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LIST OF ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 

Acronym/Abbreviation Definition 

µg/L micrograms per Liter  

µg/m
3
 micrograms per cubic meter 

1,2,3-TCP 1,2,3-trichloropropane 

AADF annual average daily flow 

AB Assembly Bill 

ACOE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

ADC alternative daily cover 

ADD Assistant Deputy Director 

ADMRT Air Dispersion Modeling and Risk Tool 

ADRP Archaeological Data Recovery Program 

ADT Average Daily Traffic 

AF acre-feet 

AFY acre-feet per year 

AIA Airport Influence Area 

AICUZ Air Installations Compatible Use Zone 

ALUC  Airport Land Use Commission 

ALUCP Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 

AME Archaeological Monitoring Exhibit 

AMSL above mean sea level 

APE area of potential effect 

APN Assessor’s Parcel Number 

APZ Accident Potential Zone 

ASMD area-specific management directive 

Assembly City of San Diego Assembly on Water Reuse 

AST aboveground storage tank 

AWPF advanced water purification facility 

BAC biological activated carbon filtration 

BAU Business-as-Usual 

BCEM Biological Construction Mitigation/Monitoring Exhibit 

BEP business emergency plan 

BI Building Inspector 

BLM Bureau of Land Management 

BMP best management practice 

CAA Clean Air Act 

CAAQS California Ambient Air Quality Standards 

CalARP California Accidental Release Program 

CalEEMod California Emissions Estimator Model  

CALGreen California Green Building Standards 

Cal/OSHA California Occupational Health and Safety Administration 

CalRecycle California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery  
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Acronym/Abbreviation Definition 

Caltrans California Department of Transportation 

CAP Climate Action Plan 

CARB California Air Resources Board 

CBC California Building Code 

CCA California Coastal Act 

CCC California Coastal Commission 

CCR California Code of Regulations 

CDFW California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

CDP coastal development permit 

CDPH California Department of Public Health 

CEC California Energy Commission 

CECs contaminants of emerging concern 

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act 

CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 

CESA California Endangered Species Act 

CFC chlorofluorocarbon 

CFR Code of Federal Regulations 

CH4 methane 

CHSP Community Health and Safety Plan 

CIP clean-in-place 

City City of San Diego 

CLTL controlled left-turn lane 

CM Construction Manager  

CMP Congestion Management Program 

CMU concrete masonry unit 

CNEL community noise equivalent level 

CNPS California Native Plant Society 

CNRA California Natural Resources Agency 

CO carbon monoxide 

CO2 carbon dioxide 

CO2E carbon dioxide equivalent 

CPUC California Public Utilities Commission 

CREC Controlled Recognized Environmental Condition 

CRHR California Register of Historical Resources 

CRPR California Rare Plant Rank 

CRMTP Cultural Resources Monitoring and Treatment Plan  

CWA Clean Water Act 

CWSRF Clean Water State Revolving Fund 

dB decibel 

dBA A-weighted decibel 

DCS Distributed Control System 

DDW Division of Drinking Water 
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Acronym/Abbreviation Definition 

Dechlorination Facility Pure Water Dechlorination Facility 

DEH Department of Environmental Health 

DIT direct integrity testing 

DO dissolved oxygen 

DPM diesel particulate matter 

DSOD Division of Safety of Dams 

DTSC Department of Toxic Substances Control 

EB eastbound 

ECAWPP East County Advanced Water Purification Program 

EFM enhanced flux maintenance 

EIR Environmental Impact Report 

EIS Environmental Impact Statement 

EISA Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 

EO Executive Order 

EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

EQ equalization 

ESA Environmental Site Assessment 

ESL Environmentally Sensitive Lands 

FAA Federal Aviation Administration 

FeCl2 ferrous chloride 

FESA federal Endangered Species Act 

FHWA Federal Highway Administration 

GAC granular activated carbon 

GC Grading Contractor 

GHG greenhouse gas 

GIS geographic information system 

gpm gallons per minute 

GPS Global Positioning System 

GWP global warming potential 

HAPs hazardous air pollutants 

HCFC hydrochlorofluorocarbon 

HCM Highway Capacity Manual 

HDPE high-density polyethylene 

HFC hydrofluorocarbon 

HP horsepower 

HRA Health Risk Assessment 

HREC Historic Recognized Environmental Condition 

HRG Historical Resources Guidelines 

I- Interstate 

IAP Independent Advisory Panel 

IBC International Building Code 

ICE internal combustion engine 



NORTH CITY PROJECT EIR/EIS 

 ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 

February 2018 ACR-4 9420-04 

Acronym/Abbreviation Definition 

INRMP Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan 

IPCC Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 

IRAT In-Reservoir Alternative Terminus 

IR  Installation Restoration 

IRP Integrated Water Resources Plan 

ISTEA International Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 

kWh kilowatt hour 

LAS Landscape Architecture Section 

lb/d pounds per day 

LCD Landscape Construction Documents 

LCP Local Coastal Program 

LDC Land Development Code 

Leq equivalent sound level 

LF linear feet 

LFG landfill gas 

LFG Pipeline Landfill Gas Pipeline 

LID low-impact development 

Lmax maximum sound level 

LOS Level of Service 

LOX liquid oxygen 

LRWRP Long-Range Water Resources Plan 

LUST leaking underground storage tank 

MA Management Area 

MAT Marina Alternative Terminus 

MBC Metro Biosolids Center 

MBTA Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

MCAS Marine Corps Air Station 

MCCTP Mid-Coast Corridor Transit Project 

MCL maximum contaminant level 

MEC munitions and explosives of concern 

MEIR Maximally Exposed Individual Resident 

MEIW Maximally Exposed Individual Worker 

Metropolitan Metropolitan Water District of Southern California  

Metro System Metropolitan Sewerage System 

MF membrane filtration 

mg/L milligrams per liter 

MG million gallons  

MGD million gallons per day 

MHPA Multi-Habitat Planning Area 

ml milliliter 

MLD Most Likely Descendant 

MM mitigation measure 
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Acronym/Abbreviation Definition 

MMC Mitigation Monitoring Coordination  

MMRP Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program  

MMT million metric tons 

Morena Pipelines Morena Wastewater Forcemain and Brine/Centrate Line 

mpg miles per gallon 

mph miles per hour 

MR Miramar Reservoir 

MRP Munitions Response Program 

MRZ Mineral Resource Zone 

MS4 municipal separate storm sewer system  

MSCP Multiple Species Conservation Program 

MT metric ton 

MT CO2E metric tons carbon dioxide equivalent 

MTBE methyl tertiary butyl ether 

MTBS Mission Trails Booster Station  

MTS Metropolitan Transit System 

MT/yr metric tons per year 

MW megawatts 

N2O nitrous oxide 

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

NAHC Native American Heritage Commission  

NB northbound 

NCPWF North City Pure Water Facility 

NCPWF-MR North City Pure Water Facility-Miramar Reservoir 

NCPWF-SVR North City Pure Water Facility-San Vicente Reservoir 

NCTD North County Transit District 

NCWRP North City Water Reclamation Plant 

NDMA N-Nitrosodimethylamine 

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 

NHPA National Historic Preservation Act  

NHTSA National Highway Traffic Safety Administration 

NO2 nitrogen dioxide 

NOP Notice of Preparation 

North City Pipeline North City Pure Water Pipeline 

North City Pump Station North City Pure Water Pump Station 

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System  

NPR non-potable reuse 

NRHP National Register of Historic Places 

O&M operations and maintenance 

O3 ozone 

OPLA–PRP Omnibus Public Lands Act–Paleontological Resources Preservation 

OSHA Occupational Health and Safety Administration 
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Acronym/Abbreviation Definition 

OSPF other seasonally ponded feature 

Pb lead 

ppb parts per billion 

PDP priority development project  

PEA anionic polymer 

PFC perfluorocarbon 

PG&E Pacific Gas and Electric 

PI Principal Investigator 

PLOO Point Loma Ocean Outfall  

PLRCP Point Loma Reinforced Concrete Pipe 

PM2.5 particulate matter less than 2.5 microns 

PM10 particulate matter less than 10 microns 

Point Loma WWTP Point Loma Wastewater Treatment Plant 

ppb parts per billion 

PPV peak particle velocity 

PQB Principal Qualified Biologist 

Project North City Project 

psi pounds per square inch 

PWS public water system 

RAQS Regional Air Quality Strategy 

RCP reinforced concrete pipe 

RE Resident Engineer 

Reclamation Bureau of Reclamation 

REL reference exposure level 

RIC Revegetation Installation Contractor 

RMC Revegetation Maintenance Contractor 

RO reverse osmosis 

ROP reverse osmosis permeate 

ROW right-of-way 

RPS Renewables Portfolio Standard 

RTP/SCS Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 

RW recycled water 

RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board 

SANDAG San Diego Association of Governments 

SanGIS San Diego Geographic Information Source 

San Vicente Pipeline San Vicente Pure Water Pipeline 

San Vicente Pipeline - 

Repurposed 36-inch 

Recycled Water Line 

36-inch recycled water pipeline  

San Vicente Pipeline – TAT San Vicente Pipeline – Tunnel Alternative Terminus 

San Vicente Pipeline – IRAT San Vicente Pipeline – In-Reservoir Alternative Terminus 

