a single day.  The Water Authority will 
log all trips in and out of this entrance to document compliance with this 
commitment.  Loaded 10 cubic yard haul trucks weigh approximately 68,000 
pounds and loaded 15 cubic yard haul trucks weigh approximately 98,000 pounds.  
Haul trucks will use the Clairemont Mesa Boulevard entrance and bridge and will 
not use the Calle de Vida entrance.    

 
10-K The best estimate of truck trips is provided in Table 3.3-7 of the Draft EIR (page 

3.3-8).  The actual planning of the construction logistics is performed by the 
construction contractor.  The total number of trips can be estimated at this time 
based on the volume of material that needs to be imported and exported.  
However, detailed estimates of monthly traffic volumes by access location would 
be too speculative to be of any meaningful use. 

 
10-L Figure 2-11 of the Draft EIR does show the southern park exit at Mission Gorge 

as a potential haul route.  The Water Authority agrees that this route would be 
ideal, if it were feasible.  However, Water Authority engineers have evaluated the 
width, grade, turn radii, and composition of the road base and have eliminated its 
further consideration for use by heavy trucks.  The grades on both sides of 
Mission Gorge, leading down to the San Diego River, are too steep for heavy 
trucks to safely climb and descend.  Downhill travel for a loaded truck on these 
steep grades was of greatest concern.  See response to Comment 10-G. 

 
 Selection of a muck disposal site and the preferred route to get to and from the 

site would be the responsibility of the selected contractor.  The Water Authority 
has identified the potential haul routes through Tierrasanta and all contractors 
would be required to follow these routes.  Once on Interstate 15 (I-15) or State 
Route 52 (SR-52) the contractors would be free to use whatever routes they 
choose, in compliance with all traffic laws and weight restrictions.  The expected 
route to Canyon Rock & Asphalt in Mission Gorge would be Clairemont Mesa 
Boulevard west to I-15; I-15 south to Friars Road; Friars Road east to Mission 
Gorge Road; Mission Gorge east to the quarry site.  The expected route to Vulcan 
Materials on Friars Road would be Clairemont Mesa Boulevard west to I-15; I-15 
south to Friars Road; Friars Road west to Vulcan Materials.  It is noted that it is 
unknown whether muck would be hauled to either of these locations.  See 
response to Comment 10-G for a discussion of the timing of construction of the 
stabilized river crossing and why this route cannot be used for haul trucks.  
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10-M The Water Authority’s General Conditions and Standard Specifications are 
available for review or purchase at the Water Authority’s headquarters, 4677 
Overland Avenue, San Diego, CA 92123. 

  
10-N The Water Authority has established a toll-free project hotline for this project 

[(877) 682-9283, extension 7004].  Most of the items listed in the comment would 
be referred immediately to the Construction Manager for action.  The caller would 
be provided with a follow-up phone call describing the action taken or the course 
of action proposed to remedy the complaint.  The first sentence of Section 2.6.10, 
Protection of Existing Facilities, can be summarized as a warning to contractors 
not to do anything within 15 feet of a Water Authority facility unless it is required 
by project plans or permission to do so has been granted by the Water Authority.  

 
10-O The City of San Diego, San Diego Unified School District, and the principals of 

De Portola Middle School, Tierrasanta Elementary School, Kumeyaay 
Elementary School, Vista Grande Elementary School, and Serra High School 
were provided copies of the Draft EIR and were invited to provide the Water 
Authority with comments regarding their concerns.  Each of these agencies and 
schools has also been included in the Water Authority’s public outreach program.  
The Water Authority will continue to work directly with City of San Diego traffic 
engineers, San Diego Unified School District staff, and representatives of each of 
the schools listed above to address concerns regarding traffic.  The Water 
Authority appreciates your comments and concerns; however, the City of San 
Diego is the agency having jurisdiction over this issue.  The Tierrasanta 
Community Council may make recommendations to the City of San Diego. 

 
10-P The Draft EIR is consistent regarding the description of the Mission Gorge Road 

access point.  The paragraph in question states “Truck traffic on Rueda Drive, and 
Calle de Vida will be limited to oversized trucks and equipment and will not 
exceed 40 trips/day.  All other construction traffic will utilize the Clairemont 
Mesa Boulevard, Portobelo Drive or Mission Gorge Road (stabilized crossing of 
San Diego River only) access points to MTRP.”  The commenter’s suggested 
language is misleading, inconsistent with the project description, and will not be 
used.  See response to Comment 10-G for a discussion of why this access cannot 
be used for any other construction traffic. 

 
10-Q The selected contractor will obtain water for dust control.  The most likely source 

of the water would be a metered fire hydrant within the Clairemont Mesa 
Boulevard construction staging area.  Water trucks come in various sizes.  Based 
on the 30-ton limit for the bridge and the intent to use the Clairemont Mesa 
Boulevard bridge access for the water trucks, the maximum water truck size for 
this project is approximately 4,600 gallons.  The Peterbilt Model 335 meets the 
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criteria and weighs 27,625 pounds when empty.  The fully loaded weight is 
approximately 66,000 pounds.  Therefore, to meet the 30-ton limit, this truck 
could not be fully loaded or a smaller model truck (approximately 4,000 gallons) 
could be used.  

 
10-R NPDES is the acronym for National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System and 

can be found on page “x” at the front of the Draft EIR in the Acronyms section. 
 
10-S The Site Specific Plan for blasting and the Fire Prevention Response Plan are 

required to be provided by the blasting contractor.  The Fire Chief of the City of 
San Diego, designated the blasting permit issuing authority in conformance with 
California Health and Safety Code, Section 12007, would approve the blasting 
plan prior to issuing a permit, which is required under California Health and 
Safety Code, Section 12101.  The Fire Chief would also approve the Fire 
Prevention Response Plan. 

 
 Blasting plans and permits are part of the public domain and, as such, are 

available for review by the Tierrasanta Community Council.  The Tierrasanta 
Community Council will be notified of any blasting as part of the Water 
Authority’s continued public outreach effort. 

 
All blasting will proceed in accordance with the Water Authority’s General 
Conditions and Standard Specifications, Section 02229.  Notices will be provided 
in writing by mail and posted on doors.  Measurements will be taken from the 
blasting area to the property line.  

 
10-T The first sentence of Section 2.6.10 of the Draft EIR, General Conditions and 

Standard Specifications, Section 01530 - Protection of Existing Facilities, can be 
summarized as a warning to contractors not to do anything within 15 feet of a 
Water Authority facility unless it is required by project plans or permission to do 
so has been granted by the Water Authority.  The wording used in the Draft EIR 
was taken directly from the Water Authority’s General Conditions and Standard 
Specifications (2005 Edition). 

 
10-U With regard to Figure 2-4, page 2-39 of the Draft EIR, the orange areas represent 

access staging areas.  The North Portal and South Portal staging areas are shown 
in yellow as project features.  Elliott Vents #1, #2, and #3 would be removed in 
toto.  Elliott Vents #4 and #5 would be replaced by much shorter and smaller 
concrete structures housing air/vacuum valves.  All blowoff valves would be 
removed.  As is described on pages 2-15 and 2-16 of the Draft EIR, the Pipeline 
Interconnect Reconfiguration site is where cross-connections between three 
existing pipelines (Pipelines 3, 4, and 4B) would be modified from a Y 
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connection to one or more H connections.  The reconfiguration would require the 
pipelines to be shut down, which limits the connection work to a 10-day period, 
typically in February or March when water demand is lowest.  Overall, 
construction at this location could last 2-3 months, during which time the existing 
trail along the SR-52 right-of-way would be closed.  The land between the 
Pipeline Interconnect Reconfiguration and the North Portal includes Shepherd 
Canyon with an associated hiking trail and riparian area.  Both the Shepherd 
Canyon trail and riparian area would not be impacted by project construction. 

 
10-V  Section 7.5.2 of the Draft EIR, Alternatives, includes the Inlet Tunnel and 

Trenched Outlet Pipeline Alternative.  This alternative replaces the outlet tunnel 
with a cut and cover trenched pipeline.  The volume of material that needs to be 
exported from MTRP is reduced, but the area of impact within the park is 
increased because the entire right-of-way would be excavated from the FRS II to 
Elliott Vents #5.  This alternative alignment is shown in Figure 7-3.  While this 
alternative is certainly feasible from an engineering standpoint, the tunnel reduces 
impacts to biological resources and reduces the need to disturb and restore the 
right-of-way and reduces the associated visual impacts.  

 
10-W See response to Comment 10-G regarding the use of the stabilized crossing of the 

San Diego River for construction access.  The traffic study was correct to not 
include Mission Gorge Road in the traffic analysis due to the short duration and 
small volume of traffic generated by the construction of the stabilized crossing of 
the San Diego River.  Figure 2-11 of the Draft EIR shows the southern park exit 
at Mission Gorge as a potential haul route.  See response to Comment 10-L.  
Figure 2-10, which shows proposed haul routes, will not be revised. 

 
10-X The Draft EIR provides 15 Key Observation Points (KOPs), which is more than 

sufficient to convey the existing visual environment in the project area.  The 
comment is incorrect regarding the number of in-park KOPs.  KOP 3 is the 
observation deck at the Visitors Center.  KOP 4 is the San Diego River crossing.  
KOP 5 is North Fortuna Mountain.  KOP 6 is along the Rim Trail south of the 
FRS I and proposed FRS II.  KOP 7 is along the Water Authority’s right-of-way 
looking south at Elliott Vents #4 and #5.  KOPs 8 and 9, the Calle de Vida and 
Clairemont Mesa Boulevard access points, where views of MTRP are very clear.  
KOP 11 is along the Water Authority’s right-of-way looking north at the North 
Portal area.  All other KOPs are located on the boundary of MTRP and provide 
clear views of the park.  KOP 6 was selected because it allows the viewer to 
compare the location and post-construction condition of the existing FRS I project 
site with the proposed FRS II project site.  The FRS I project was nearly identical 
to what is proposed as the FRS II project.  Therefore, this KOP provides “before” 
and “after” conditions for the project. 
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10-Y The proposed control building would not be visible from KOP 6, or any other 

location south of the FRS II site, because it has been designed with an earthen 
berm on the south side of the structure.  A wrought iron fence would be the only 
visible project feature from KOP 6 or points south.  Figure 2-6 in the Draft EIR 
provides the grading plan for the FRS II site and a visual simulation of the 
proposed control building.  The building has been designed to be similar in color 
and curvilinear features to the MTRP Visitors Center, which receives much praise 
for its design and compatibility with its surroundings.  The bermed design of the 
control building is also similar to the visitor’s center in Anza Borrego State Park, 
a structure that is only visible when looking east to west and by many accounts 
compliments its natural desert surroundings. Furthermore, the FRS II site is 
located in a portion of the park that is adjacent to the community of Tierrasanta, 
where park visitors experience clear views of the vast urbanized development 
thereof, and of Kearny Mesa and the MCAS Miramar airfield beyond. The Water 
Authority has worked diligently with the MTRP CAC to design an aesthetically 
pleasing structure and does not agree with the Tierrasanta Community Council’s 
opinion that there would be considerable aesthetic impact from a variety of 
perspectives within MTRP.   

 
10-Z The Water Authority has addressed potential visual impacts through project 

design.  The conclusion that visual impacts would not be significant is correct 
because the project features would be almost entirely underground and all 
disturbed areas would be revegetated with a native coastal sage scrub seed mix 
following construction.  The Water Authority agrees that the FRS II site will be 
visible, as will trucks and construction equipment, during construction.  However, 
when viewed in the context of the entirety of the views afforded from Corte Playa 
Catalina and evaluated using the thresholds of significance in Section 3.2.2, it is 
clear that the comment grossly overstates the impact and that visual impacts of 
construction would be less than significant.  For clarification, the visual 
simulation provided in Figure 3.2-13 represents the extent of grading to create 
contoured berms and fill slopes, not the size of the area that would be excavated 
for the FRS II.  Also, Corte Playa Catalina is at a slightly lower elevation than the 
project site, and approximately one-quarter mile away, which would preclude 
views down into the “hole.”   

 
10-AA Corte Playa Catalina is the only street in Tierrasanta from which views of the 

proposed control building would be possible.  Due to the distance, proposed 
grading and berm, differences in elevation, and color of the proposed structure, it 
would not be highly visible.  The FRS I building is located in a more prominent 
location.  The Water Authority does not agree that “story poles” are necessary to 
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demonstrate the visibility of the control building.  The view from Corte Playa 
Catalina is shown in Figure 3.2-13 of the Draft EIR.   

 
10-AB Water Authority maintenance and operations trucks have used the existing 

crossing on an intermittent basis for years.  Gravel was placed in the river at the 
crossing in the spring of each year to provide a more solid crossing for the trucks, 
but this gravel would wash away during winter storms.  The trucks, which are 
typically one-half and three-quarter ton, 4-wheel-drive pick-ups, could not rely on 
the crossing to be available and several have had to be retrieved from the river 
after failed crossing attempts.  The stabilized river crossing has long been desired 
by the Water Authority, Park Rangers, police, fire, and emergency departments to 
allow easier and more consistent access from the south side of the San Diego 
River to the north side.  The FRS II project was determined to be the best 
opportunity for this river crossing to be constructed due to economies of scale for 
design work, environmental review, and construction.  See response to Comment 
10-G for an explanation of why the Mission Gorge Road access is not suitable for 
construction traffic generated by the other project components located north of the 
San Diego River. 

 
10-AC The location of the schools in Tierrasanta are shown in Figure 3.3-7 of the Draft 

EIR, and it is clear from this, and the other traffic study figures in Section 3.3, that 
all the road segments and intersections in the vicinity of the schools were 
analyzed. The Water Authority recognizes and understands the concerns the 
Tierrasanta community council has regarding truck traffic past these schools.  The 
Water Authority has included the listed schools and others, as shown in on Figure 
3.3-7, in its public outreach program for this project.  Copies of all notices and of 
the Draft EIR have been provided to each school and phone calls have been made 
to the school Principals.  Limitations on the hours which project trucks may use 
the streets in Tierrasanta has been considered at length by the Water Authority, 
but has been rejected because it would significantly extend the length of the 
project.  Fewer trucks would be on the road each day, but the number of days that 
trucks would be on the roads would increase significantly.  The Water Authority 
will continue to work with the San Diego Unified School District and each of the 
Principals of the affected Tierrasanta-area schools to address traffic issues and 
concerns, but prohibition of truck traffic during the morning and afternoon school 
start and release times is not a useful option.   

 
10-AD No evidence has been presented in the comment that significant impacts to the 

roadways would occur.  The reference “Table 8-2 in Appendix B supports this 
claim” is misleading.  Table 8-2 in Appendix B to the Draft EIR only supports the 
AM and PM Peak Hour traffic volumes, which are both 268 Average Daily Trips 
(ADT).  No connection between the number of trips generated and damage to the 
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roadway has been provided.  As shown on Figure 3.3-2, Clairemont Mesa 
Boulevard currently handles 11,600 ADT between Via Valarta and Santo Road 
and 13,200 ADT between Santo Road and Interstate 15.  The stated capacity of 
Clairemont Mesa Boulevard is 40,000 ADT. 

 
 The Water Authority will document existing road conditions before construction 

begins and at the end of construction.  See response to Comment 7-C.  The 
comment that there will be damage to the roadways caused in large part by the 
passage of heavy trucks is speculative.  If damage by heavy trucks is substantiated 
by the before and after photo/video documentation, the Water Authority will 
coordinate any necessary road repairs with the City of San Diego Streets Division 
following construction.   

 
10-AE The Water Authority does not agree that the use of Rueda Drive, Calle de Vida, or 

the northern terminus of Colina Dorada would cause a significant traffic hazard, 
which is the threshold by which the impact is being evaluated at this location in 
the Draft EIR.  The area will be clearly identified as a construction route.  The 
only hazard issue raised is the potential for trucks to leave rocks, dirt, and debris 
on the street surface with the contention that this debris could be kicked up and 
cause damage or injury.  That scenario would be unlikely in light of the fact that 
haul trucks would not use this route, the contractor would be required to install 
track-out bars and/or a tire wash station to remove material from truck tires at this 
and all other transition points between dirt and pavement, there would be daily 
street sweeping, and the speed limits on Rueda Drive and Calle de Vida are 25 
mile per hour and 30 mile per hour.  The Water Authority’s General Conditions 
and Standard Specifications, Section 01560 (1.05), include the following: “Keep 
all public and private roads used for ingress and egress in a clean and neat 
condition.  Take measures, as necessary, to prevent the tracking or accumulation 
of materials on roads.  Sweep or wash all loose materials and mud from 
equipment before entering the road.  Provide street sweeping services when 
requested by the Engineer.” 

 
The balance of the comment discusses the ability of the roadbed and curbs to 
withstand the weight of heavy trucks, and noise.  The Water Authority agrees that 
Rueda Drive and Calle de Vida are the least suited portions of the proposed truck 
routes to handle large trucks.  See response to Comment 10-AD regarding 
potential impacts to road surfaces.  Potential noise impacts along the proposed 
truck routes are addressed in Section 3.5, Noise and Vibration, of the Draft EIR. 
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10-AF The Water Authority will consider the request for a permanent gate between the 

paved portion of Clairemont Mesa Boulevard and the dirt staging area.  This gate, 
if approved for construction by the Water Authority, would be in addition to the 
temporary fencing that would be placed around the staging area, including a 
portion of the pavement on Clairemont Mesa Boulevard.  

 
10-AG See response to Comment 10-N. 
 
10-AH No evidence has been provided by the commenter that the proposed project would 

result in a need to pressure wash the Belsera community.  The proximity to 
thousands of acres of open space within MTRP and Marine Corps Air Station 
Miramar currently subjects the Belsera community to dust impacts on a daily 
basis as winds blow over areas of exposed dirt.  The project’s contribution to this 
existing condition would be difficult to quantify.  The Water Authority will 
continue its public outreach program to the Belsera Homeowners Association and 
will consider requests that corrective action be taken for identified project 
impacts.  The power washing of buildings, however, is not an option.   

 
10-AI  As is shown in Table 3.5-1 of the Draft EIR, ambient noise levels measured at 

Corte Playa Catalina were 38.9 dBA Leq at midnight and 42.2 dBA Leq at noon.  
There is little or no traffic noise audible at this location.  Natural sounds, such as 
the wind, crickets, and birds are audible.  As one proceeds north within the Water 
Authority’s right-of-way towards SR-52, along the western boundary of MTRP, 
one notices that the noise generated by traffic on SR-52 increases to a level where 
it becomes the dominant sound.  This observation is supported by the 48.9 dBA 
Leq and 53.0 dBA Leq measurements recorded over a 24-hour period at two 
locations at the Belsera community (shown in Figure 3 of Appendix D, the Noise 
and Vibration Technical Report, to the Draft EIR).  The 53.0 dBA Leq 
measurement was taken closest to the North Portal location.  The 48.9 dBA Leq 
measurement was taken closer to SR-52, but at a location shielded from the noise 
generated by traffic on SR-52 by the Belsera buildings.  

 
10-AJ Noise impacts associated with the Pipeline Interconnect Reconfiguration have 

been concluded to be significant and unmitigable due to the proximity of the 
work, the anticipated noise levels generated by the construction equipment 
necessary for the work, and the need to work 24/7 for up to 10 days at this 
location.  Unmitigable means that, even with the implementation of all practicable 
mitigation measures, noise impacts would remain above the threshold of 
significance.  The replacement of windows in residential units is not a practicable 
mitigation measure for a significant and unmitigable noise impact that will last up 
to 10 days. 
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10-AK The Draft EIR is very specific regarding the requirements for nighttime work 

during the entire project.  The section referenced by the comment, page 3.5-8, 
second paragraph, correctly states the requirement for nighttime construction for 
the entire project.  In addition, Section 2.4.6 of the Project Description, Pipeline 
Connections, describes the need to work 24/7 for up to 10 days at the site of the 
Pipeline Interconnect Reconfiguration and the North Portal.   

 
Nighttime construction is necessitated by the need to discontinue the use of the 
existing raw water pipelines and drain the isolated segment to be worked on.  The 
Water Authority cannot discontinue the flow of raw water south of MTRP for 
more than 10 days as the member agencies south of MTRP have limited storage 
capacity and must continue to operate their water treatment plants and deliver 
treated water to their customers.  The 10-day shutdown can only occur once a 
year, during the months of February and March when the demand for raw water is 
lowest.  The two 10-day 24/7 periods of construction adjacent to different areas of 
the Belsera Community would not be during the same year.  

 
 Nighttime construction is also proposed at the South Portal in order to allow 24/7 

tunneling in three shifts to create the Outlet Tunnel, thus limiting the duration of 
the project.  This work would take approximately one year.  No export of muck or 
import of construction materials would occur at night (7:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.).   

 
10-AL See response to Comment 10-AJ.  
 
10-AM The Water Authority does not agree with the assertion that use of other parks and 

trails outside MTRP will increase substantially during project construction.  The 
statement that “MTRP users will be unable to access MTRP” is incorrect.  MTRP 
is over 8,000 acres and there are miles of trails that will remain open during 
construction.     

 
10-AN The Water Authority does not agree that MTRP users will only use loop trails and 

that all other trails must be considered closed.  Access to Shepherd Canyon, 
Shepherd Pond, North Fortuna Mountain, and points east will remain open from 
Belsera parking area trailhead.  The trail to the FRS I will remain open from the 
Seda Drive trailhead.  Access to the Rim Trail from the Corte Play Catalina 
trailhead will remain open.  Access to Mission Gorge, Suycott Wash, South 
Fortuna Mountain, and points north and east will remain open from the Calle de 
Vida trailhead.  While there is no question that access to trails from the western 
portion of MTRP (Tierrasanta) will be restricted during project construction, 
many trails and loops will remain open.  Furthermore, only roads within MTRP 
over which the Water Authority maintains an access easement would be used by 
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construction traffic.  The Water Authority will continue to work closely with 
MTRP Park Rangers to maintain recreational access while protecting public 
safety. 

 
10-AO The Corte Playa Catalina trailhead would remain open during construction, with a 

designated crossing.  The text on page 3.6-2 of the Draft EIR and Figure 3.6-3 are 
correct.  Figure 3.6-2 should not have a red line indicating trail closure on the east 
side of the Water Authority’s right-of way at Playa Corte Catalina.  This will be 
corrected in the Final EIR.  As is shown on Figure 3.6-3, and correctly reflected in 
the comment, the portion of the right-of way between Corte Playa Catalina and 
the North Portal would be used for small vehicle traffic only during project 
construction.  This portion of the right-of-way would be open to public use on 
Sunday.  The crossing of the right-of-way at Corte Playa Catalina would remain 
open at all times, providing access to Shepherd Canyon, Suycott Wash, North 
Fortuna Mountain, and points east. 

 
10-AP The Water Authority will continue to work closely with MTRP Park Rangers 

regarding trail closures and the identification of alternative routes.  The goal is to 
minimize trail and trailhead closures while protecting public safety.  In addition to 
trail closure signs and barricades, maps will be provided at trailhead locations and 
the Visitors Center showing which trails are open and suggestions for alternate 
routes to popular park destinations, such as North Fortuna Mountain and South 
Fortuna Mountain.  As is stated on page 3.6-3 of the Draft EIR, the Water 
Authority will also distribute this information through Project Update letters to 
residents within the 92124 Zip Code. 

 
10-AQ The route in yellow on Figure 3.6-3 of the Draft EIR is correctly shown as only 

being open to the public on Sundays.  The comment incorrectly states that the 
Figure shows the North Portal as being open via Shepherd Canyon on days other 
than Sunday.  The note on Figure 3.6-3 states “use Shepherd Canyon to access 
North Trail on other days.”  This note refers to the trail on the north side of 
Belsera that follows the City of San Diego’s Water Department right-of way.  
There is a trailhead from the Belsera parking area and many other locations where 
one can join the trail from the parking area.   

 
10-AR The Water Authority does not agree that additional graphics are necessary to 

illustrate which trails will remain open and which will remain closed.  The trail 
map distributed at the MTRP Visitors Center is the basis for Figures 3.6-1 and 
3.6-2.  Figures 3.8-1 through 3.8-4 already show the location of all staging areas, 
work sites, and access routes and the trails and trailheads not within the project 
areas are also clearly visible in the aerial photo base.  See response to Comment 
10-AP.  During construction, maps will be provided at trailhead locations and the 
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Visitors Center showing which trails are open and suggestions for alternate routes 
to popular park destinations. 

 
10-AS The Water Authority agrees that No Outlet signs should be posted on trails that 

will dead end at a construction area and a trail closed sign.  This will be included 
in the trail signage program. 