San Vicente Pipeline – MAT San Vicente Pipeline – Marina Alternative Terminus 



NORTH CITY PROJECT EIR/EIS 

 ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 

February 2018 ACR-7 9420-04 

Acronym/Abbreviation Definition 

SB Senate Bill 

SB southbound 

SBOO South Bay Ocean Outfall  

SBWRP South Bay Water Reclamation Plant 

SDAB San Diego Air Basin 

SDCWA San Diego County Water Authority 

SDFD San Diego Fire-Rescue Department 

SDG&E San Diego Gas & Electric 

SDIA San Diego International Airport 

SDNHM San Diego Natural History Museum 

SDPD San Diego Police Department 

SDRHR San Diego Register of Historic Resources 

SDWA Safe Drinking Water Act 

sf square feet 

SHC sodium hypochlorite 

SIP State Implementation Policy 

SO2 sulfur dioxide 

SoCalGas Southern California Gas 

SR- State Route 

SRTP Scripps Ranch Technology Park 

SSC Species of Special Concern 

STP shovel test pit 

STU shovel test unit 

SVR San Vicente Reservoir 

SWPPP stormwater pollution prevention plan  

SWRCB State Water Resources Control Board 

TAC toxic air contaminant 

TAT Tunnel Alternative Terminus 

TCP traffic control plan 

TDS total dissolved solids 

TEA-21 Transportation Equity Act for the 21
st

 Century 

TMDL total maximum daily load 

TOC total organic carbon 

TP total phosphorus 

TSS total suspended solids  

TT treatment technique 

UCPG University Community Planning Group 

UCSD University of California – San Diego 

UF ultrafiltration 

USDA U.S. Department of Agriculture 

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

UST underground storage tank 
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Acronym/Abbreviation Definition 

UV/AOP ultraviolet/advanced oxidation process  

UWMP Urban Water Management Plan 

UXO unexploded ordnance 

VA Veteran’s Administration 

V/C Volume to Capacity Ratio 

VdB velocity decibel 

VMT vehicle miles traveled 

VOC volatile organic compound 

VPHCP Vernal Pool Habitat Conservation Plan 

WB westbound 

WDR waste discharge requirement 

WL California Watch List  

WQIP water quality improvement plan 

WTP Water Treatment Plant 

WWTP Wastewater Treatment Plant 

 



NORTH CITY PROJECT EIR/EIS 

 LETTERS OF COMMENT AND RESPONSES 

February 2018 RTC-1 9420-04 

LETTERS OF COMMENT AND RESPONSES 

This section of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact 

Statement (EIR/EIS) presents copies of comments on the Draft EIR/EIS received in 

written form during the public review period and provides the City of San Diego’s 

(City’s) and U.S. Bureau of Reclamation’s (Reclamation’s) responses to those 

comments. Each comment letter is lettered, and the issues within each comment 

letter are bracketed and numbered. Comment letters are numbered to correspond 

with the bracketed comment letters. 

The City’s and Reclamation’s responses to comments on the Draft EIR/EIS 

represent a good-faith, reasoned effort to address the environmental issues 

identified by the comments.  

LIST OF AGENCIES AND INDIVIDUALS THAT COMMENTED ON THE DRAFT EIR/EIS 

This section contains all written comments received during the public comment 

period as well as responses to these comments. Table 1 provides an index to 

commenters and comment letters. 

Table 1 

Commenters and Comment Letters 

Comment 

Letter 

Date 

Received Commenter 

B1 11/8/2017 State Clearinghouse, Scott Morgan 

B2 9/27/2017 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), Keri Robinson 

B3 11/8/2017 State Clearinghouse, Scott Morgan 

B4 11/7/2017 Department of Toxic Substances Control, Johnson P. Abraham 

B5 11/21/2017 State Clearinghouse, Scott Morgan 

B6 11/20/2017 California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Scott Cantrell  

B7 11/22/2017 State Clearinghouse, Scott Morgan 

B8 11/21/2017 State Water Resources Control Board, Carina Grove 

B9  9/14/2017 California Department of Conservation, Crina Chan 

C1 11/2/2017 San Diego Association of Governments, Katie Hentrich 

C2 11/7/2017 County of San Diego, Eric Lardy 

C3 11/8/2017 Scripps Ranch Planning Group 

C4 11/14/2017 University Community Planning Group, Janay Kruger 

C5 11/15/2017 University City Community Association, Barry Bernstein 

C6 11/21/2017 SDG&E, Richard Quasarano 

C7 11/21/2017 Padre Dam Municipal Water District, Albert C. Lau 

C8 11/21/2017 City of Santee, Melanie Kush 
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Table 1 

Commenters and Comment Letters 

Comment 

Letter 

Date 

Received Commenter 

C9 11/21/2017 Metro Wastewater Joint Powers Authority, Paula C.P. de Sousa Mills 

D1 12/12/2017 San Diego County Archaeological Society Inc., James W. Royle, Jr. 

D2 11/21/2017 California Native Plant Society San Diego, Letter 1, Frank Landis 

D3 11/21/2017 Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo, Linda Sobczynski 

D4 11/22/2017 California Native Plant Society San Diego, Letter 2, Frank Landis 

E1 9/12/2017 Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians, Ray Teran 

F1 10/11/2017 Chris O’Connell 

F2 10/11/2017 Joyce Holbrook 

F3 10/24/2017 Kathy Frederick Louv 

F4 11/7/2017 Louis Rodolico, Letter 1 

F5 11/9/2017 Megan Hanson 

F6 11/9/2017 Jessica Saffell-Bowlin 

F7 11/10/2017 Diane Ahern 

F8 11/10/2017 Bruce McArthur 

F9 11/11/2017 Bruce and Marlene Miller 

F10 11/13/2017 Maria T 

F11 11/19/2017 Janay Kruger 

F12 11/19/2017 Briggs Law Corporation, Cory J. Briggs 

F13 11/19/2017 Tom Donnelly 

F14 11/20/2017 Louis Rodolico, Letter 1 

F15 11/20/2017 Rey Yturralde Jr. 

F16 11/20/2017 Shepard Mullin, Christopher B. Neils 

F17 11/20/2017 Carol Pietras 

F18 11/21/2017 Katie Rodolico, Letter 1 

F19 11/21/2017 Katie Rodolico, Letter 2 

F20 11/21/2017 Pat Cramer, Letter 1 

F21 11/21/2017 Pat Cramer, Letter 2 

F22 11/21/2017 Steve W 

F23 11/21/2017 Jean Hammerl 

F24 11/21/2017 Deanna Ratnikova 

F25 11/21/2017 David Hogan 

F26 11/22/2017 Catherine Spangler 

F27 11/22/2017 Joseph Satriano 

F28 11/27/2017 Deke Clinger 

EIS-A 1/8/2018 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, David Zoutendyk 

EIS-B 1/8/2018 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Kathleen Martyn Goldforth 

EIS-C 12/12/2017 Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo, Linda Sobczynski 

EIS-D 12/13/2017 National Landmarks Program, Laurie Lee Jenkins 
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Table 1 

Commenters and Comment Letters 

Comment 

Letter 

Date 

Received Commenter 

EIS-E 12/22/2017 Louis Rodolico 

EIS-F 1/3/2018 Katie Rodolico 

 

SUMMARY OF CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS 

In response to the comments received during public review and to City staff input 

subsequent to distribution of the Draft EIR/EIS, minor revisions, clarifications, 

and/or additions have been made to the document which do not change the 

conclusions of the Final EIR/EIS regarding the North City Project’s potential 

environmental impacts and required mitigation and do not represent significant 

new information. Therefore, recirculation of the Draft EIR/EIS is not warranted. No 

new significant environmental impacts would occur from these modifications, and 

similarly, no substantial increase in the severity of environmental impacts would 

occur. Table 2 summarizes the locations of clarifications and modifications to the 

Final EIR/EIS. However, minor text changes, such as fixes for typographical errors, 

that were made to the Final EIR/EIS are not included in Table 2. 

Table 2 

Summary of Changes in Final EIR/EIS 

Location in Final EIR/EIS Type of Clarification or Modification 

Executive Summary 

Page ES-2 Minor text addition 

Table ES-1 Mitigation numbering revision 

Chapter 1 - Introduction 

Page 1-2 Minor text addition and deletion 

Chapter 2 - Environmental Setting 

Page 2-9 Minor text addition 

Pages 2-19 through 2-20 Minor text addition and deletion 

Figure 2-2 
Addition and correction related to Padre Dam Municipal 

Water District 

Chapter 3 – Project Description/Alternatives 

Pages 3-3 through 3-8 
Minor text addition, project description clarification, and 

reference revision 

Page 3-10 Reference revision 

Pages 3-18 through 3-19 Project description clarification 
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Table 2 

Summary of Changes in Final EIR/EIS 

Location in Final EIR/EIS Type of Clarification or Modification 

Page 3-54 Minor text revision 

Figures 3-1 and 3-2 Minor alignment revision 

Figures 3-4 through 3-7 Minor alignment revision 

Figures 3-14A through 3-16 Minor alignment revision 

Figures 3-18 Minor alignment revision 

Figures 3-21 Minor alignment revision 

Chapter 4 – History of Project Changes 

Page 4-2 Project history text addition 

Section 5.1 – Land Use 

Pages 5.1-16 through 5.1-18 Regulatory setting addition 

Figures 5.1-1A and 5.1-1B Minor alignment revision 

Figures 5.1-2A and 5.1-2B Minor alignment revision 

Figures 5.1-5B and 5.1-5C Minor alignment revision 

Section 5.2 – Aesthetics/Visual Effects 

Page 5.2-2 Minor alignment text revision 

Page 5.2-18 Regulatory setting addition 

Section 5.3 – Air Quality and Odor 

Pages 5.3-1 through 5.3-3 
Appendix reference revision and existing climate 

conditions addition/deletion 

Page 5.3-8 Valley fever text addition 

Page 5.3-2 Reference revision 

Section 5.4 – Biological Resources 

Pages 5.4-1 through 5.4-5 
Appendix reference revision, reference revision, and 

survey description text revision 

Table 5.4-2 Acreage revision 

Page 5.4-7 Plant species text revision 

Table 5.4-4 Acreage revision 

Page 5.4-11 Plant species text revision 

Table 5.4-6 Acreage revision 

Page 5.4-14  Plant species text revision 

Table 5.4-8 Table title revision 

Pages 5.4-17 through 5.4-18 Plant and wildlife specific text revision 

Table 5.4-10 Acreage revision 

Pages 5.4-21 through 5.4-22 Reference and plant species text revision 

Table 5.4-12 Acreage revision 

Page 5.4-25  Plant species text revision 

Pages 5.4-27 through 5.4-28 Reference and plant species text revision 

Table 5.4-17 Acreage revision 

Table 5.4-18 Acreage revision 
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Table 2 