 
10-AT The Water Authority agrees that the reconstruction of the wood pedestrian bridge 

north of Belsera is an excellent idea, but the responsibility/jurisdiction for 
improvements such as this is with the MTRP/City of San Diego Park and 
Recreation Department.  MTRP Park Rangers have repeatedly stressed that no 
new trails, even temporary trails, are to be constructed by the Water Authority.  
The Water Authority will, however, investigate with MTRP Park Rangers and the 
City of San Diego Park and Recreation Department the feasibility of contributing 
in some way to implementing the requested trail improvements. 

 
10-AU The selected contractor must prepare a Fire Prevention Plan and an Emergency 

Response Plan for the project site.  These plans must be submitted to the Water 
Authority for approval.  Review and approval is typically handled by a third-party 
Construction Manager working on behalf of the Water Authority.  The Fire 
Prevention Plan and Emergency Response Plan will be part of the public domain 
and, as such, will be available for review by the Tierrasanta Community Council. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 11 
 
City of San Diego 
Environmental Analysis Section 
Development Services Department 
Myra Herrmann 
 
11-A Although the City of San Diego is a Responsible Agency under CEQA, as defined 

in Section 21069 of the Public Resource Code, the Water Authority does not 
agree with the City’s claim to land use authority.  As stated in CEQA Guidelines 
15040(e), “The exercise of discretionary powers for environmental protection 
shall be consistent with express or implied limitations provided by other laws.”  
Under California Government Code Section 53091(d) and (e), the Water 
Authority is not subject to local land use plans, policies, and ordinances.  The 
applicable sections state: 
 

(d) Building ordinances of a county or city shall not apply to the location or 
construction of facilities for the production, generation, storage, treatment, or 
transmission of water, wastewater, or electrical energy by a local agency. 
 
(e) Zoning ordinances of a county or city shall not apply to the location or 
construction of facilities for the production, generation, storage, treatment, or 
transmission of water. 

 
Therefore, the proposed project is not subject to the City’s land use regulations 
and will not require a City Site Development Permit.  The only City actions 
required are related to real estate processes.  Encroachment/access rights and the 
acquisition of an approximately 40-foot-wide by 650-foot-long City-owned 
property between the San Diego Unified School District parcel and the Water 
Authority’s right-of-way are identified Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR, Land Use 
(page 3.1-2), and in Table 2-3 (page 2-32), Potential Discretionary Actions and 
Approvals.  The Water Authority will continue to coordinate with the City of San 
Diego regarding real estate actions and project activities within MTRP. 
 

11-B The Water Authority considers the mitigation measures in the Draft EIR as fully 
satisfying the requirements of CEQA to lessen or avoid any significant 
environmental effects of the project.   
 

11-C The Water Authority has not initiated discussions with the City of San Diego Real 
Estate Assets and/or the Park and Recreation Department regarding the proposed 
land acquisition.  The Water Authority does not typically initiate discussions with 
property owners regarding property acquisition until the environmental review 
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process has been completed and a project has been approved by the Water 
Authority’s Board of Directors for construction.   
 
The Land Use section of the Draft EIR, Section 3.1, acknowledges other 
ownerships of land in the project area (Land Use Plans and Policies, page 3.1-2).  
In addition, Table 2-3 of the Draft EIR shows that potential project discretionary 
actions and approvals would include acquisition of land from the City of San 
Diego and the San Diego Unified School District. 
 

11-D The Water Authority declines to incorporate the suggested revisions.  See 
response to Comment 11-B. 

 
11-E The MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines are not applicable to Water 

Authority projects.  See responses to Comments 1-A and 11-B. 
 
11-F The Water Authority is a regional agency and provides mitigation on a regional 

basis.  As noted on page 3.8-17 of the Draft EIR, the Water Authority will 
mitigate permanent impacts to upland habitats offsite using mitigation credits 
from the Crestridge Habitat Management Area.  The Water Authority is not 
subject to guidelines and mitigation requirements of local jurisdictions.  See 
responses to Comments 1-A and 11-B. 

 
11-G The Water Authority declines to incorporate the suggested revisions.  All 

mitigation for vernal pools has been proposed on land currently owned by San 
Diego Unified School District and proposed for acquisition by the Water 
Authority.  See response to Comment 8-P.  The planned mitigation was developed 
in consultation with MTRP Rangers of the City Park and Recreation Department, 
and this coordination will continue, as noted in the mitigation measure.  As 
isolated waters, the Corps no longer has authority over vernal pools.  Section 7 
consultation with USFWS will be conducted due to potential impacts to least 
Bell’s vireo, Quino checkerspot, and coastal California gnatcatcher.  As noted in 
response to Comment 1-C, although the affected vernal pools are not considered 
by the Water Authority to be occupied, it is acknowledged that if adult San Diego 
fairy shrimp are detected in pools that would be directly impacted, consultation 
pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act would be conducted. 

 
11-H The Water Authority declines to incorporate the suggested revisions.  See 

response to Comment 11-B.   
 
11-I As discussed in Section 9 of the Draft EIR, Cultural Resources, impacts to 

identified cultural resources sites would be avoided by implementation of 
Mitigation Measure CR 1-1, which involves flagging the construction zone, 



Section B 
Responses to Comments 

 
 

 
Mission Trails FRS II, Pipeline Tunnel, 
and Vent Demolition Project  
(SCH No. 2005041025) 
Final EIR, August 2006 Page B- 111 

including a 10-foot buffer zone so that impacts occur entirely outside the site 
boundaries (page 3.9-4).  Because impacts would be avoided, testing was not 
necessary.  The Water Authority declines to incorporate the suggested revisions.  
See response 11-B.   

 
11-J The Water Authority declines to incorporate the suggested revisions.  See 

response to Comment 11-B.   
 
11-K The Water Authority will comply with all appropriate procedures and policies for 

any necessary Phase II investigations in the project footprint. 
 
11-L The suggested revisions to Mitigation Measures PS 2-1 and PS 2-2 have been 

incorporated into the Final EIR. 
 
11-M  See response to Comment 10-L.  The identified potential spoil disposal locations 

are all authorized for the processing of rock and soil materials as commercial 
enterprises or permitted landfills.  No additional environmental review of these 
sites is necessary.  Monitoring for cultural resources will be conducted per 
Mitigation Measures CR 2-1 and CR 2-2. 

 
11-N See response to Comment 11-A.  The proposed project would not require a Site 

Development Permit or a Right of Entry Permit from the City.  All land 
acquisition would be completed before the start of construction of the project. 

 
11-O A construction schedule is presented in the Project Description on page 2-9 of the 

Draft EIR.  In addition, Section 2.6 of the Draft EIR presents the Water 
Authority’s General Conditions and Standard Specifications and Water 
Authority’s project design features that will be implemented to minimize or avoid 
environmental impacts.  Among these is Section 02200 of the General Conditions 
and Standard Specifications, which requires the contractor to provide traffic 
control as required by the agency having jurisdiction.  In Addition, project design 
features include the requirement for the contractor to prepare a “detailed Traffic 
Control Plan for review by the Water Authority and approval by the City of San 
Diego.” (page 2-19 of the Draft EIR) 

 
11-P See responses to Comments 1-A, 11-B, and 11-E. 
 
11-Q See responses to Comments 11-B and 11-E. 
 
11-R The Water Authority is confident the land acquisition for the proposed easement 

expansion will occur prior to construction of the proposed project.  See response 
to Comment 11-A.   
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11-S The mitigation for impacts to Diegan sage scrub within the Water Authority’s 

right-of-way were mitigated at the 2,638-acre Crestridge Habitat Management 
Area being managed by the CDFG, located approximately three miles east of the 
City of El Cajon, and due north of the community of Crest.  The Water Authority 
established a 260-acre mitigation bank within this reserve.  The Water Authority 
is a regional agency and provides mitigation on a regional basis.  See response to 
Comment 11-F. 

 
11-T The Water Authority considers the visual quality analysis in the Draft EIR and the 

significance thresholds from Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines to fully satisfy 
the requirements of CEQA.  The stated City thresholds are not applicable to the 
Water Authority project.  See response to Comment 11-B.  The visual analysis 
fully disclosed potential impacts through photographs and visual simulations.  In 
addition, project features are primarily underground, and the FRS II control 
building’s architectural design would incorporate a variety of elements that 
facilitate blending of the building into its surroundings.  All disturbed areas will 
be revegetated with a native plant mix, minimizing long-term visual impacts. 

 
11-U The suggested revision to Mitigation Measure N 2-1 has been incorporated into 

the Final EIR. 
 
11-V See response to Comment 11A.  The project is not subject to City ESL regulations 

and a Site Development Permit would not be required. 
 
11-W The Water Authority is a regional agency and provides mitigation on a regional 

basis.  See response to Comment 11-F. 
 
11-X The Water Authority declines to incorporate the suggested revisions.  See 

response to Comment 11-B.   
 
11-Y The Water Authority prefers to follow nomenclature of CEQA Guidelines 

Appendix G, which uses the term “Cultural Resources” to refer to both 
archaeological and historical resources.  

 
11-Z The Water Authority declines to incorporate the suggested revisions.  See 

response to Comment 11-I.  As discussed in Section 9 of the Draft EIR, impacts 
to identified cultural resources sites would be avoided by implementation of 
Mitigation Measure CR 1-1. 

 
11-AA The Water Authority declines to incorporate the suggested revisions.  See 

responses to Comments 11-B and 5-A. 
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11-AB The Water Authority declines to incorporate the suggested revisions.  See 

response to Comment 11-B. 
 
11-AC See responses to Comments 11-K and 11-L. 
 
11-AD CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 states that a lead agency is authorized to “limit 

its analysis of probable future projects to those which are planned or which have 
had an application made at the time the NOP is released for review.”  No changes 
in the cumulative analysis baseline have been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

 
11-AE See response to Comment 11-AD. 
 
11-AF The text has been revised to indicate the project is conditionally compatible with 

the MSCP.  Essential public facilities, such as water pipelines, are considered 
compatible land uses within the MHPA. 

 
11-AG The Water Authority declines to incorporate the suggested revisions.  The Water 

Authority considers the impacts to vernal pools to be mitigated to below a level of 
significance by the Mitigation Measure 4-1.  Therefore, the project would not 
contribute to cumulative impacts of this issue.  See response to Comment 11-G. 

 
11-AH The paragraph has been revised in the Final EIR. 
 
11-AI The Water Authority declines to incorporate the suggested revisions.  See 

responses to Comments 11-B and 11-T. 
 
11-AJ Spoil disposal in MTRP at the BMX site is an alternative that was considered but 

rejected.  Monitoring for cultural resources will be conducted per Mitigation 
Measures CR 2-1 and CR 2-2.  No additional discussion is considered to be 
needed by the Water Authority. 

 
11-AK For the proposed project, the pipelines would be installed in tunnels that would be 

constructed deep underground, well below the depth where archaeological 
resources would be expected to occur.  The Inlet Tunnel and Trenched Outlet 
Pipeline would involve trenching, or digging from the ground surface downward, 
to construct the outlet pipeline.  Therefore, there is greater potential to encounter 
unidentified archaeological resources. 

 
11-AL The requested revisions have been incorporated into the Final EIR. 
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11-AM The City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds (May 2004) have been 
added to the References section of the Final EIR.  The other references were not 
used in the EIR, so were not added. 

 
Park and Recreation Department – Paul Kilburg 
 
11-AN The suggestions are acceptable to the Water Authority, with the exception that the 

standard maintenance and monitoring period is 2 years (24 months), and not 25 
months. 

 
11-AO See response to Comment 11-AN. 
 
11-AP The suggestions are acceptable to the Water Authority, with the exception that the 

standard maintenance and monitoring period is 2 years (24 months), and not 25 
months. 

 
11-AQ The suggestion regarding road grading is acceptable to the Water Authority. 
 
11-AR The previous mitigation project will be avoided.  The Water Authority appreciates 

the suggestions regarding future permitting. 
 
11-AS The Water Authority does not agree that mitigation measures for the proposed 

project are subject to City standards.  See response to Comment 11-B. 
 
11-AT As stated in Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR, Land Use, the Water Authority owns a 

130-foot-wide right-of-way through MTRP.  The City of San Diego owns this 
land in fee title.  Under the existing right-of-way easement, the Water Authority is 
not obligated to comply with the City’s MSCP.   

 
11-AU The Water Authority does not typically initiate discussions with property owners 

regarding property acquisition until the environmental review process has been 
completed and a project has been approved by the Water Authority’s Board of 
Directors for construction.  See response to Comment 11-C. 

 
11-AV The Water Authority is not subject to local land use plans, policies, and 

ordinances under California Government Code Section 53091(d) and (e).  See 
response to Comment 11-A. 

 
11-AW Page 3.8-17 of the Draft EIR states that “The proposed project would not be 

consistent with portions of the City’s MSCP.  Much of the proposed project’s 
impacts to the habitats of MSCP covered species would be avoided or mitigated.  
Nearly all permanent project features would be belowground and the Water 
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Authority would revegetate all temporary impact areas.  However, permanent 
impacts to 0.23 acre of chaparral, and 0.1 acre of non-native grassland would not 
be mitigated because the Water Authority does not consider these habitats 
sensitive.”  The Final EIR has been revised to clarify that the proposed project is 
conditionally compatible with the City’s MSCP, but is not consistent with all 
MSCP mitigation requirements. 

 
11-AX The Final EIR has been revised to include these suggestions. 
 
11-AY See response to Comment 11-B. 
 
11-AZ A maintenance and monitoring period with specific success criteria and control of 

non-native invasive weeds will be implemented as part of the Water Authority’s 
General Conditions and Standard Specifications, Section 02940 Revegetation.  
However, the standard maintenance and monitoring period is 2 years (24 months), 
and not 25 months. 

 
11-BA See response to Comment 1-E. 
 
11-BB Potential discretionary actions and approvals are listed in Table 2-3 of Section 2 

of the Draft EIR, Project Description.  This table includes formal Section 7 
Consultation with the USFWS, and an Individual 404 Permit with the Corps.  
Jurisdictions with authority over sensitive wetland and jurisdictional communities 
are discussed on page 3.8-1 of the Draft EIR.   

 
11-BC The Water Authority does not agree that there are no places to implement creation 

mitigation at MTRP.  The San Diego River and associated wetlands provide 
ample opportunities for wetlands enhancement and creation.  The Water 
Authority is working closely with MTRP staff to combine the need for mitigation 
with the park desire to maintain, restore, and expand wetland areas in MTRP.  An 
area more than 300 feet long located between the main channel and a secondary 
channel and adjacent to the proposed stabilized river crossing has been identified 
as a potential area for wetlands creation.  This area contains the remnants of an 
old concrete/asphalt/steel roadbed that could be removed to allow room for 
creation of southern willow scrub riparian forest.   A Conceptual Mitigation Plan 
is being prepared as part of the permit application packages to the Corps, 
USFWS, and CDFG.  The Water Authority considers the biological resources 
mitigation in the EIR to be adequate under CEQA.  See response to Comment 11-
A and 11-B. 

 
11-BD The Water Authority has been coordinating with the MTRP Rangers in 

developing the initial concepts for mitigation.  The responsibilities and authority 
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of the Open Space Division of the Park and Recreation Department are 
acknowledged.  The Water Authority intends to provide conceptual mitigation 
plans and construction drawings for Open Space Division approval when the final 
design is prepared.   

 
11-BE See response to Comment 11-BC. 
 
11-BF The Water Authority does not agree that mitigation measures for the proposed 

project are subject to City standards.  See response to Comment 11-B.  The Water 
Authority would be pleased to arrange for any cultural resources artifacts found to 
be curated at the MTRP Visitor’s Center.  Alternatively, if the City would not 
want cultural resources artifacts, they could be curated at the San Diego 
Archaeological Center. 

 
11-BG The Water Authority does not agree that mitigation measures for the proposed 

project are subject to City standards.  See response to Comment 11-B.  The Water 
Authority would be pleased to arrange for any paleontological resources found to 
be curated at the MTRP Visitor’s Center.  Alternatively, if the City would not 
want paleontological resources, they could be curated at the San Diego Natural 
History Museum. 

 
Planning Department – MSCP – Betsy Miller 
 
11-BH The Water Authority concurs with the comment. 
 
11-BI The Water Authority concurs with the comment. 
 
11-BJ The Final EIR has been revised to explain that the proposed project is 

conditionally compatible with the MSCP, but is not consistent with certain 
mitigation or adjacency requirements.  The Water Authority is not subject to local 
land use plans, policies, and ordinances under California Government Code 
Section 53091(d) and (e).  See response to Comment 1-A. 

 
11-BK Multiple conditions to protect water quality have been incorporated into the 

project through the Water Authority’s General Conditions and Standard 
Specifications, and the Water Authority’s project design features.  See pages 2-21 
through 2-25 of the Draft EIR. 

 
11-BL Multiple conditions to protect biological resources have been incorporated into 

the project through the Water Authority’s General Conditions and Standard 
Specifications, and the Water Authority’s project design features.  See pages 2-24 
through 2-25 of the Draft EIR. 
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11-BM See response to Comment 11-BJ. 
 
11-BN See response to Comment 1-C. 
 
11-BO See responses to Comments 11-B and 11-BJ. 
 
11-BP The requested revision has been incorporated into the Final EIR. 
 
11-BQ The requested revisions have been incorporated into the Final EIR. 
 
11-BR The Final EIR has been revised to explain that the proposed project is 

conditionally compatible with the MSCP and is not consistent with the City’s 
MSCP.  See responses to Comments 11-A and 1-B. 
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COMMENT LETTER 12 
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COMMENT LETTER 12 (CONTINUED) 
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COMMENT LETTER 12 (CONTINUED) 
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COMMENT LETTER 12 (CONTINUED) 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 12 
 
SDG&E 
Dashiell S. Meeks, PE, AICP 
Senior Environmental Specialist 
Land Planning & Natural Resources 
 
 
12-A The Water Authority, in coordination with SDG&E, will ensure that any 

excavation, trenching, or boring near the existing electric poles or towers do not 
affect their stability/safety. 

 
12-B The Water Authority, in coordination with SDG&E, will ensure that SDG&E has 

24-hour access to its facilities. 
 
12-C The Water Authority agrees that any mitigation, such as a change of land use to 

open space, or restoration of wetland or other sensitive vegetation, as a result of 
project ground disturbing activities, shall not occur within SDG&E easements or 
access roads. 

 



Section B 
Responses to Comments 

 
 

 
Mission Trails FRS II, Pipeline Tunnel, 
and Vent Demolition Project  
(SCH No. 2005041025) 
Final EIR, August 2006 Page B- 123 

COMMENT LETTER 13 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 13 
 
Mr. Tom Simpson 
 
13-A The staging area for the North Portal and the northern pipeline tunnel connection 

to the existing aqueduct will result in temporary impacts to the gully behind your 
condominium.  However, this will not substantially change the hydrology of the 
area. The vegetation within the Water Authority’s right-of-way and to the east of 
the right-of-way will be removed.  The vegetation to the west of the Water 
Authority’s right-of-way, including the area behind your condominium, will not 
be disturbed by the proposed project.  An existing culvert beneath the existing dirt 
road will be extended to allow water to flow from east to west.  Water within the 
gully is entirely from the surface flow of rainwater and the seepage of 
groundwater.   
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COMMENT LETTER 14 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 14 
 
Roberta Froome 
 
14-A The Water Authority and the Park Rangers have been working together to 

maintain access points and routes within the northwestern corner of Mission 
Trails Regional Park while protecting public safety during construction of the 
proposed project.  The Calle de Vida entrance to Mission Trails Regional Park 
will generally remain open for the duration of the project.  Public use will only be 
restricted during periods when trucks and heavy equipment use this access point.  
Restricted use is being implemented to maintain public safety.  Only 
oversized/overweight trucks will use the Calle de Vida entrance and there will be 
a maximum limit of 40 trips per day.  You should plan on using the Calle de Vida 
entrance on a daily basis, although use may be subject to temporary delays while 
heavy equipment is allowed to pass.  Flagpersons will be present to regulate the 
flow of construction traffic and public use. 

  
The Calle de Vida access point will provide access to the Suycott Wash trails, 
North and South Fortuna Mountain, Mission Gorge, and the San Diego River.  
The Jackson Drive entrance and river crossing will remain open, with the 
exception of the up to 3 months that it will take for the construction of the 
proposed improved river crossing. 
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COMMENT LETTER 15 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 15 
 
LeeAnn and Thomas Franco 
 
15-A Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR and Appendix C to the Draft EIR address potential 

air quality impacts associated with the project.  Short-term air quality impacts 
were found to be significant and unmitigable.  Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR and 
Appendix D to the Draft EIR address potential noise and vibration impacts.  Noise 
impacts were also found to be significant and unmitigable.  Significant and 
unmitigable means that, even with the implementation of all practicable 
mitigation measures, including measures such as the use of water spray to keep 
down dust and airborne particulates and the construction of temporary sound 
walls to reduce construction-related noise, air quality and noise impacts would 
continue to exceed the thresholds of significance stated in Draft EIR. 

 
 The noise generated by back-up beepers on trucks and construction equipment is 

necessary to protect worker safety.  No helicopters would be used for the 
construction of the proposed project. 

 
 Project design features discussed on page 2-20 of the Draft EIR state that “All 

clearing and grading will be carried out with dust control measures adequate to 
prevent creation of nuisance to persons or public or private property.  Clearing, 
grading, and construction plans will require that measures such as the following 
be undertaken to achieve this result: watering, applications of surfactants, 
shrouding, control of vehicle speeds, or other technological measures to reduce 
dispersion of dust.  Specific source control Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
identified in the project design could include, but not be limited to, the following: 

 
 Multiple application of water during grading between dozer/scraper passes. 
 Chemical stabilization of internal roadways after completion of grading. 
 Use of sweepers or water trucks to remove “track-out” at any point of public 

street access. 
 Termination of grading if winds exceed 25 mph. 
 Stabilization of dirt storage piles by chemical binders, tarps, fencing or other 

erosion control. 
 

Mitigation Measure AQ2-1 requires that vehicles hauling dirt or fill be covered 
with a tarp or by other means. 

 
The end of Clairemont Mesa Boulevard will be used as a construction staging 
area.  Many of the construction employees will be required to park their personal 
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vehicles at this location so as to reduce the number of vehicles driving on the dirt 
access routes in MTRP. 

 
15-B Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR and Appendix E to the Draft EIR address potential 

impacts to sensitive wildlife species in detail.  One federally threatened species, 
the coastal California gnatcatcher was known to be present in the project area 
prior to the Cedar Fire, but was only found south of the San Diego River during 
post-fire focused surveys.  The federally endangered least Bell’s vireo and Quino 
checkerspot butterfly were also identified within the project area during focused 
surveys for these species conducted for the project.  Section 3.8.4 of the Draft EIR 
lists 12 mitigation measures that must be implemented by the Water Authority to 
avoid, minimize, or compensate for impacts to sensitive habitats and the sensitive 
plants and animals found within these habitats.  In addition, the project requires 
the issuance of permits or agreements by the USFWS, CDFG, Corps, and the 
RWQCB.  
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COMMENT LETTER 16 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 16 
 
Chris Sibel 
 
16-A The Water Authority has conducted an extensive public outreach program for the 

proposed project and is dedicated to communicating information concerning the 
project to communities and stakeholders potentially impacted by the project.  
Section ES.3 of the Draft EIR (page ES-3) summarizes the outreach program 
conducted to date by the Water Authority.  Notices have been, and will continue 
to be, distributed by mail and door-to-door.  The project newsletter, the Park 
Watermark, which provides an overview of the project’s status, is mailed to over 
5,000 stakeholders.  Stakeholders are also encouraged to call the toll-free project 
information hotline (877) 682-9283, ext. 7004, with questions and concerns.  The 
Water Authority will add you to the project mailing list. 

 
The Water Authority is aware of the number of residents who enjoy access to 
Mission Trails Regional Park from adjacent residential neighborhoods in 
Tierrasanta and has worked with the Park Rangers, adjacent Homeowners’ 
Associations, and community groups to publicize the temporary closure of access 
points and trails during project construction and to identify alternative routes.  
Alternatives to the Portobelo Drive access point to Mission Trails Regional Park 
do exist.  For example, the trail that follows the City of San Diego Water Utilities 
easement between Belsera and Caltrans’ SR-52 right-of-way connects with the 
Shepherd Canyon trail, which in turn provides access to the Fortuna Mountain 
area.  This access to the northwestern corner of the Park will remain open, with 
the exception of up to a 2-month period during the Pipeline Interconnect 
Reconfiguration.  