Summary of Changes in Final EIR/EIS 

Location in Final EIR/EIS Type of Clarification or Modification 

Page 5.4-44 Plant species text revision 

Table 5.4-27 Acreage revision 

Pages 5.4-49 through 5.4-50 Reference and plant species text revision 

Table 5.4-29 Acreage revision 

Pages 5.4-57 through 5.4-58 Reference and plant species text revision 

Page 5.4-66 Regulatory setting deletion 

Page 5.4-68 Regulatory setting deletion 

Page 5.4-72 Reference revision 

Pages 5.4-75 through 5.4-77 Reference and regulatory setting revision 

Figures 5.4-1A through 5.4-1P Minor alignment revision 

Section 5.7 – Geology and Soils 

Page 5.7-1 Appendix reference revision 

Figures 5.7-1A and 5.7-1B Minor alignment revision 

Section 5.8 – Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Page 5.8-1 Appendix reference revision 

Pages 5.8-12 through 5.8-14 Regulatory setting revision 

Section 5.10 – Historical Resources 

Page 5.10-1 Appendix reference revision 

Page 5.10-3 Reference revision 

Page 5.10-19 Minor text revision 

Page 5.10-26 Minor text revision 

Pages 5.10-33 through 5.10-34 Minor text revision 

Pages 5.10-55 through 5.10-57 Minor text revision 

Section 5.12 – Noise 

Figures 5.12-2A and 5.12-2B Minor alignment revision 

Section 5.16 – Transportation, Circulation, and Parking 

Page 5.16-1 Appendix reference revision 

Pages 5.16-3 through 5.16-6 Minor alignment revision 

Table 5.16-1 Minor alignment revision 

Section 5.18 – Recreation 

Page 5.18-14 Reference revision 

Figures 5.18-1A and 5.18-1B Minor alignment revision 

Section 6.1 – Land Use 

Page 6.1-4 Minor text deletion 

Pages 6.1-10 through 6.1-12 Reference revision and code compliance text revision 

Page 6.1-17 Reference and minor text revision 
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Table 2 

Summary of Changes in Final EIR/EIS 

Location in Final EIR/EIS Type of Clarification or Modification 

Section 6.2 – Aesthetics/Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character 

Page 6.2-4 Reference and minor text revision 

Page 6.2-23 Reference and minor text revision 

Figure 6.2-7 Minor alignment revision 

Section 6.3 – Air Quality and Odor 

Page 6.3-1 Appendix reference revision 

Table 6.3-6 Emissions calculations revision 

Page 6.3-18 Pollutant emissions text revision 

Table 6.3-7 Emissions calculations revision 

Pages 6.3-20 through 6.3-21 Pollutant emissions text revision 

Table 6.3-9 Emissions calculations revision 

Table 6.3-10 Emissions calculations revision 

Page 6.3-2 Minor text addition 

Table 6.3-11 Emissions calculations revision 

Table 6.3-12 Emissions calculations revision 

Table 6.3-13 Emissions calculations revision 

Table 6.3-14 Emissions calculations revision 

Pages 6.3-37 through 6.3-41 Health risk assessment addition 

Section 6.4 – Biological Resources 

Pages 6.4-1 through 6.4-2 Appendix, reference, and mitigation text revision 

Page 6.4-4 Reference revision 

Pages 6.4-6 through 6.4-9 Acreage revision 

Tables 6.4-1 and 6.4-2 Acreage revision 

Page 6.4-14 Acreage revision 

Tables 6.4-3 and 6.4-4 Acreage revision 

Pages 6.4-18 through 6.4-19 Reference, acreage, and mitigation discussion revision 

Table 6.4-5 Acreage revision 

Pages 6.4-21 through 6.4-22 Acreage and mitigation discussion revision 

Table 6.4-6 Acreage revision 

Pages 6.4-24 through 6.4-33 Reference, acreage, and mitigation revision 

Table 6.4-7 Acreage revision 

Page 6.4-36 Acreage revision 

Table 6.4-8 Acreage revision 

Page 6.4-39  Acreage revision 

Page 6.4-42 Impact discussion revision 

Pages 6.4-45 through 6.4-47 Impact and vernal pool discussion revision 

Pages 6.4-53 through 6.4-61 Impact discussion and mitigation revision 
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Table 2 

Summary of Changes in Final EIR/EIS 

Location in Final EIR/EIS Type of Clarification or Modification 

Table 6.4-11 Plant species revision 

Pages 6.4-64 through 6.4-67 Impact discussion deletion and revision 

Table 6.4-12 Plant species revision 

Pages 6.4-73 through 6.4-74 Pond turtle and limnology revision 

Page 6.4-76 Impact discussion revision 

Page 6.4-81 Mitigation revision 

Pages 6.4-87 through 88 Mitigation revision 

Table 6.4-13 Impact discussion revision 

Pages 6.4-93 through 6.4-94 Mitigation discussion revision 

Table 6.4-14 Impact discussion revision 

Pages 6.4-98 through 6.4-100 Mitigation and impact discussion revision 

Tables 6.4-15 through 6.4-17 Mitigation discussion revision 

Pages 6.4-114 through 6.4-117 Mitigation discussion and plan compliance revision 

Table 6.4-18 Mitigation applicability revision 

Figures 6.4-1A through 6.4-1P Minor alignment revision 

Section 6.6 – Energy 

Page 6.6-1 Appendix reference revision 

Page 6.6-3 Minor text revision 

Page 6.6-13 Construction revision 

Table 6.6-11 Construction revision 

Table 6.6-12 Energy use calculation revision 

Page 6.6-17 Energy use calculation revision 

Section 6.7 – Geology and Soils 

Page 6.7-4 Minor text revision and deletion 

Page 6.7-14 Reference revision 

Section 6.8 – Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Page 6.8-1 Appendix reference revision 

Table 6.8-3 Emissions calculation revision 

Page 6.8-10 Emissions calculation revision 

Page 6.8-12 Minor text revision 

Pages 6.8-16 through 6.8-17 Minor text and emissions calculation revision 

Table 6.8-7 Emissions calculation revision 

Table 6.8-8 Emissions calculation revision 

Pages 6.8-20 through 6.8-21 Minor text and emissions calculation revision 

Table 6.8-12 Emissions calculation revision 

Table 6.8-13 Emissions calculation revision 

Page 6.8-22 Minor text revision 

Page 6.8-27 Minor text revision 
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Table 2 

Summary of Changes in Final EIR/EIS 

Location in Final EIR/EIS Type of Clarification or Modification 

Section 6.9 – Health and Safety Hazards 

Page 6.9-9 Reference and minor text revision 

Table 6.9-1 Applicability revision 

Section 6.10 – Historical Resources 

Page 6.10-4 Minor text revision 

Section 6.11 – Hydrology and Water Quality 

Page 6.11-14 Minor text deletion 

Page 6.11-21 Minor text deletion 

Page 6.11-26 Reference revision 

Pages 6.11-28 through 6.11-29 Minor text deletion and temperature text addition 

Section 6.12 – Noise 

Table 6.12-3 Minor text revision 

Page 6.12-14 Reference revision and minor text deletion 

Page 6.12-24 Minor text revision 

Figures 6.12-1A through 6.12-2A Minor alignment revision 

Section 6.14 – Public Services 

Page 6.14-2 Minor text revision 

Page 6.14-4 Minor text revision 

Pages 6.14-9 through 6.14-10 Minor text revision 

Section 6.16 – Transportation, Circulation, and Parking 

Page 6.16-10 Minor alignment revision 

Table 6.16-6 Minor alignment revision and ADT update 

Page 6.16-20 Minor alignment revision 

Table 6.16-7 Minor alignment revision 

Pages 6.16-45 through 6.16-46 Access discussion addition 

Section 6.17 – Water Supply 

Page 6.17-1 Minor text addition 

Page 6.17-3 Minor text revision 

Section 6.18 – Recreation 

Page 6.18-4 Minor text deletion 

Chapter 7 – Cumulative Impacts 

Table 7-1 Cumulative project revision 

Pages 7-5 through 7-12 Cumulative project revision 

Page 7-15 Cumulative analysis revision 

Page 7-18 Cumulative analysis revision 

Pages 7-22 through 7-24 Cumulative analysis revision 

Pages 7-26 through 7-27 Cumulative analysis revision 



NORTH CITY PROJECT EIR/EIS 

 LETTERS OF COMMENT AND RESPONSES 

February 2018 RTC-9 9420-04 

Table 2 

Summary of Changes in Final EIR/EIS 

Location in Final EIR/EIS Type of Clarification or Modification 

Chapter 9 – Mandatory Discussion Areas 

Table 9-1 Applicable regulation revision 

Chapter 10 – Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Page 10-11 Mitigation revision 

Pages 10-17 through 10-18 Mitigation revision 

Pages 10-21 through 10-25 Mitigation revision 

Tables 10-1 through 10-15 Mitigation revision 

Chapter 11 – References Cited 

Throughout Reference revision 
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February 2018 B1-1 9420-04 

Response to Comment Letter B1 

State Clearinghouse 

Scott Morgan 

November 8, 2017 

B1-1 This comment lists the state agencies to whom 

the Draft EIR/EIS was submitted for review and 

indicates that no state agencies submitted 

comments to the State Clearinghouse by the 

close of public review.  The comment also 

acknowledges that the City has complied with 

the State Clearinghouse review requirements 

for draft environmental documents, pursuant 

to the California Environmental Quality Act. No 

further response is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter B2 

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 

Keri Robinson 

September 27, 2017 

B2-1 The City appreciates Caltrans’ review of the 

Draft EIR/EIS. 

B2-2 This comment is unclear as to the “Existing 

Access” that is being referenced. Figures 3-1 

and 3-2 of the Draft EIR/EIS show a general 

overview of the Project area and Project 

components. No “Existing Access” is noted on 

these figures. Figure 5.16-1 shows proposed 

“Project Access” from Eastgate Mall Road to the 

North City Pure Water Facility and the North 

City Water Reclamation Plant.  

B2-3 The City will seek discretionary review and 

approval by Caltrans for any work 

performed within Caltrans right-of-way and 

pursue an encroachment permit from 

Caltrans as necessary. 

B2-4 As requested, any further questions will be 

directed to Trent Clark at the contact provided. 
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Response to Comment Letter B3 

State Clearinghouse 

Scott Morgan 

November 8, 2017 

B3-1 This comment acknowledges receipt of the 

comment letter by the Department of Toxic 

Substances Control. Please refer to comment 

letter B4 for responses to the enclosed letter. 
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Response to Comment Letter B4 

Department of Toxic Substances Control 

Johnson P. Abraham 

November 7, 2017 

B4-1 Comment noted. This comment accurately 

summarizes the project description as 

presented in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

B4-2 As described in Section 5.9.2.3 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS, Phase I Environmental Site Assessments 

(ESAs) were prepared by Allied Geotechnical 

Engineers Inc. for each of the following 

components of the Project Alternatives: Morena 

Pump Station, Wastewater Forcemain, and 

Brine/Centrate Line (Morena Pipelines); North 

City Pure Water Pipeline and North City Pure 

Water Pump Station; and the San Vicente Pure 

Water Pipeline. Although Phase I ESAs were not 

completed for other North City Project 

components, the study areas of the components 

for which Phase I ESAs were completed cover all 

of the North City Project components. Section 

5.9.2.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS identifies reported 

hazardous materials sites that exist within the 

Project Alternatives study area. A summary of 

the environmental records reviewed and the 
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results of the Phase I ESA for each component 

are provided in the section. 

 As outlined in mitigation measure MM-HAZ-4 

in Section 6.9.5 of the Draft EIR/EIS, all 

applicable procedures outlined in the City of San 

Diego’s “Whitebook” Part 1 – General Provisions 

(A), Section 7-22, Encountering or Releasing 

Hazardous Substances, will be followed (City of 

San Diego 2015b) to ensure that appropriate 

investigation, sampling and remedial actions are 

taken where the potential to encounter 

hazardous substances or recognized 

environmental conditions.  

B4-3 Comment noted. Applicable permits, including 

any National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 

System (NPDES) discharge permits, would be 

obtained as required for implementation of 

the Project. As discussed in Section 6.11.4 of 

the Draft EIR/EIS, if groundwater dewatering 

were required at sites with evidence of 

groundwater contamination, such dewatering 

discharges would be either treated prior to 

discharge or disposed of at an appropriate 

permitted facility. In cases where the conditional 

waiver is not applicable, the City and/or its 

contractor would be required to obtain Regional 
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Water Quality Control Board approval through a 

general or individual Waste Discharge 

Requirement/NPDES permit. The City would also 

conduct dewatering activities in accordance with 

mitigation measure MM-HAZ-4, which would 

further ensure that no substantial adverse effect 

would occur due to groundwater dewatering by 

implementing the City’s standard provisions for 

encountering or releasing hazardous 

substances, which includes implementation of 

proper dewatering and disposal methods. 

Additionally, in the event that off-specification 

water is produced at the advanced water 

purification facility and cannot be discharged 

to the reservoir, the off-specification water 

would be diverted from the pipeline for 

disposal or reuse. A least preferred or likely 

option would be discharging to the storm drain 

system (an existing 18-inch storm drain located 

in Meanley Drive). Should this option be used, it 

will require an NPDES permit to demonstrate 

compliance with applicable surface water 

quality standards, and will include water quality 

compliance monitoring. 

B4-4 As discussed in Section 6.15.3 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS, demolition of existing buildings would 
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occur at the Morena Pump Station site and the 

North City Water Reclamation Plant (NCWRP) 

site. At the Morena Pump Station, all existing 

structures and buildings would be demolished. 

At the NCWRP site, the existing guard shack 

and portions of the existing secondary 

clarifiers building would be demolished. In 

addition, 14 existing clarifiers located within 

the structure to be partially demolished would 

also be demolished. Portions of roadways 

within the site would demolished as well, 

specifically, portions of Road A, Road B, Road F, 

and smaller access roads.  

In accordance with Section 306-3.3.4 of the City 

of San Diego’s “Whitebook” (City of San Diego 

2015b), if asbestos-containing materials are 

identified at the work site, work shall be 

immediately stopped in the affected area and 

the engineer shall be notified unless the contract 

documents show the presence of such 

materials. Section 306-3.3.4 identifies asbestos, 

or soil that is contaminated with asbestos, as 

regulated hazardous waste. Any lead-based 

paints or products, mercury, or asbestos-

containing materials identified during demolition 

would be treated as a hazardous waste, and 
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applicable procedures of Section 7-22 would be 

followed per mitigation measure MM-HAZ-4, as 

disclosed in Section 6.9.5.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 
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B4-5 The majority of the Project area is located in 

urban and developed areas that have not 

been historically used for agricultural 

purposes. As discussed in Section 8.1 of the 

Draft EIR/EIS, portions of the Landfill Gas (LFG) 

Pipeline and the repurposed recycled water 

pipeline would be located adjacent to the 

existing Village Nurseries wholesale plant 

nursery property (Department of 

Conservation 2016). Any contaminated soils 

(such as those containing residual pesticides) 

encountered during trenching or excavation of 

tunnels for the LFG Pipeline would be 

evaluated and remediated in accordance with 

the procedures outlined in the City of San Diego 

“Whitebook” Part 1 – General Provisions (A), 

Section 7-22, Encountering or Releasing 

Hazardous Substances (City of San Diego 2015b). 

B4-6 The Morena Pipelines traverse the Formerly 

Used Defense Site, Camp Matthews, Range 

Complex No. 1, where weapons testing and 

training was previously conducted, and as such 

may contain unexploded ordnances (UXO), 

abandoned or buried munitions, and impacted 

soil that could be reactive/ignitable. Mitigation 

measure MM-HAZ-5 requires the City to conduct 
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a survey prior to construction to identify 

potential munitions impacts. If the survey results 

indicate a potential risk for encountering 

munitions during excavation, a UXO 

identification, training, and reporting plan will be 

prepared and implemented during construction. 

B4-7 No current or historic polychlorinated 

biphenyls (PCB)-containing transformers were 

identified in the site investigations performed 

as part of the Phase I ESAs for the Project. 

However, if a PCB-containing transformer is 

encountered during construction, evaluation, 

investigation, and mitigation would occur in 

accordance with applicable procedures outlined 

in the City of San Diego’s “Whitebook” Part 1 – 

General Provisions (A), Section 7-22, 

Encountering or Releasing Hazardous 

Substances (City of San Diego 2015b) as required 

by mitigation measure MM-HAZ-4 in Section 6.9 

of the Draft EIR/EIS.  

B4-8  This comment correctly summarizes 

information presented in Section 6.9.5 of the 

Draft EIR/EIS. 
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B4-9 The City’s Environmental Services Department, 

Hazardous Materials Management Program 

would be primarily responsible for the 

investigation of areas with documented 

leaks/releases near or intersecting the Project 

area. Certain chemical releases or threatened 

releases involving a gas, liquid, or solid hazardous 

material or hazardous waste may require 

regulatory reporting to the Governor’s Office of 

Emergency Services, the County Department of 

Environmental Health, Hazardous Materials 

Division, the National Response Center, or other 

pertinent agencies in accordance with Section 7-

22.15 of the City’s “Whitebook.”  

B4-10 Please refer to response B4-2. The City has 

adequately disclosed potential impacts 

resulting from vapor intrusion in the Draft 

EIR/EIS in Section 6.9.5. As cited in the Draft 

EIR/EIS, Phase I ESAs were prepared for the 

Morena Pump Station, Wastewater Force Main 

and Brine Conveyance (Allied Geotechnical 

Engineers Inc. 2015a); Miramar Pipeline/Pump 

Station (Allied Geotechnical Engineers Inc. 