 
Your comments regarding the potential presence of rattlesnakes along the roads 
and trails are appreciated and an important reminder of the care trail users should 
exercise in MTRP and elsewhere in San Diego County during the warmer months 
of the year.   
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COMMENT LETTER 17 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 17 
 
Linda and Robert Juhasz 
 
17-A See response to Comment 10-AD regarding road resurfacing, responses to 

Comments 10-O and 10-AC regarding schools and traffic, and responses to 
Comments 10-AM through 10-AT regarding access to MTRP from Tierrasanta 
during construction. 
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COMMENT LETTER 18 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 18 
 
B. Winans 
 
18-A Figure 3.6-2 is correct in that it shows the Calle de Vida access route as typically 

open to the public during construction.  Section 3.3.3 in the Traffic/Circulation 
portion of the Draft EIR states that “Nearly all trucks associated with the FRS II 
and South Portal would enter and exit MTRP using Clairemont Mesa Boulevard 
and I-15 or Clairemont Mesa Boulevard, Santo Road, and SR-52.  The only 
exception would be for large equipment that would either be too wide or too 
heavy for the bridge into MTRP from Clairemont Mesa Boulevard.  This 
equipment would be brought into MTRP using Rueda Drive and Calle de Vida 
from Clairemont Mesa Boulevard.”  Page 3.3-10 states “It is noted that the 
addition of more than 40 one-way truck trips per day to Rueda Drive would cause 
the volume/capacity ratio calculated for the street to be exceeded.  Use of the 
Clairemont Mesa Boulevard ingress and egress for all traffic except equipment 
exceeding the 30-ton capacity of the bridge would avoid a significant impact to 
Rueda Drive between Calle de Vida and Clairemont Mesa Boulevard.  This 
impact would be less than significant.”  No trucks hauling excavated materials 
will use the Calle de Vida access route.  

 
18-B The dirt access road from Seda Drive is the shortest, most direct, and most level 

access route to the existing FRS I and the proposed FRS II site.  However, per 
terms of the Water Authority’s access easement, this route is to be used for 
emergency access only.  Construction access is not allowed from Seda Drive.  
This is because, while Seda Drive and Renovo Way are paved, they are steep, 
narrow roads that allow parking on both sides, and provide access to relatively 
high-density housing.  Use of this route for the construction of the FRS I was 
thoroughly investigated and ultimately rejected.   

 
The dirt access roads within MTRP would be re-graded and additional gravel 
would be placed on them to provide an all-weather base for trucks. 

 
18-C See response to Comment 10-Y regarding the visual impacts of the control 

building.  Security concerns regarding the County’s water supply require that the 
access building and associated vent structures be fenced.  The Water Authority 
has worked with the MTRP Community Advisory Committee to identify 
appropriate colors and textures for the exterior of the building.  The goal is to 
have the facility blend with the natural surroundings as much as possible and to 
mimic the architecture of the Visitors Center.  The idea of created a rock outcrop 
is a good one and has been considered.  Figure 2-6 in the Draft EIR provides a 
visual simulation of the access building as currently proposed.  The Water 
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Authority will continue to work with the Mission Trails Community Advisory 
Committee to finalize the design. 
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COMMENT LETTER 19 
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COMMENT LETTER 19 (CONTINUED) 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 19 
 
Lyn Kagey 
 
19-A See response to Comment 10-G regarding the infeasibility of the stabilized 

crossing of the San Diego River for construction access.  Construction of the 
improved river crossing must occur following the conclusion of the bird breeding 
season and prior to winter rains.  Therefore, construction will be limited to a 2-3 
month period during the months of September through December.  Calle de Vida 
and Rueda Drive are the only residential streets proposed for construction traffic 
that were not designed for truck traffic.  See response to Comment 10-AD 
regarding the documentation of pre-construction and post-construction road 
conditions and the need for repairs.   

 
19-B See responses to Comments 10-AN through 10-AQ regarding trail access from 

Tierrasanta.  There would be no need to drive to the Visitors Center or elsewhere 
to access trails within MTRP for persons that currently do not drive to MTRP, as 
access will remain open at Belsera, Playa Corte Catalina, Seda Drive, and Calle 
de Vida.  Regarding the “price of this inconvenience”, Section 15131(a) of the 
CEQA Guidelines state “economic or social effects of a project shall not be 
considered as significant effects on the environment.” 

 
 



Section B 
Responses to Comments 

 
 

 
Mission Trails FRS II, Pipeline Tunnel, 
and Vent Demolition Project  
(SCH No. 2005041025) 
Final EIR, August 2006 Page B- 140 

COMMENT LETTER 20 
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COMMENT LETTER 20 (CONTINUED) 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 20 
 
Dr. Price Kagey 
 
 
20-A See responses to Comments 10-AN through 10-AQ and response to Comment 19-

B regarding trail access from Tierrasanta.   
 
20-B See responses to Comments 10-G and 19-A regarding the infeasibility of the 

stabilized crossing of the San Diego River for construction access.  Calle de Vida 
and Rueda Drive are the only residential streets proposed for construction traffic 
that were not designed for truck traffic.  See response to Comment 7-C regarding 
the documentation of pre-construction and post-construction road conditions and 
the need for repairs.   

 
20-C See response to Comment 19-B.  
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PUBLIC HEARING ON APRIL 27, 2006 
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PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS 21 – 27 
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PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS 21 – 27 (CONTINUED) 
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PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS 21 – 27 (CONTINUED) 
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PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS 21 – 27 (CONTINUED) 
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PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS 21 – 27 (CONTINUED) 
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PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS 21 – 27 (CONTINUED) 
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PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS 21 – 27 (CONTINUED) 
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RESPONSE TO PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS 21 – 27 

 
COMMENT 21 Roberta Froome 
 
21-A See responses to Comments 10-AN through 10-AQ and response to Comment 19-

B regarding trail access.  The Water Authority does not agree that impacts to trails 
are significant; therefore, no mitigation is required. 

 
COMMENT 22 Paul Roglasky 
 
22-A See response to Comments 21-A. 
 
COMMENT 23 Bob Muldrew 
 
23-A See response to Comments 21-A.  
 
COMMENT 24 Ken Oertle   
 
24-A See response to Comments 21-A. 
 
COMMENT 25 Benjamin Eastman 
 
25-A See response to Comment 15-A regarding air quality and noise impacts.  See 

response to Comment 10-AH regarding power washing.  
 
25-B  Weekend work would allow the contractor to complete the project in a shorter 

amount of time, reducing the exposure of adjacent residents to the significant 
noise and dust impacts that have been identified. 

 
25-C The Water Authority will continue its public outreach program to the Belsera 

Homeowners Association and will consider requests that corrective action be 
taken for identified project impacts.   

 
COMMENT 26 Tim Taylor 
 
26-A See responses to Comments 10-AN through 10-AQ regarding trail access.   
 
26-B See responses to Comments 10-H and 10-O regarding truck traffic and schools. 
 
26-C See response to Comment 15-A regarding noise and dust impacts. 
 



  Section B 
  Responses to Comments 
 
 

 
Mission Trails FRS II, Pipeline Tunnel, 
and Vent Demolition Project  
(SCH No. 2005041025) 
Final EIR, August 2006 Page B - 179 

COMMENT 27 Eric Germain 
 
27-A See response to Comment 10-AD regarding the documentation of pre-

construction and post-construction road conditions and the need for repairs.   
 
27-B See response to Comment 10-AC regarding truck traffic and schools. 
 
27-C See response to Comment 7-C regarding the documentation of pre-construction 

and post-construction road conditions and the need for repairs.   
 
27-D See response to Comment 10-I regarding 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. construction. 
 
27-E See response to Comment 10-N regarding a point of contact for resident 

complaints. 
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PUBLIC HEARING ATTACHMENT COMMENT 28 
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  Section B 
  Responses to Comments 
 
 

 
Mission Trails FRS II, Pipeline Tunnel, 
and Vent Demolition Project  
(SCH No. 2005041025) 
Final EIR, August 2006 Page B - 182 

PUBLIC HEARING ATTACHMENT COMMENT 28 (CONTINUED) 

 



  Section B 
  Responses to Comments 
 
 

 
Mission Trails FRS II, Pipeline Tunnel, 
and Vent Demolition Project  
(SCH No. 2005041025) 
Final EIR, August 2006 Page B - 183 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT 28 PUBLIC HEARING ATTACHMENTS 
 
Friends of Tierrasanta Canyons (submitted by Roberta Froome) 
 
28-A See responses to Comments 10-AN through 10-AQ regarding trail access.   
 
28-B See response to Comment 19-B regarding the price of inconvenience.   
 
28-C See responses to Comments 10-AN through 10-AQ, response to Comment 19-b, 

and response to Comment 21-A regarding trail access.   
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SECTION C 
ERRATA 

 
 

This section of the Final EIR provides modifications to the Draft EIR in response to 
public comments.  Text deletions are indicated in strikeout text.  New text is underlined.  
As described in Section A, Introduction, of this Final EIR (Volume 3), the Draft EIR 
(Volume 1 of this Final EIR) has not been altered following public review.  All 
modifications to the Draft EIR are identified below.  Additional information for the Final 
EIR is also provided in Section B of this Final EIR, Volume 3.  In response to comments 
regarding vegetative growth and FRS soil cover, a vegetative analysis study was prepared 
to compare the existing coastal sage scrub (CSS) vegetation at the FRS I site to naturally 
established CSS occurring on a low mesa at the foot of Fortuna Mountain, as well as CSS 
planted by the Water Authority at two locations along the existing pipeline corridor, 
referred to as the Elliott Vent 3 and Elliott Vent 4 sites.  The results of this study are 
presented in the Attachment A to this Errata section. 
 
Page ES-3, Section ES.3 – Public Outreach Program. The following correction has been 
made to the first paragraph of this section: 
 
..., the Tierrasanta Town Community Council, and the....  
 
Page ES-9, Table ES-1 of the Executive Summary, and Page 3.5-12.  The following 
mitigation measure has been revised to read: 
 
N 2-1 Prior to the start of any construction activity, Tthe Water Authority shall 

construct a temporary sound wall along the western boundary of the North 
Portal staging area and the Pipeline Interconnect Reconfiguration site to 
reduce construction noise levels at the Belsera property line.  A properly 
designed noise barrier can reduce noise as much as 20 dBA. 

 
Page ES-11, Table ES-1 of the Executive Summary, and Pages 3.8-18 and 3.8-19, 
Mitigation Measure BR 4-1.  Through further discussions with the MTRP Park Rangers it 
was determined that installation of fences or signage at the vernal pool creation site 
would only call undue attention to the pools and increase the potential for pool 
disturbance or harassment.  Since the created pools will be some distance off the existing 
trail, there is a low probability that the pools would be disturbed by park users. 
Therefore, the following mitigation measure has been revised to read: 
 
BR 4-1  Permanent impacts to San Diego claypan vernal pool habitat shall be 

mitigated at a 2:1 ratio by the creation of replacement vernal pool habitat. The 
Water Authority shall request enrollment under the RWQCB General Waste 
Discharge Requirements (WDR) for Dredged of Fill Discharges to Waters 
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Deemed by the U.S. ACOE to be Outside of Federal Jurisdiction (Order No. 
2004-0004-DWQ).   
 
The site selected for the creation of claypan vernal pool habitat shall have the 
appropriate topography and soil type for vernal pool creation and shall ideally 
be disturbed. The vernal pool creation effort shall not have an adverse effect 
on existing vernal pools. The created vernal pools shall be protected through 
the use of fencing, education, signage and enforcement to keep park visitors 
away from the pools. 

 
Two sites that are potentially suitable for vernal pool mitigation have been 
identified within MTRP. The final vernal pool creation program shall be 
prepared to the mutual satisfaction of the Water Authority, MTRP staff, and 
the RWQCB. 

 
Page ES-13, Table ES-1 of the Executive Summary, and Page 3.9-4, Section 3.9.4:  The 
following text is added as Mitigation Measure CR 1-2: 
 
CR 1-2 The Water Authority shall provide a qualified archaeological monitor to 

be present during all ground disturbing activities in prescribed areas. 
 
Page ES-16, Table ES-1 of the Executive Summary, and Page 3.12-4, Mitigation 
Measures PS 2-1 and PS 2-2.  The following clarifications have been made to these 
mitigation measures: 
 
PS 2-1 Prior to approval of final design plans and specifications, a Fire Prevention 

Program shall be developed in consultation with the City of San Diego Fire 
Marshal for each component of the proposed project.  The program shall 
address fire prevention for the construction period and for long-term 
maintenance activities. 