2015b); and the North City to San Vicente 

Reservoir Pipeline Project (Allied Geotechnical 

Engineers Inc. 2016). The conclusions of the 
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Phase I ESAs are consistent with those found in 

the Draft EIR/EIS as they related to potential 

vapor intrusion. The City’s “Whitebook” 

requires that a Community Health and Safety 

Plan (CHSP) is prepared to address the 

potential of encountering hazardous 

substances at the work site. One of the 

elements of the CHSP is a description of 

“potential public health hazards and exposure 

pathways resulting from Work Site activities, 

including vapors.” Furthermore, Section 7-

22.2.24.6 of the Whitebook requires the CHSP 

to “describe the methods that shall be used to 

minimize public exposure to potential vapor, 

mist emission, and odors resulting from the 

proposed activities” (City of San Diego 2015b).      

B4-11 Refer to response B4-10. 

B4-12 Please refer to response B4-2 and B4-10. The 

majority of construction would occur within 

roadway right-of-way that has been previously 

disturbed for installation or maintenance of 

other utilities. As part of the CHSP to be 

prepared for the Project (in accordance with 

Section 7-22 of the City’s Whitebook), the 

potential for aerially deposited lead would be 
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identified as a potential health hazard and 

would identified, remediated, and monitored 

consistent with other contaminated soils 

encountered during Project construction. 
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B4-13 In all instances where proposed pipelines 

would cross railroad rights-of-way, pipelines 

will be constructed using trenchless methods. 

Any contaminated soils encountered during 

excavation of the tunnels or tunnel entry/exit 

pits would be evaluated and remediated in 

accordance with the procedures outlined in the 

City of San Diego “Whitebook” Part 1 – General 

Provisions (A), Section 7-22, Encountering or 

Releasing Hazardous Substances shall be 

followed (City of San Diego 2015b). 

B4-14 Comment noted. All applicable procedures 

outlined in the City of San Diego “Whitebook” 

Part 1 – General Provisions (A), Section 7-22, 

Encountering or Releasing Hazardous 

Substances, shall be followed (City of San Diego 

2015b). Specific procedures for contaminated 

soils, which are in accordance with this 

comment, are outlined in mitigation measure 

MM-HAZ-4, in Section 6.9, Health and Safety 

Hazards, of the Draft EIR/EIS.  

B4-15 Comment noted. As specified in mitigation 

measure MM-HAZ-4, in Section 6.9, Health and 

Safety Hazards of the Draft EIR/EIS, in the case 

that hazardous materials are encountered, all 
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“construction activities in the area shall 

immediately cease” and applicable procedures 

outlined in the City of San Diego “Whitebook” 

Part 1 – General Provisions (A), Section 7-22, 

Encountering or Releasing Hazardous 

Substances, shall be followed (City of San Diego 

2015b). The Whitebook procedures, as 

summarized in MM-HAZ-4, outline specific 

investigation and remediation activities to be 

followed, which are in accordance with those 

recommended by this comment. 

B4-16 Comment noted. 
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Response to Comment Letter B5 

State Clearinghouse 

Scott Morgan 

November 21, 2017 

B5-1 This comment acknowledges receipt of the 

comment letter by the California Department 

of Fish and Wildlife. Please refer to comment 

letter B6 for responses to the enclosed letter. 
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Response to Comment Letter B6 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 

Scott Cantrell 

November 20, 2017 

B6-1 Comment noted. Content is correct. 
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B6-2 The comment is noted. The comment does not 

raise specific issues related to the adequacy of 

the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS; 

therefore, no additional response is provided 

or required. 

B6-3 The comment is noted that CDFW concurs with 

the Draft EIR/EIS land use analysis for the San 

Vicente Reservoir Alternative. The San Vicente 

Reservoir Alternative has avoided impacts to 

the extent feasible but would still have greater 

impacts to biological resources than the 

Miramar Reservoir Alternative. CDFW’s 

preference for the San Vicente Reservoir 

Alternative to not be selected by the City is 

noted and will be included in the administrative 

record for the Project as part of the Final 

EIR/EIS. Trenchless technology has been 

included in the San Vicente Reservoir 

Alternative’s design to reduce impacts where 

feasible; however, there exist several 

engineering constraints limiting additional 

avoidance. These include:  

 the infeasibility of trenchless technology—

there are limitations on the length of

tunneling and change in direction, which



NORTH CITY PROJECT EIR/EIS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

February 2018 B6-5 9420-04 

requires an intermediate pit and hence 

results in environmental impacts. 

 known utility conflicts.

 the nature of this Project alternative (it must

discharge water at San Vicente Reservoir).

In addition, there are constraints from the 

California Department of Transportation 

(Caltrans), which restricts parallel 

encroachments, and Caltrans encroachment 

requirements for perpendicular utilities 

requiring that utilities cross at right angles to 

their facilities, rather than diagonally. Further, 

the City is limited to areas of public access, and 

private property must be avoided. Therefore, 

given the constraints listed above, it is 

infeasible for the San Vicente Reservoir 

Alternative to completely avoid all impacts to 

the Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) and 

City wetlands.  
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B6-4 The only areas where the Miramar Reservoir 

Alternative has impacts adjacent to the MHPA 

are within existing developed roads or within an 

existing development (Miramar Water 

Treatment Plant). The majority of the impacts to 

the MHPA from the San Vicente Reservoir 

Alternative are also within existing developed 

roads (15.67 acres of a total of 18.62 acres). Only 

temporary impacts under the San Vicente 

Reservoir Alternative occur within sensitive 

habitat areas (see Table 4-21 in Appendix C of 

the Draft EIR/EIS), and those will be restored to 

preexisting conditions as stated in MM-BIO-2 in 

Section 5.1 of Appendix C. Additionally, 

mitigation measure MM-BIO-10 in Section 5.5 of 

Appendix C of the Draft EIR/EIS outlines the 

avoidance and minimization measures that will 

be applied to areas adjacent to the MHPA. 

Therefore, edge effects are not anticipated from 

either Project alternative. See Section 4.1.1 MSCP 

Consistency Analysis in Appendix C, for details 

regarding the North City Project compliance with 

the MSCP Land Use Adjacency Guidelines. 

B6-5 As stated in Section 6.9.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS, 

brush management would occur at all facilities 

in accordance with Section 142.0412 of the San 
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Diego Municipal Code, where feasible and 

required (i.e., where sufficient space between 

the structure and property boundary exist). 

Implementation of brush management would 

ensure no adverse impacts related to wildlife 

hazards from operation of either Project 

alternative. In addition, as stated in MM-HAZ-1 

in Section 6.9.3.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS, a 

Construction Fire Prevention/Protection Plan 

shall be prepared prior to the construction of 

the North City Project. Construction within or 

immediately adjacent to areas of dense foliage 

during periods of low humidity and/or high 

winds (Red Flag Warning periods) shall be 

prohibited. During all other non-Red Flag 

Warning periods, necessary brush fire 

prevention and management practices shall be 

incorporated and shall address common 

construction-related ignition prevention and 

hot-works (any spark-, heat-, or flame-

producing activity) policies, as well as 

necessary fire prevention equipment to be on 

site during all construction activities. 

Unauthorized access of pipelines or Project 

components is not anticipated. The majority of 

impacts will occur within existing roads and 

facilities, and the only impacts to open space is 
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within Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) 

Miramar from the Landfill Gas (LFG) Pipeline. 

Since impacts from the LFG Pipeline will 

parallel an existing City right-of-way through 

MCAS Miramar, which is not intended for 

public use, and due to the existing fencing and 

gated entry surrounding MCAS Miramar, the 

City believes that unauthorized access 

resulting in wildfires and hence impacts to 

sensitive species is a remote possibility and 

therefore speculative, and disagrees that a 

potentially significant impact could result.  

B6-6 As stated in Section 4 of Appendix C, the North 

City Project has been designed to occur 

primarily within developed or previously 

disturbed areas. Access to Project components 

would be through existing roads, and only one 

new access road would be constructed as a part 

of the San Vicente Reservoir Alternative. In 

order to avoid and/or minimize impacts to 

sensitive biological resources to the furthest 

extent possible, Project refinements were made 

where Project components overlapped those 

resources. In areas where the pipeline 

alignment crosses sensitive resources, the 

pipeline would be constructed using trenchless 
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construction methods such as auger 

boring/auger jack and bore, micro-tunneling, or 

horizontal directional drilling. These methods 

are applied to areas where sensitive biological 

resources occur, as well as to heavily congested 

areas or to cross-controlled access freeway and 

railroad crossings where open cut is not 

allowed. Figures 4-2A through 4-3R in Appendix 

C show the limits of work, trenchless 

construction areas, existing rights-of-way, and 

vegetation communities and land covers. The 

limits of work shown on Figures 4-2A through 4-

3R includes all work areas associated with the 

open-cut construction and lay-down or staging 

areas used for supplies and equipment. 

B6-7 Impacts to sensitive vegetation or jurisdictional 

resources from the construction of the North 

City Project would be minimal as the majority 

of the construction would occur existing 

developed lands, including along existing roads 

and facilities. Temporary construction impacts 

to sensitive vegetation or jurisdictional 

resources will be revegetated in accordance 

with the San Diego Municipal Code, Land 

Development Code—Biology Guidelines and 

the San Diego Municipal Code, Land 
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Development Code—Landscape Standards as 

outlined in MM-BIO-2 in Section 6.4.3.3 of the 

Draft EIR/EIS. Also, as stated in Section 3.5.2 of 

the Draft EIR/EIS, regular maintenance of 

conveyance facilities would be required to 

ensure that adequate flow is maintained. 

Permanent access along pipeline alignments 

would allow for inspection and maintenance. 

Access would be attained through use of 

existing public streets or existing access roads; 

no impacts to sensitive vegetation or 

jurisdictional resources are anticipated from 

routine inspections and maintenance.    

B6-8 The comment is noted. As stated in Section 

1.3.4 of Appendix C and the City of San Diego 

Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) 

Subarea Plan, the San Diego City Charter 

restricts the use and disposition of Water 

Utility assets and thus the Water Fund must be 

compensated for any title restrictions placed 

on the Cornerstone Lands. To meet the policy 

objectives of the MSCP and comply with the 

City Charter, the City of San Diego entered into 

a Conservation Land Bank Agreement with the 

Wildlife Agencies for the Cornerstone Lands. 

The land surrounding and encompassing the 
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San Vicente Dam is identified as Cornerstone 

Lands. However, areas that are excluded from 

the MHPA (and Cornerstone Lands 

designation) in order to provide for current 

and future requirements of the Public Utilities 

Department include the existing San Vicente 

Reservoir and dam, and all lands within 300 

feet horizontally from the ultimate high water 

level (City of San Diego 1997). If the San Vicente 

Reservoir Alternative is implemented, impacts 

to the City’s Cornerstone Lands from the San 

Vicente Pipeline would be temporary and 

belowground. The nature of this impact does 

not represent a “take” of Cornerstone Lands 

and therefore does not necessitate the 

deduction of acres or credits in the 

Cornerstone Bank. Furthermore, if the San 

Vicente Reservoir is selected, due to the 

comparatively small amount of purified water 

that would be added to the San Vicente 

Reservoir when compared to the entire San 

Vicente Reservoir itself, no limnological effects 

to the reservoir are anticipated.  

B6-9 As stated in Section 4.2.4 of Appendix C of the 

Draft EIR/EIS, the North City Pure Water Facility 

(NCPWF) and associated components, which 
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are located just north of the expansion, would 

impact native habitat within Biological Core 

Area 15. This area is highly constrained by 

surrounding development such as Interstate (I-

) 805, a small substation, commercial facilities, 

and the existing reclamation plant. The entire 

site is currently fenced, creating a barrier for 

wildlife movement (refer to Figure B6-1, 

Wildlife Movement Corridors for the Pure 

Water Project). The site itself supports limited 

movement and live-in habitat for smaller 

wildlife species. Habitat to the north of the 

proposed NCPWF would remain for such 

species to utilize. The area immediately south 

of the NCPWF site, within MCAS Miramar, 

would still be accessible after the development 

of the NCPWF through the use of the utility 

corridor to the east of the NCPWF. However, 

the Veteran’s Administration (VA) Miramar 

National Cemetery currently contains an 8-

foot-tall chain-link fence topped with barbed 

wire along Miramar Road, preventing 

connectivity to the NCPWF site. Therefore, 

construction of the NCPWF would not result in 

any changes to the existing corridor usage of 

Biological Core Area 15. Furthermore, the core 

and linkages map was established by the San 
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Diego County MSCP and as stated in Section 

2.2 of the County MSCP:  

The core and linkages map was 

developed as an analytical tool to 

assist in testing preserve design 

criteria and levels of species 

conservation. It is not a regulatory 

map…While the entire acreage within 

a core area may not be important for 

preservation, the core and linkage 

configuration assists in visualizing a 

framework for a regional preserve 

network. Jurisdictions and other 

agencies prepared subarea plans with 

specific preserve boundaries by 

maximizing inclusion of unfragmented 

core resource areas and linkages in 

their preserve designs, given other 

parameters and objectives…Although 

this map was used to identify 

important biological areas and 

linkages, the habitat evaluation map is 

not intended to replace site-specific 

field survey data and evaluations.  
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Therefore, since the City of San Diego has 

developed the City Subarea Plan with specific 

preserve boundaries and the NCPWF site is 

outside these preserve areas (MHPA), and 

construction of the NCPWF would not result in 

any changes to the existing corridor usage, no 

significant impacts to Biological Core Area 15 

are expected from Project implementation. 

Mitigation measure MM-BIO-10 in the Draft 

EIR/EIS, which contains the measures that will 

be included in the design and construction 

documents for each Project component to 

reduce potential impacts to sensitive 

resources, will be implemented.  

B6-10 As stated in Section 4.1.2 in Appendix C and 

Section 6.4.8.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the North 

City Project meets the definition of an Essential 

Public Project as identified in Section IV of the 

City’s Biology Guidelines, in that it is a utility 

project which will serve the community at large 

and is not just a single development project or 

property. Because the North City Project is an 

Essential Public Project, deviations from the 

wetland requirements in the Environmentally 

Sensitive Lands Regulations will be considered 

only if all of the criteria listed within Section III 
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(page 22) of the City’s Biology Guidelines are 

met. However, as stated in Section 1.3.4 of 

Appendix C, the North City Project is a covered 

project under the City of San Diego Vernal Pool 

Habitat Conservation Plan (VPHCP), which was 

adopted in January 2018. Upon adoption of the 

VPHCP, a deviation from wetland requirements 

in environmentally sensitive lands is no longer 

required for impacts to vernal pools outside 

the MHPA provided that mitigation is 

consistent with the VPHCP. Since the vernal 

pools on the NCPWF are outside the MHPA and 

will be mitigated in accordance with the VPHCP 

requirements, the North City Project meets the 

requirements for impacts to vernal pools 

under the VPHCP. 

 The City’s Biology Guidelines (page 22) state 

that “the project applicant will solicit input 

from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the 

California Department of Fish and Game (e.g., 

Wildlife Agencies) prior to the first public 

hearing.” The first public hearing has yet to 

occur. However, the City has met with CDFW 

and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 

on numerous occasions to  disclose and 

discuss all Project impacts; those dates include 
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the following: November 14, 2016, for the Pure 

Water Project Presentation with the Regional 

Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), CDFW, 

and the City; February 14, 2017, for a pre-

application meeting with RWQCB, CDFW, U.S. 

Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE), and the City; 

June 9, 2017, Miramar Reservoir and Pure 

Water with CDFW and the City; July 16, 2017, 

MHPA Boundary Line Adjustment with CDFW, 

USFWS, and the City; August 3, 2017, Pure 

Water Project Studies and Modeling with 

RWQCB, CDFW, and the City; and September 

20, 2017, Summary of Pure Water Analysis 

Results specific to Miramar Reservoir with 

RWQCB, CDFW, and the City. The City has and 

will continue to coordinate with CDFW on this 

and all biology issues. 

B6-11 Per the San Diego Municipal Code, Land 

Development Code—Biology Guidelines, 

securing comparable habitat at the required 

ratio would mitigate for the direct impacts to 

most sensitive species. No species with very 

limited geographic ranges (narrow endemic 

species) would be impacted by the Project. 

Therefore, significant direct impacts to sensitive 

plant species would be mitigated or restored to 
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a less-than-significant level through 

implementation of habitat enhancement, 

restoration, and preservation, as described in 

the SANDER Mitigation Plan (Appendix R of 

Appendix C of the Draft EIR/EIS), the Conceptual 

Native Grassland Creation Mitigation Plan 

(Appendix S of Appendix C), and the Conceptual 

Revegetation Plan (Appendix P of Appendix C) 

(see Sections 6.4.3.3 and 6.4.5.3 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS for details on mitigation). The Conceptual 

Revegetation Plan (Appendix P of Appendix C) 

outlines the topsoil salvaging, weed control, and 

irrigation for all temporary impact areas as 

directed by the San Diego Municipal Code, Land 

Development Code—Landscape Standards.  

B6-12 Comment is correct; the Draft EIR/EIS states 

that surveys completed recently (2015/2016 

and 2017) concluded that the NCPWF site is 

not occupied by San Diego fairy shrimp 

(Branchinecta sandiegonensis). In 2016, the City 

contacted the USFWS for any previous survey 

reports completed on the NCPWF; however, no 

known survey data for the NCPWF site was 

available at that time. At the preliminary 

consultation between the Bureau of 

Reclamation and USFWS regarding the Pure 
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Water North City Project, on November 14, 

2017, USFWS provided the City with survey 

reports for vernal pool branchiopods from 

2001 and 2006. The comment incorrectly 

states that there were surveys conducted on 

the NCPWF site in 2010; it should state 2001 

and 2006. Although neither the 2001 or the 

2006 survey efforts meet the requirements for 

a complete survey according to USFWS survey 

protocol (i.e., sampling did not take place 

across an entire wet season, and surveys were 

not conducted within a 3-year period), the 

survey reports from 2001 and 2006 state that 

San Diego fairy shrimp occurred in two pools 

(V2 and 33) on the NCPWF site (Figure B6-2, 

North City Pure Water Facility – Vernal Pool 

Resources). Pool V2 was found to be occupied 

by San Diego fairy shrimp in 2001. Pool V2 was 

not surveyed during the 2015/2016 wet season 

because it did not inundate nor was it 

recorded as a potential pool in 2017 even 

though both 2015/2016 and 2017 were larger 

rainfall years than in 2000/2001. Dudek 

biologist Paul Lemons (TE-051248-5) conducted 

a site visit on December 7, 2017, to document 

the current conditions of pool V2. The pool is 

located within the northern part of the dirt 
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road that runs through the site. It is not 

anticipated that this area will pond due to the 

slope of the road and existing cover of 

vegetation. It is likely that off-roading activity 

may have changed the site and damaged this 

pool so that it no longer exists. Pool 33, was 

considered occupied by San Diego fairy shrimp 

in 2006; occurs within PW56, which was 

surveyed during 2015/2016; and only versatile 

fairy shrimp was observed during both the wet 

and dry season surveys. Additionally, a 

collection effort for the genetic testing of 

versatile fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lindahli) 

(Bohonak 2004; Appendix H of the 2002/2003 

Vernal Pool Inventory) was completed within 

Pueblo 2, which also overlaps PW56. According 

to Andrew Bohonak, author of the genetic 

testing report, San Diego fairy shrimp does not 

occur within this pool. Versatile fairy shrimp is 

known to occur in disturbed sites, and the 

continual disturbance of off-roading vehicles 

has increased the distribution of the species in 

San Diego County (USFWS 2008). Hybridization 

or competition between species, depletion of 

the San Diego fairy shrimp cyst bank, 

replacement by versatile fairy shrimp, sample 

contamination, or misidentification of one or 
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more samples are all possible explanations for 

the apparent discrepancy or possible 

elimination of San Diego fairy shrimp within 

this pool (USFWS 2008). 