 
PS 2-2 Prior to completion of construction, an Emergency Response Plan (ERP) shall 

be developed by the Water Authority (facility operator) in coordination with 
the City of San Diego Fire Department, County Office of Emergency 
Services, the County Environmental Health Department, and the appropriate 
Fire Protection District. 

 
Page 2-41, Figure 2-5 has been revised to more clearly identify the FRS I and FRS II 
property, and the City of San Diego property that is located between the San Diego 
Unified School District’s property (proposed FRS II site) and the Water Authority’s 
right-of-way. (see revised Figure 2-5, attached) 
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Page 3.1-1, Section 3.1.1:  The second paragraph is revised to read: 
 
MTRP was established in 1974 and includes nearly 5,800 acres of natural and developed 
areas.  Along with Balboa Park and Mission Bay, MTRP has been called the third jewel 
in the City of San Diego’s Park System. The addition of over 1,000 acres to the northern 
portion of the park as part of the Stonebridge Estates residential development project has 
made MTRP on of the largest urban parks in the United States.  Started in 1974, MTRP 
has become one of the largest urban parks in the United States.  The park encompasses 
over 8,000 acres of natural and developed areas.  Along with Balboa Park and Mission 
Bay, MTRP has been called the third jewel in the City of San Diego’s Park System. 
 
Page 3.1-5, Section 3.1.3:  The first paragraph is revised to read: 
 
MTRP is included within an MHPA as designated by the City of San Diego’s MSCP.  
Although the Water Authority is currently preparing its own Habitat Conservation Plan 
(HCP) for Water Authority lands and does not participate in the City’s MSCP, 
conformance with the City’s plan has been evaluated for the proposed project.  The 
proposed project is conditionally compatible with the MSCP, but is not consistent with all 
of the City’s MSCP mitigation or adjacency requirements.  The Water Authority is not 
subject to local land use plans, policies, and ordinances under California Government 
Code Section 53091(d) and (e). 
 
Page 3.1-7, fifth paragraph: The paragraph has been revised to read: 
 
Permanent signage, other than to keep unauthorized personnel outside the fenced area 
surrounding the FRS II control building, is not proposed as part of the project.  
Temporary signs would be erected to notify the public of trails that are closed during 
construction, the duration of anticipated trail closure, and alternative trail access points, 
routes, and recreation areas.  The on-site Project Manager will ensure that the signs are 
checked on a regular basis and that extra signs are on hand in case vandalism or theft 
occurs. 
 
Page 3.6-7, Figure 3.6-2 has been revised to remove the red line indicating trail closure 
on the east side of the Water Authority’s right-of-way at Playa Corte Catalina.  (see 
revised Figure 3.6-2, attached)  
 
Page 3.8-20, Table 3.8-7, Total Habitat Mitigation Requirements (acres) has been 
modified to include permanent impacts to 0.01 acre of fascicled tarweed under Diegan 
coastal sage scrub: 
 



Section C  
Errata 

 
 

 
Mission Trails FRS II, Pipeline Tunnel, 
and Vent Demolition Project  
(SCH No. 2005041025) 
Final EIR, August 2006 Page C - 4 

 
Mitigation Requirements for Upland Impacts Inside of the ROW* (acres) 

 
        Impact 

Habitat Type Temporary Permanent Total 
Mitigation 

Ratio 
Mitigation 

Requirement 

Diegan coastal sage 
 Scrub1 

1.58 0.03 1.61 1:1 1.61 

Coastal sage-chaparral 
scrub 

0.09 0.00 0.09 1:1 0.09 

Valley needlegrass 
grassland 

0.02 0.01 0.03 1:1 0.03 

Total 1.69 0.03 1.72  1.72 
* Ratio for permanent impacts is 1:1 since this habitat has already been mitigated offsite at 1:1  

previously, resulting in a 2:1 overall ratio. 
1 Includes permanent impact to 0.01 acre of fascicled tarweed. 

 
Page 3.12-3, Section 3.12.3.  The following paragraph is added after the first paragraph: 
 
The proposed project involves the demolition of painted concrete vent structures.  The 
remains of a concrete/asphalt roadbed adjacent to the San Diego River will also be 
removed as biological mitigation.  Should any of these or other contaminants be 
identified, they will be remediated in compliance with California environmental 
regulations, polices, and laws. 
 
Page 4-1, Section 4.2.  Revise the second-to-last sentence of the last paragraph as 
follows: 
 
The project has resulted in impacts to 0.38 acre of Diegan coastal sage scrub, including 
0.23 acre within a MHPA a 0.23-acre MHPA boundary line adjustment. 
 
Page 4-4, Section 4.2.  Replace the two sentences under Tierrasanta Townhomes with the 
following: 
 
Intracorp has been exploring the idea of developing a church site at the end of Tierrasanta 
Boulevard owned by Tierrasanta Christian Church with up to 60 townhomes.  The 
development plans require a rezone from the planned church use to high-density 
residential.  Intracorp has been exploring the idea of development a parcel located at the 
end of Tierrasanta Boulevard with up to 60 townhomes.  The existing use of the site by 
the church was allowed through a Conditional Use Permit. 
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Page 4-12, Section 4.3.8:  The forth sentence of the second paragraph is revised to read: 
 
While the Water Authority is currently preparing its own HCP and is not a participant in 
the City of San Diego’s MSCP, impacts to biological resources and mitigation measures 
for those impacts have been drafted in conformance with to be conditionally compatible 
with the MSCP Guidelines.  The Water Authority acknowledges that the proposed 
mitigation is not consistent with all of the City’s MSCP mitigation or adjacency 
requirements.  However, the Water Authority is not subject to local land use plans, 
policies, and ordinances under California Government Code Section 53091(d) and (e). 
 
Page 4-13, Section 4.3.8: The fourth sentence of this section is revised to read:  
 
While the Water Authority is preparing its own HCP and is not a participant in the City 
of San Diego’s MSCP, impacts to biological resources and mitigation measures for those 
impacts have been drafted in conformance with the MSCP to be conditionally compatible 
with the MSCP. 
 
Page 6-3, Section 6.1.2 – Land Use: The second and third sentences of this section have 
been deleted: 
 
The proposed project would not conflict with any applicable land use plans, policies, or 
regulations.  The proposed project would conform to the guidelines of the MSCP, so 
would also not conflict with the applicable habitat conservation plan for the project area.   
 
Page 8-1, Section 8.0 – Organizations and Persons Consulted.  The following revisions 
have been made to the Organizations and Persons Consulted section: 
 
City of San Diego, Parks and Recreation Department, Mission Trails Regional Park 
Tracey Walker, Senior Park Ranger 
John Barone, Senior Park Ranger 
Melvyn Naidas, Senior Park Ranger 
 
 
Page 10-2, Section 10.0 – References.  The following revisions have been made to the 
References Section: 
 

2000   Land Development Code ESL and Historical Resource Regulations.  
January. 

2001   Historical Resource Guidelines.  September. 
2002   Biological Resource Guidelines.  July. 
2004  CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds.  May. 
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1.0  INTRODUCTION   

The San Diego County Water Authority (Water Authority) constructed the Mission Trails Flow 
Regulatory Structure I (FRS I) in Mission Trails Regional Park (MTRP) in 1995.  The FRS I is 
an 18 million gallon concrete reservoir constructed below ground level and covered with 
approximately 1.5 feet of soil.  Upon completion, the site was revegetated with coastal sage 
scrub (CSS) plant species. 

The Water Authority currently proposes to construct another belowground reservoir near FRS I 
as a project component in the Mission Trails FRS II, Pipeline Tunnel, and Vent Demolition 
Project.  The Water Authority proposes to cover the reservoir with approximately 2 feet of soil 
and revegetate with CSS species.  In order to assess the success of the revegetation effort at FRS 
I, the Water Authority directed Tierra Environmental Services to conduct a comparative analysis 
of the vegetation at the FRS I site with selected nearby areas.  This report documents the results 
of that analysis. 

2.0 METHODOLOGY 

Vegetation was analyzed at four locations in MTRP representing different stands of CSS habitat.  
These locations were chosen based on the predominant vegetation community (CSS), slope (flat 
mesas), and fire impacts (all sites burned in 2003 Cedar fire).  The selected sampling locations 
shown in Figure 1 included naturally established CSS occurring on a low mesa at the foot of 
Fortuna Mountain; CSS planted by the Water Authority at two locations along the existing 
pipeline corridor, referred to here as Elliott Vent 3 and Elliott Vent 4 sites; and the CSS 
established over the FRS I.  Photographs of each area are presented in Figure 2 through Figure 5.
Thus, this analysis compares natural CSS with revegetated CSS in two areas with an unknown 
depth of soil and revegetated CSS in the FRS I area with 1.5 feet of cover.  It should be noted 
that the pre-fire conditions of none of these sites was documented.  Thus, it is not possible to 
know if the naturally occurring CSS at the Fortuna Mountain site was at one time more pristine 
than it is today.  In general, it is difficult to find undisturbed CSS in this portion of MTRP. 

Both qualitative and semiquantitative data were collected.  Qualitative data included the physical 
structure of the vegetation and dominance relationships between species.  Physical conditions, 
including the presence of bare areas and the presence or absence of non-native plant species, 
were also recorded.  Conditions present at each representative sample site were documented with 
photographs.

Semiquantitative assessment followed the relevé method recommended by the California Native 
Plant Society (CNPS).  Using the relevé method, the full range of plant species detected at the 
sample site is recorded when classifying the community.  This method is considered 
semiquantitative because percent cover measurements are estimates rather than exact measures. 
Unlike time-consuming quantitative methods that employ iterative measurement, the relevé 
method employs a categorical determination of the percent cover for the entire vegetation 
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Figure 2.  Fortuna Mountain Sampling Site (taken to the northeast). 

Figure 3.  Elliott Vent 4 Revegetated Sampling Site (taken to the south). 
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Figure 4.  Elliott Vent 3 Revegetated Sampling Site (taken to the northwest). 

Figure 5.  FRS I Revegetated Sampling Site (taken to the west). 
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community as well as for each significant species within the community.  In this way, 
species compositions and dominance relationships within the entire community are 
revealed without direct counts. 

According to the CNPS, sample plot sizes for intermittent to dense shrublands should be 
400 square meters (m2).  Thus, 400 m2 sample plots were established within these 
representative CSS stands and the diversity of species and species contributions to cover 
were recorded for each plot.  Percent total cover and cover of each plant species was 
determined by ocular estimate.  Percent cover attributed to each species was classified 
using cover class categories as outlined below.  A team of two surveyors performed the 
assessment for each plant species detected and calibrated their ocular estimates with each 
other to minimize error.   

Cover Class Categories:
<1% Cover 
1-5% Cover 
6-25% Cover 
26-50% Cover 
51-75% Cover 
76-100% Cover 

To analyze these data, the midpoint of the cover class recorded for each species is 
multiplied by the number of occurrences to determine the mean percent cover of each 
species.  The results are presented below. 

3.0 RESULTS 

3.1 Qualitative Observations

As indicated by the photographs in Figures 2 through 5, shrub height was greatest at the 
Elliott Vent 3 and 4 revegetated stands and lower at the Fortuna Mountain and FRS I 
stands.  Qualitative assessment of cover by non-native grass indicated that there was a 
greater degree of cover by non-native grass species at the FRS I and Fortuna Mountain 
sites compared to the Elliott Vent 3 and 4 sites. 

3.2 Semiquantitative Analyses 

3.2.1 Species Abundance and Composition 

A total of 43 species of plants representing 16 families were observed during the analysis, 
including 30 native and 32 non-native taxa (Table 1).  Species richness, defined as the 
number of species present, was greatest at the Fortuna Mountain vegetative stand (Figure 
6) where a total of 28 species (20 native and 8 non-native) were observed and lowest at 
the Elliott Vent 3 revegetated stand (15 species; 12 native and 3 non-native).  The FRS I 
revegetated stand (16 species; 7 native and 9 non-native) and the Elliott Vent 3
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Table 1.  Plant Species Observed 

Anacardiaceae Sumac Family  Common Name 

Malosma laurina   laurel sumac

Asteraceae Aster Family 

Artemisia californica   California sagebrush
Baccharis sarothroides   broom baccharis
Centaurea melitensis*    tocalote
Deinandra fasciculata   fascicled tarweed
Encelia californica    bush sunflower
Gnaphalium bicolor    bicolor everlasting
Gutierrezia sarothrae   brushweed
Hazardia squarrosa   sawtooth goldenbush
Heterotheca grandiflora   telegraph weed
Hypochaeris glabra*    catsear
Isocoma menziessi   spreading goldenbush
Lessingia sp.    lessingia aster
Osmadenia tenella    three-spot osmadenia
Stephanomeria sp.   wand chicory
Viguiera laciniata   San Diego sunflower

Brassicaceae Mustard Family 

Hirschfeldia incana*   shortpod mustard 
Caulanthus sp.*    jewelflower

Convolvulaceae Morning Glory Family 

Calystegia macrostegia   morning glory 

Euphorbiaceae Spurge Family 

Chamaesyce polycarpa   prostrate spurge 

Fabaceae Legume Family

Astragalus sp.     locoweed
Lotus scoparius    deerweed
Lupinus sp.    lupine
Trifolium sp.*     vetch

Geraniaceae Geranium Family

Eriodium cicutarium*   red-stem filaree 
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Hydrophyllaceae Waterleaf Family 

Eriodictyon crassifolium   thick leaved yerba santa

Lamiaceae Mint Family 

Salvia apiana    white sage
Salvia mlelifera    black sage

Liliaceae Lily Family

Calochortus weedii   yellow mariposa lily

Malvaceae Mallow Family

Malacothamnus facsiculatus  coastal bush mallow

Poacea Grass Family

Avena fatua*    wild oat
Bromus diandrus*   rip-gut grass
Bromus hordeaceus*   brome 
Bromus matridensis*   red fox-tail brome
Gastridium venrticosum*  nitgrass 
Hordeum murinum*   hare barley
Nassella sp.    needle grass
Vulpia myuros *   fescue

Plantaginaceae Plantain Family

Plantago sp.     plantain

Polygonaceae Buckwheat Family 

Chorizanthe sp.    spine flower
Eriogonum facsiculatum  California buckwheat

Rhamnaceae Buckthorn Family 

Rhamnus crocee   spiny redberry

Selginellaceae Moss Family 

Selaginella sp.    spike moss

* non-native species 
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revegetated stand (18 species: 12 native and 6 non-native) were intermediate in species 
richness.

In general, species richness was highest in naturally occurring CSS compared to 
revegetated sites.  In addition, the relative abundance of non-native species, expressed as 
a percent of total species per stand (Figure 7), was lowest at the Elliott Vent 3 revegetated 
stand (20%; 3 of 15) and highest at the FRS I revegetated site (56%; 9 of 16).  The 
Fortuna Mountain stand (44%; 8 of 18) and the Elliott Vent 4 revegetated stand (33%: 6 
of 18) were intermediate in terms of relative abundance of non-native species.  It should 
be noted that the Elliott Vent 4 site is located adjacent to existing pipeline vents and may 
be subjected to periodic disturbance. 

Total Species Present - All Plots
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Figure 6.  Total Species Observed in All Vegetation Stands 

Non-native Species  As Percent of Total Species - All 
Plots
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Figure 7.  Non-native Plant Species Expressed as Percent of Total Species Observed
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3.2.2 Percent Cover 

Mean Percent Total Cover.  Percent cover by vegetative stand is summarized in Table 2 
(Appendix A) and is illustrated in Figure 8.  Overall, the highest percent total cover was 
exhibited by the FRS I site (mean % cover = 86.4%; mean % bare ground = 6.1%; n = 4), 
followed by Elliott Vent 3 revegetated site (mean % cover = 75.5%; mean % bare ground 
= 13.9%; n = 2), the Elliott Vent 4 revegetated site (mean % cover = 72.4%; mean % bare 
ground = 18.3%; n = 2) and the Fortuna Mountain stand (mean % cover = 61.4%; mean 
% bare ground = 6.1%; n = 4).  Thus, total percent cover was higher at all three 
revegetated sites than at the naturally established site. 

Mean % Total Cover and Bare Ground - All Stands
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Figure 8.  Mean Percent Total Vegetative Cover and Bare Ground for All Stands 

Mean Percent Cover by Species.  When the data are examined based on the contribution 
of each species to total ground cover, it is evident that the non-native species contributed 
significantly to total cover.  The top individual contributors to mean total cover are 
compared to total mean cover at each stand in Figures 9 through 12.  At the Fortuna 
Mountain stand, for example, two non-native species, red fox-tail brome (Bromus
madredensis) and tocolate (Centaurea melitnesis), were the dominant individual species.  
These species contributed 14.56% and 11.28% of the total cover, respectively, and, 
combined, represented approximately 42% of mean total cover where cover existed. 
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Mean Percent Cover Fortuna Mountian
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Figure 9.  Mean Percent Total Cover and Mean Percent Cover by Dominant Species, Fortuna Mountain 

By contrast, the two dominant species of the Elliott Vent 3 stand were native species: 
deerweed (Lotus scoparius) and San Diego sunflower (Viguiera lacinita) (Figure 10).  
These two species contributed 28.6% and 15.19% to the mean total cover and combined 
represented 52% of the mean total cover where cover occurred. 
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Figure 10.  Mean Percent Total Cover and Mean Percent Cover by Dominant Species, Elliott Vent 3 
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Figure 11 shows a similar analysis for the Elliott Vent 4 revegetated stand.  In this case, 
the two dominant individual species were mixed, with one native, deerweed, and one 
non-native, hare barley (Hordeum murinum).  As can be seen in Figure 11, the non-native 
hare barley comprised approximately 50% of total mean cover where cover existed.  

Mean Percent Cover Elliott Vent 4 
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Figure 11.  Mean Percent Total Cover and Mean Percent Cover by Dominant Species, Elliott Vent 4 

The FRS I site was unique in that there were four dominant species: hare barley, San 
Diego sunflower, deerweed, and red-stem filaree (Erodium cicutarium).  The non-native 
hare barley was by far the dominant, making up approximately 50% of the mean total 
cover (Figure 12).  Therefore, although the FRS I site had the greatest mean total cover, 
much of that cover was by non-native species. 
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 Figure 12.  Mean Percent Cover FRS I 
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4.0 SUMMARY 

The four stands of CSS were compared in terms of species richness, percent non-native 
species, mean percent total cover, and mean percent cover by individual species.  In 
addition, qualitative assessments of each stand were conducted.  The qualitative 
assessments showed that shrub height was greatest at the revegetated Elliott Vent 3 and 4 
sites, and similar at the revegetated FRS I site and the naturally occurring Fortuna 
Mountain site.  In terms of species richness, the Fortuna Mountain site supported the 
greatest number of plant species, while all three revegetated sites were similar.  The FRS 
I site had the highest mean percent total cover, which was similar to the other revegetated 
sites, and 25 percent greater than the naturally occurring coverage on the Fortuna 
Mountain site.  Although the FRS I site had the greatest mean percent cover by non-
native species, the coverage was not substantially different than the Fortuna Mountain 
site.  Based on this analysis, there is no significant difference in vegetation growth 
between the FRS I revegetated site and the naturally occurring CSS at the Fortuna 
Mountain site.
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APPENDIX A 

TABLE 2 

SPECIES OBSERVED BY STAND, 
SAN DIEGO COUNTY WATER AUTHORITY

MISSION TRAILS FRS I VEGETATION ANALYSIS 





Table 2.  Species Observed by Stand, SDCWA Mission Trails FRS I Vegetation Analysis

Fortuna Mountain Species Cent. Brom. Mala. Malos. Vig. Lot. Haz. Calys. Hir. Sal. Less. Dei. Cham.
mel. mat. fasc. lua. lac. sco. squ. macro. inc. mel. sp. fasc. poly.

Tot. cov. B.G Cover 3 3 2 2 1 2 1
Quad 1 5 4 mid-point 15.5 15.5 3 3 0.5 3 0.5
mid-point 63 38
Quad 2 4 5 Cover 3 3 2 1 1 2 2 1
mid-point 38 63 mid-point 15.5 15.5 3 0.5 0.5 3 3 0.5
Quad 3 5 4 Cover 3 3 2 2 2 1 2
mid-point 63 38 mid-point 15.5 15.5 3 3 3 0.5 3
Quad 4 5 5 Cover 4 3 2 2 2 1 2 3 1
mid-point 63 63 mid-point 38 15.5 3 3 3 0.5 3 15.5 0.5
Mean tot Mean cov.
Cover 56.75 by spp. 21.125 15.5 3 2.25 0.25 2.25 0.125 0.375 0.75 2.25 0.125 3.875 0.125
Mean B.G. 50.5

Fotuna Mountain Species Cent. Brom. Malos. Vig. Lot. Haz. Calys. Sal. Ave. Choriz. Gas. Step. Erio. Art. Calo. Gut. Osma.
mel. mat. lua. lac. sco. squ. macro. mel. fat. sp. ven. sp. fasc. cal. weed. sara. ten.

Tot. cov. B.G Cover 3 3 2 2 2 1 1 1 1
Quad 1 5 4 mid-point 15.5 15.5 3 3 3 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
mid-point 63 38
Quad 2 4 5 Cover 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 1
mid-point 38 63 mid-point 3 3 3 3 0.5 3 3 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
Quad 3 5 4 Cover 2 3 2 2 1 2 3 1 1
mid-point 63 38 mid-point 3 15.5 3 3 0.5 3 15.5 0.5 0.5
Quad 4 4 5 Cover 3 2 2 2 2 2 1 2
mid-point 38 63 mid-point 15.5 3 3 3 3 3 0.5 3
Mean tot Mean cov.
Cover 50.5 by spp. 9.25 9.25 2.25 0.75 1.5 1 3 6.125 0.25 0.125 0.125 0.375 0.125 0.125 0.125 0.875 0.125
Mean B.G. 50.5

Fortuna Mountain Species Cent. Brom. Mala. Malos. Lot. Haz. Calys. Sal. Ave. Choriz. Gas. Step. Erio. Art. Calo. Gut. Osma. Rham. Gnap.
mel. mat. fasc. lua. sco. squ. macro. mel. fat. sp. ven. sp. fasc. cal. weed. saro. ten. Croc. Bicol.

Tot. cov. B.G Cover 2 3 2 3 1 1 1 3 1 1 1
Quad 1 5 4 mid-point 3 15.5 3 15.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 15.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
mid-point 63 38
Quad 2 5 4 Cover 3 3 1 2 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
mid-point 63 38 mid-point 15.5 15.5 0.5 3 15.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
Quad 3 5 4 Cover 3 3 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1
mid-point 63 38 mid-point 15.5 15.5 3 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 3 0.5 0.5
Quad 4 4 5 Cover 3 2 2 2 3 1 1 1 1
mid-point 38 63 mid-point 15.5 3 3 3 15.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
Mean tot Mean cov.
Cover 56.75 by spp. 12.375 12.375 0.75 4.75 0.88 0.13 1.75 11.75 0.375 0.125 0.5 0.375 0.125 0.375 0.25 0.875 0.25 0.125 0.125
Mean B.G. 44.25

Cent. mel. = Centaurea melitensis; Brom.mat = Bromus matridensis; Mala. fasc. = Malacothamnus fasciculatus; Malos. Lua. = Malosma laurina; 
Vig. lac. = Viguiera laciniata; Lot. sco. = Lotus scoparius; Haz. Squ = Hazardia squarrosa; Calys. macro. = Calystegia macrostegia; Sal. mel. = Salvia mellifera
Ave. fat. = Avena fatua; Gas. ven. = Gastridium ventricosum; Erio. fasc. = Eriogonum fasciculatum; Art. Cal. = Artemisia californica;
Calo. weed. = Calochortus weedi; Gut. saro. = Gutierrezia sarothrae; Osma. Ten. = Osmadenia tenella; Gnap. Bicol. = Gnaphalium bicolor; Caul.sp = Caulanthus sp.
Vul. myo. = Vulpia myuros; Hypo. glab. = Hypochaeris glabra; Erio. cras. =  Eriodictyon crassifolium; Brom. Hor. = Bromus hordeaceus.
Continued Page 2
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Table 2 Continued 
Fortuna Mountain Species Cent. Brom. Mala. Malos. Vig. Lot. Haz. Calys. Sal. Ave. Gas. Erio. Art. Calo. Gut. Osma. Gnap. Caul. Vul. Hypo. Erio. Brom.

mel. mat. fasc. lua. lac. sco. squ. macro. mel. fat. ven. fasc. cal. weed. saro. ten. Bicol. sp. myu. glab. cras. hor.
Tot. cov. B.G Cover 2 3 2 1 2 2 3 1 1 1 1

Quad 1 6 2 mid-point 3 15.5 3 0.5 3 3 15.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
mid-point 88 3
Quad 2 6 2 Cover 2 4 1 2 1 2 2 3 1 1 1 1
mid-point 88 3 mid-point 3 38 0.5 3 0.5 3 3 15.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
Quad 3 6 2 Cover 1 3 2 1 3 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2
mid-point 88 3 mid-point 0.5 15.5 3 0.5 15.5 15.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 3
Quad 4 5 3 Cover 2 3 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1
mid-point 63 15.5 mid-point 3 15.5 0.5 3 3 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
Mean tot Mean cov.
Cover 81.75 by spp. 2.375 21.125 0.25 2.25 1 0.75 6.125 12.38 0.5 0.25 0.125 0.375 0.125 0.25 0.125 0.375 0.125 0.125 0.125 0.75 0.125
Mean B.G. 6.125

Species Cent. Brom. Malos. Vig. Lot. Sal. Ave. Erio. Art. Bac. Enc. Nas. Hor. Sal.
mel. mat. lua. lac. sco. mel. fat. fasc. cal. Sar. cal. sp. mur. Api.