The City disagrees that the vernal pools in 

question should be analyzed and mitigated as 

if they are occupied by San Diego fairy shrimp. 

Based on the most current survey results 

(2015/2016 and 2017, Appendix B and 

Appendix H of Appendix C of the Draft EIR/EIS), 

which were the only complete protocol-level 

surveys conducted on the NCPWF site, there 

are no federally listed vernal pool branchiopod 

species occurring within the NCPWF site. 

Mitigation will occur at a 2:1 ratio as required 

by the San Diego Municipal Code, Land 

Development Code—Biology Guidelines (City 

of San Diego 2012), since the results of the 

most recent surveys concluded that no listed 

species are present. This 2:1 mitigation ratio is 

also consistent with the VPHCP, which fixed the 

ratio at 2:1 for the vernal pools on the NCPWF 

site regardless of the presence of San Diego 

fairy shrimp (City of San Diego 2017d). 

Furthermore, although the exact acreage for 

the 2001 and 2006 vernal pool surveys is 
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unknown, the survey reports only provide 

latitude/longitude and do not provide 

geometry; it can be assumed based on the 

number of pools and substantially less rainfall 

during those years that the current acreage 

(0.38 acre) is considerably higher. Additionally, 

of the 15 total 2001 and 2006 pools, 5 pools 

overlap the current mapping and are therefore 

accounted for in the current total, and the 

remaining 10 pools were not observed during 

2017, which was a record rain year.  

Comment is incorrect in stating that UFSWS 

Critical Habitat Occurs within MCAS Miramar. 

As stated in Section 1.3.1 in Appendix C, MCAS 

Miramar is exempt from the Critical Habitat 

designations due to MCAS Miramar having a 

legally operative integrated natural resources 

management plan.  

The City provided a CD containing the 

2015/2016 Wet Season Fairy Shrimp Survey 

Report (Appendix B of Appendix C) and 2017 

Dry Season Fairy Shrimp Sampling Results 

(Appendix H of Appendix C) to CDFW on 

September 20, 2017. Additionally, all 

appendices were available upon request as 
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stated in the City’s Notice of Availability of the 

Draft EIR.  

The vernal pools with the NCPWF site would be 

permanently impacted; therefore, any 

unintended introduction of versatile fairy shrimp 

into areas containing San Diego fairy shrimp is 

not anticipated, and mitigation measures 

preventing transport would not be necessary.  

B6-13 The North City Project mitigation measure MM-

BIO-6 requires preconstruction surveys to 

determine presence of least Bell’s vireo (Vireo 

bellii pusillus), and construction will occur 

outside the species breeding season in 

occupied areas. Therefore, impacts to least 

Bell’s vireo are not expected.  

Since no impacts or take would result, 

revisions to the MSCP discussion in Section 

6.4.5.1 are not necessary. 

All least Bell’s vireos detected during the 2016 

surveys were within the San Vicente Reservoir 

Alternative study area (none were observed 

within the Miramar Reservoir Alternative study 

area). All observations consisted of adult males, 

either singing or directly observed (Appendix F 
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in Appendix C of the Draft EIR/EIS). As stated in 

Section 4.4.3 of Appendix C, no direct impacts 

to individuals are expected; however, impacts 

to suitable habitat for these species would 

occur with Project implementation. Direct 

impacts to least Bell’s vireo would be reduced to 

less than significant through the biological 

mitigation measures provided in MM-BIO-1c, 

which would require agency permits for 

impacts within jurisdictional resources, and 

MM-BIO-6, which requires preconstruction 

surveys for least Bell’s vireo (Sections 5.1 and 

5.3 in Appendix C). Therefore, take coverage for 

this species would adhere to the San Diego 

Municipal Code, Land Development Code—

Biology Guidelines (page 9).  

 As stated in Section 6.4.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS, 

impacts to suitable habitat for this species total 

approximately 0.5 acre. However, less than 0.01 

acre are permanent impacts from the San Vicente 

Pipeline – Repurposed 36-inch Recycled Water 

Line, and those permanent impacts would occur 

within an area that was deemed unoccupied by 

least Bell’s vireo (Figure 4-3-C3 in Appendix C). All 

temporary impacts to suitable habitat for least 

Bell’s vireo would be return to pre-impact 
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conditions as directed by MM-BIO-2 (Appendix C). 

Permanent impacts would be mitigated either 

through allocation of credit at the San Diego River 

Mitigation Site subject to ACOE and RWQCB 

approval or at the SANDER site (subject to the 

satisfaction of ACOE and RWQCB). Therefore, no 

significant habitat loss is expected. 

 Impacts to wetland areas (0.5 acre) and Critical 

Habitat for least Bell’s vireo (0.15 acre of 

southern arroyo willow riparian forest and 

southern willow scrub) from the San Vicente 

Reservoir Alternative were deemed infeasible 

for trenchless construction from an engineering 

perspective. Additionally, the impacts are 

temporary and would not result in a permanent 

structure or change in habitat type within the 

Critical Habitat area. Trenchless technology has 

been included in the San Vicente Reservoir 

Alternative’s design to reduce impacts where 

feasible; however, the engineering constraints 

outlined in response B6-3 make it infeasible for 

the San Vicente Reservoir Alternative to 

completely avoid all impacts to MHPA areas 

and City wetlands.  
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Implementation of MM-BIO-10 (see Section 5.5 

in Appendix C or Section 6.4.3.3 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS) will ensure that, if the San Vicente 

Reservoir Alternative is selected, Critical 

Habitat areas within the impact footprint are 

included in the design and construction 

documents for each Project component to 

reduce potential impacts to sensitive 

resources. If the San Vicente Reservoir 

Alternative is selected, construction would 

occur outside the species breeding season as 

directed by MM-BIO-6.  

B6-14 The most current building design standards 

that demonstrate measures taken to minimize 

impacts associated with avian collisions will be 

implemented at the NCPWF. The facility would 

not exceed four stories in height. Avian 

collisions are not expected to occur.  

B6-15 All appendices were available upon request as 

stated in the City’s Notice of Availability of the 

Draft EIR/EIS. The City provided a CD with the 

entire Draft EIR/EIS and all technical 

appendices to CDFW on September 20, 2017. 
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B6-16 Refer to response B6-15. The comment 

incorrectly states that appendices are missing. 

All appendices were available upon request as 

stated in the City’s Notice of Availability of the 

Draft EIR/EIS. The Conceptual Revegetation Plan 

(Appendix P of Appendix C) outlines the topsoil 

salvaging, planting, irrigation, erosion control 

and the revegetation schedule as required by 

the San Diego Municipal Code, Land 

Development Code—Landscape Standards. 

B6-17 The habitat restoration outlined in the San 

Diego Municipal Code, Land Development 

Code—Biology Guidelines is restoration of 

degraded habitat for mitigation, which would 

require 5 years of monitoring the restoration. 

The North City Project is not conducting 

restoration as mitigation; rather, mitigation will 

be conducted at the SANDER mitigation site. 

The revegetation of temporary impact areas for 

the North City Project will follow the 

requirements outlined in San Diego Municipal 

Code, Land Development Code—Landscape 

Standards, which requires that the revegetation 

be maintained for a minimum of 25 months, as 

stated in MM-BIO-2 of Appendix C. 
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B6-18 Mitigation measure MM-BIO-5 has been revised 

in the Final EIR/EIS to incorporate the following 

change: 24 hours prior to commencement of 

ground-disturbing activities, the Qualified 

Biologist shall verify update and report results 

of preconstruction/take avoidance surveys. 

Minor revisions made do not affect the 

conclusions of the Final EIR/EIS. In accordance 

with CEQA Sections 15088.5(b), the addition of 

new information that clarifies, amplifies, or 

makes insignificant modifications does not 

require recirculation.  

B6-19 The City’s Significance Determination 

Thresholds and CEQA Appendix G thresholds 

do not identify impacts to recreational fisheries 

or reduction of nutrients in reservoirs as a 

potential impacts under CEQA, and that 

biological resource thresholds of significance 

related to unique, rare, endangered, sensitive, 

or fully protected species, of which there are 

none in Miramar Reservoir.  

 The Draft EIR/EIS acknowledges in numerous 

locations that there could be a reduction in 

primary productivity as a result of the Project 

(i.e., pages 6.4-60, 6.11-20 through 6.11-32, 
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6.18-5, 6.18-8, and Section 4.6.6 of Appendix C). 

The Draft EIR/EIS concludes that despite this 

anticipated reduction, a productive warm 

water fishery will continue to exist at a new 

equilibrium level, and this change would not 

result in a significant impact under CEQA. The 

conclusion is well supported by water quality 

modeling data, review of existing literature, 

and the use of the best available information, 

as further explained in Responses B6-20 

through B6-32. To summarize the Draft EIR/EIS 

and the responses below, the significance 

conclusion is supported by the following: 

 The Project has been designed to preserve 

the major physical factors that influence the 

nutrient cycle in Miramar Reservoir, such as 

the timing of seasonal turnover and the 

average depth of the hypolimnion (Draft 

EIR/EIS page 6.11-31).  