Tot. cov. B.G Cover 1 3 5 2 2 2 2 1 1 1
Quad 1 6 3 mid-point 0.5 15.5 63 3 3 3 3 0.5 0.5 0.5
mid-point 88 15.5
Quad 2 6 3 Cover 1 1 4 2 1 1 1 3 3 1 4 1
mid-point 88 15.5 mid-point 0.5 0.5 38 3 0.5 0.5 0.5 15.5 15.5 0.5 38 0.5
Quad 3 6 3 Cover 1 1 3 3 1 1 3 2 2 1 3 1
mid-point 88 15.5 mid-point 0.5 0.5 15.5 15.5 0.5 0.5 15.5 3 3 0.5 15.5 0.5
Quad 4 6 2 Cover 1 1 2 3 5 1 1 2 2 1 2 1
mid-point 88 3 mid-point 0.5 0.5 3 15.5 63 0.5 0.5 3 3 0.5 3 0.5
Mean tot Mean cov.
Cover 88 by spp. 0.5 0.375 0.75 21.125 36.1 1.13 0.25 1 9.25 5.375 1.625 0.5 14.25 0.375
Mean B.G. 12.375

Species Cent. Brom. Malos. Vig. Lot. Sal. Ave. Erio. Art. Brom. Bac. Enc. Nas. Hor. Sal.
mel. mat. lua. lac. sco. mel. fat. fasc. cal. hor. Sar. cal. sp. mur. Api.

Tot. cov. B.G Cover 1 1 3 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3
Quad 1 5 3 mid-point 0.5 0.5 15.5 15.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 15.5
mid-point 63 15.5
Quad 2 5 3 Cover 2 1 2 3 3 1 2 2 1 2 1 4
mid-point 63 15.5 mid-point 3 0.5 3 15.5 15.5 0.5 3 3 0.5 3 0.5 38
Quad 3 5 3 Cover 1 1 2 4 1 1 1 1 2
mid-point 63 15.5 mid-point 0.5 0.5 3 38 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 3
Quad 4 5 3 Cover 1 2 3 4 1 3 1
mid-point 63 15.5 mid-point 0.5 3 15.5 38 0.5 15.5 0.5
Mean tot Mean cov.
Cover 63 by spp. 1.125 0.375 0.75 9.25 21.1 0.25 0.375 0.875 10.38 0.125 1 0.5 18 0.125
Mean B.G. 15.5

Hor. mur. = Hordeum murinum; Erod. cic. = Erodium cicutarium; Brom. dian. = Bromus diandrus; Lup. sp. = Lupinus sp.; Trifol. sp. = Trifolium sp.;
Bac. sar. = Baccharis sarathroides; Enc. Cal. = Encelia californica; Nas. sp. = Nassella sp.; Hor. mur. = Hordeum murinum; Sal. api. = Salvia apiana;
Dei. fasc. = Deinandra fasciculatum; Iso. men. = Isocoma menziesii; Selag. sp. = Selaginella sp.; Plant. sp. = Plantago sp.; Hir. Inc. = Hirschfeldia incana
Less. sp. = Lessingia sp.; Cham. ploy. =  Chamaesyce polycarpa; Step. sp.. = Stephanomaria sp.;
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Table 2 Continued 
Species Cent. Brom. Mala. Vig. Lot. Sal. Ave. Erio. Art. Hor. Sal. Ast. Iso. Erod. Heter.

Plot 1 mel. mat. fasc. lac. sco. mel. fat. fasc. cal. mur. Api. sp. menz. cic. gran. 
Tot. cov. B.G Cover 2 2 3 3 2 3 3 1

Quad 1 5 4 mid-point 3 3 15.5 15.5 3 15.5 15.5 0.5
mid-point 63 38
Quad 2 5 3 Cover 1 2 4 1 3 3 2 1 2 1
mid-point 63 15.5 mid-point 0.5 3 38 0.5 15.5 15.5 3 0.5 3 0.5
Quad 3 6 3 Cover 1 1 2 4 1 4
mid-point 88 15.5 mid-point 0.5 0.5 3 38 0.5 38
Quad 4 5 3 Cover 1 1 1 2 3 1 1 2 3 1 1 1 2 1
mid-point 63 15.5 mid-point 0.5 0.5 0.5 3 15.5 0.5 0.5 3 15.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 3 0.5
Mean tot Mean cov.
Cover 69.25 by spp. 1.125 1.75 0.125 5.375 26.8 0.13 0.125 4.875 8.5 18 0.375 0.875 0.25 0.75 0.125
Mean B.G. 21.125

Species Cent. Brom. Mala. Vig. Lot. Ave. Erio. Art. Hor. Ast. Iso. Erod. Selag. Plant. Brom.
Plot 2 mel. mat. fasc. lac. sco. fat. fasc. cal. mur. sp. menz. cic. sp sp dian.

Tot. cov. B.G Cover 1 2 3 1 2 4 2
Quad 1 5 3 mid-point 0.5 3 15.5 0.5 3 38 3
mid-point 63 15.5
Quad 2 5 3 Cover 1 1 1 2 3 1 1 4 1 1 1
mid-point 63 15.5 mid-point 0.5 0.5 0.5 3 15.5 0.5 0.5 38 0.5 0.5 0.5
Quad 3 6 3 Cover 1 1 1 3 1 2 5 3 2
mid-point 88 15.5 mid-point 0.5 0.5 0.5 15.5 0.5 3 63 15.5 3
Quad 4 6 3 Cover 1 2 4 1 5 1 1 1 1
mid-point 88 15.5 mid-point 0.5 3 38 0.5 63 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
Mean tot Mean cov.
Cover 75.5 by spp. 0.5 0.25 1.625 21.1 0.5 1.5 0.125 50.5 0.125 0.25 4.75 0.125 0.875 0.125
Mean B.G. 15.5

Species Cent. Brom. Vig. Lot. Dei. Ave. Art. Brom. Hor. Erod. Brom. Lup.
Plot 1 mel. mat. lac. sco. fasc. fat. cal. hor. mur. cic. dian. sp.

Tot. cov. B.G Cover 2 3 1 3 2 2 4 3 2
Quad 1 6 2 mid-point 3 15.5 0.5 15.5 3 3 38 15.5 3
mid-point 88 3
Quad 2 6 2 Cover 1 2 1 3 1 3 4 3 2
mid-point 88 3 mid-point 0.5 3 0.5 15.5 0.5 15.5 38 15.5
Quad 3 6 2 Cover 1 2 3 2 1 3 1 1 4 3 2
mid-point 88 3 mid-point 0.5 0.5 15.5 3 0.5 15.5 0.5 0.5 38 15.5 3
Quad 4 6 2 Cover 1 2 2 3 1 1 1 5 3 1 2
mid-point 88 3 mid-point 0.5 3 3 15.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 63 15.5 0.5 3
Mean tot Mean cov.
Cover 88 by spp. 1.125 5.5 4.875 12.375 0.25 8.63 0.25 1 44.25 15.5 0.125 2.25
Mean B.G. 3

Rham. croc. = Rhamnus crocea; Choriz. Sp. = Chorizanthe sp.; Ast. sp. = Astragalus sp.;
Heter. gran. = Heterotheca grandiflora
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Table 2 Continued 
Species Cent. Brom. Vig. Lot. Sal. Dei. Ave. Erio. Art. Brom. Hor. Erod. Brom. Lup. Trifol.

Plot 2 mel. mat. lac. sco. mel. fasc. fat. fasc cal. hor. mur. cic. dian. sp. sp.
Tot. cov. B.G Cover 1 2 2 3 1 2 1 5 3 1 1

Quad 1 6 2 mid-point 0.5 3 3 15.5 0.5 3 0.5 63 15.5 0.5 0.5
mid-point 88 3
Quad 2 6 2 Cover 1 2 3 2 2 1 1 4 2 2 1
mid-point 88 3 mid-point 0.5 3 15.5 3 3 0.5 0.5 38 3 3 0.5
Quad 3 6 2 Cover 1 2 2 2 1 1 2 1 5 1 3
mid-point 88 3 mid-point 0.5 3 3 3 0.5 0.5 3 0.5 63 0.5 15.5
Quad 4 6 2 Cover 1 1 3 2 1 1 1 1 1 5 1 1 2
mid-point 88 3 mid-point 0.5 0.5 15.5 3 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 63 0.5 0.5 3
Mean tot Mean cov.
Cover 88 by spp. 0.5 2.375 9.25 6.125 0.13 0.38 2.375 0.125 0.375 0.375 56.75 4.75 0.375 5.5 0.125
Mean B.G. 3

Species Cent. Brom. Vig. Lot. Sal. Dei. Ave. Erio. Brom. Hor. Erod. Lup.
Plot 3 mel. mat. lac. sco. mel. fasc. fat. fasc hor. mur. cic. sp.

Tot. cov. B.G Cover 1 1 3 3 1 1 1 1 4 1
Quad 1 6 3 mid-point 0.5 0.5 15.5 15.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 38 0.5
mid-point 88 15.5
Quad 2 6 2 Cover 1 1 3 3 1 1 1 1 1 4 1
mid-point 88 3 mid-point 0.5 0.5 15.5 15.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 38 0.5
Quad 3 6 2 Cover 2 1 3 2 1 1 1 1 4 2 3
mid-point 88 3 mid-point 3 0.5 15.5 3 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 38 3 15.5
Quad 4 5 3 Cover 1 1 3 2 1 1 1 1 4 2 2
mid-point 63 15.5 mid-point 0.5 0.5 15.5 3 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 38 3 3
Mean tot Mean cov.
Cover 81.75 by spp. 1.125 0.5 15.5 9.25 0.25 0.5 0.5 0.375 0.5 38 1.625 4.75
Mean B.G. 9.25

Species Cent. Brom. Vig. Lot. Sal. Dei. Ave. Erio. Art. Vul. Brom. Hor. Erod. Lup.
Plot 4 mel. mat. lac. sco. mel. fasc. fat. fasc cal. myu. hor. mur. cic. sp.

Tot. cov. B.G Cover 1 1 3 2 1 1 1 1 1 4 3 2
Quad 1 6 2 mid-point 0.5 0.5 15.5 3 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 38 15.5 3
mid-point 88 3
Quad 2 6 2 Cover 1 2 3 2 1 1 1 2 1 4 3 2
mid-point 88 3 mid-point 0.5 3 15.5 3 0.5 0.5 0.5 3 0.5 38 15.5 3
Quad 3 6 3 Cover 1 1 3 3 1 1 1 1 1 4 3 1
mid-point 88 15.5 mid-point 0.5 0.5 15.5 15.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 38 15.5 0.5
Quad 4 6 3 Cover 1 2 2 3 1 1 1 1 4 3 2
mid-point 88 15.5 mid-point 0.5 3 3 15.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 38 15.5 3
Mean tot Mean cov.
Cover 88 by spp. 0.5 1.75 12.38 9.25 0.38 0.25 0.5 0.25 1 0.125 0.5 38 15.5 2.375
Mean B.G. 9.25

FRS I Site

FRS I Site

FRS I Site
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