 Nutrient inputs from external sources 

(other than product water discharges) 

constitute an important part of the nutrient 

cycle and will remain unchanged compared 

to existing conditions (Draft EIR/EIS pages 

6.11-26 and 6.11-27, and Appendix G).  
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 Several other factors, in addition to nutrient 

availability and water column stoichiometry 

(e.g., temperature, species composition, 

and species interactions), play important 

roles in determining the overall 

composition and dynamics of the 

reservoir’s aquatic ecosystem (see 

responses B6-20 through B6-27). 

 There are no known pools of toxicants 

existing within the reservoir, nor have any 

toxicants been identified in the preliminary 

water quality monitoring results at the 

advanced water purification demonstration 

facility, that would lead to the 

bioaccumulation of toxicants up the food 

chain (see response B6-26). 

 Though nutrient (primarily phosphorus (P)) 

levels will be reduced under future 

reservoir conditions, the available 

information suggests that sufficient 

resources will still be present to support 

self-sustaining fish populations (Draft 

EIR/EIS Appendix C). 

 Modeled average temperature increases in 

the warm water habitat (epilimnion) are 

minimal, with an increase of less than 1° 
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Celsius (°C) in the warm season (April 

through September), and less than 2°C 

during the cooler months (October–March). 

These minor increases on a warm water 

ecosystem are not expected to adjust 

nutritional demands beyond the aquatic 

ecosystem’s ability to remain self-sustaining.  

The analysis of limnology and water quality as 

it relates to fisheries was added to address 

CDFW and other stakeholders’ concerns 

regarding the health of the fishery. Appendix G 

of the Final EIR/EIS has been amended to 

provide the references cited in the latest water 

quality modeling performed by Water Quality 

Solutions Inc. Minor revisions made do not 

affect the conclusions of the Final EIR/EIS. In 

accordance with CEQA Section 15088.5(b), the 

addition of new information that clarifies, 

amplifies, or makes insignificant modifications 

does not require recirculation. 

B6-20 The commenter provided only a few 

references pertaining to reduced nutrient 

availability and its effect on primary 

productivity and the nutritional value of 

phytoplankton and zooplankton. Given the 
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variation in stoichiometric interactions 

described in the broader literature review 

below, and as discussed in detail in Section 

4.6.5 of Appendix C of the Draft EIR/EIS, the 

complexity of interactions of aquatic species 

and food webs in Miramar Reservoir, especially 

when trying to factor in the effects of quagga 

mussels, poses challenges in determining the 

precise outcome of the reservoir water input 

and associated reduced nutrient 

concentrations and stoichiometric interactions. 

The Draft EIR/EIS and Section 4.6.5 of Appendix 

C provide extensive discussion of the potential 

outcomes that could occur and conclude that 

due to the complexity of species interactions 

within the reservoir and their responses to 

reduced nutrient concentrations, as well as the 

influence of external contributing factors, 

effects on the aquatic community cannot be 

precisely quantified. However, Section 6.6.4 of 

the Draft EIR/EIS and Section 4.6.5 of Appendix 

C did disclose the wide range of potential effects 

and ultimately determined that the aquatic 

ecosystem would still continue to function, at a 

new equilibrium that would develop over time. 

Based on the information provided above and 

in the Draft EIR/EIS and Section 4.6.5 of 
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Appendix C, there is a lack of supporting data 

to suggest that the Miramar Reservoir fishery 

will be substantially affected.   

 Since nitrogen to phosphorus (N:P) supply 

ratios in most water bodies typically deviate 

from optimal requirements of producers, algal 

species have developed a number of ways to 

overcome low P concentrations in water 

(Downing and McCauley 1992; Downing 1997). 

In lakes with low P concentrations, individual 

producer species often store nutrients in 

excess of their requirements (luxury 

consumption) during periods when nutrient 

levels are elevated for later use when P levels 

in the water are low (Hall et al. 2005; Walker et 

al. 2007; Li et al. 2012).  

 While it is true that alterations to 

phytoplankton stoichiometry (the relative 

proportion of components [e.g., P, N, and 

carbon (C)] within living organisms) can alter 

processes that regulate nutrient cycling, 

potentially changing nutrient availability for 

primary productivity that can result in shifts in 

the structure of the food web or constrain 

zooplankton growth, water column 
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stoichiometry alone does not translate directly 

to phytoplankton stoichiometry. As discussed 

in detail below, phytoplankton stoichiometry is 

a complex issue and is highly dependent on a 

number of variables and complex interactions 

within a water body that cannot be easily 

quantified. The following discussion presents 

additional clarification for the conclusions 

reached in the Draft EIR/EIS and thus does not 

constitute new significant information that 

would require recirculation. 

 A current principle of ecological stoichiometry 

states that the N:P ratio of primary producers 

should mimic the N:P ratio of the nutrient 

supplies. In a study based on data collected 

from ponds in Michigan, Hall et al. (2005) 

found a broad gradient in N:P supply ratios but 

highly constrained primary producer 

stoichiometry. The N:P stoichiometry of edible 

algal seston (minute material present in 

water bodies that includes both living 

organisms and nonliving matter) in the 

ponds showed little relationship to the N:P 

supply ratio gradient. As in the ponds, N:P 

ratios of algal seston in experimental 

mesocosms (a biological system that contains 



NORTH CITY PROJECT EIR/EIS 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

February 2018 B6-34 9420-04 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

the physical features and organisms of an 

ecosystem but is restricted in size or scope for 

use in conducting scientific experiments)  also 

deviated strongly from the expected 1:1 

relationship with the N:P supply ratio. 

Herbivores may also decouple algal 

stoichiometry from nutrient supply ratios, 

regardless of the producer’s nutrient storage 

capacity. Grazers influence producer 

stoichiometry by physically reducing plant 

biomass, which increases turnover rates, and 

also by recycling nutrients (Hall et al. 2005).  

 In all of the aquatic systems evaluated during 

this study, the N:P content of producers did 

not reflect elemental supply ratios at either 

high or low ratios. The cellular N:P content of 

diverse primary producers was consistently 

greater than expected at low N:P supply ratios 

and lower than expected at high N:P supply 

ratios (Hall et al. 2005). Overall, the data from 

this study provides strong evidence that the 

cellular stoichiometry of primary producers in 

nature behaves much less responsively to 

variations in N:P supply ratios than was 

previously proposed.  
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 The N:P stoichiometry of a water body is 

commonly used as an indicator of its nutrient 

status; however, in a dynamic aquatic 

ecosystem (like Miramar Reservoir) the N:P 

stoichiometry of phytoplankton is highly 

variable depending on a number of factors 

that influence their growth (Li et al. 2012). In a 

study conducted on Lake Kinneret, Israel, a 1D 

hydrodynamic-ecological model, which had 

been previously configured for Lake Kinneret 

and validated over a 5-year period, was used to 

evaluate how the internal nutrient  ratios 

(IN:IP) of phytoplankton relate to nutrient 

ratios (N:P) within the lake’s water column. 

Although the simulated inorganic nitrogen to 

inorganic phosphorus (IN:IP) ratio patterns of 

the combined phytoplankton community 

followed the dissolved inorganic nitrogen to 

total phosphorus (DIN:TP) ratio patterns of the 

water column, individual species did not 

necessarily relate to DIN:TP ratio patterns, 

since different species have different seasonal 

IN:IP ratio patterns relative to the DIN:TP ratios 

of the water column. IN:IP ratios obtained for 

phytoplankton species present in Lake 

Kinneret showed high variability among 

species, with ratios ranging from 107:1 to 4:1 
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(Li et al. 2012). These data indicate that the 

water column nutrient ratio is not the only 

factor that can influence the internal nutrient 

limitation patterns of phytoplankton. Other 

factors such as temperature (Wohlers-Zollner 

et al. 2011), light (Sanches et al. 2011), food-

web structure (Danger et al. 2008), and 

anthropogenic factors (Zohary 2004), can also 

mediate the internal nutrient limitation 

patterns of phytoplankton. 

 While nutrients are a key driver, algal blooms 

are also known to be mediated by microbial 

interactions; although, very little is known 

about how the microbial interactions between 

zooplankton, phytoplankton, and bacteria 

influence the overall patterns of stoichiometry 

within different species and trophic levels. 

Consequently, in a dynamic ecosystem, the N:P 

stoichiometry of organisms is highly variable 

(Sterner and Elser 2002), and are influenced by 

a range of factors that influence growth. 

Therefore, the assumption that their internal 

N:P stoichiometry matches the bulk properties 

of water may not be true in many cases. 

Trophic interactions and physiological controls 

lead to organism-specific patterns of N:P 



NORTH CITY PROJECT EIR/EIS 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

February 2018 B6-37 9420-04 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

stoichiometry that may be decoupled from the 

water column values (Li et al. 2012).  

 The degree to which organisms are 

homeostatic (the stable condition of an 

organism and of its internal environment) is 

largely dependent on whether they are 

heterotrophs (organisms that cannot 

synthesize their own food and rely on other 

organisms,  both plants and animals, for 

nutrition or autotrophs (organisms that can 

produce their own food from the substances 

available in their surroundings using light or 

chemical energy). Heterotrophs obtain the 

majority of their supply of carbon (C), nitrogen, 

and phosphorus from the same source of 

organic material. As a result, bacteria and 

zooplankton have a fairly constant N:P ratio 

(Makino et al. 2003) and contain more 

phosphorus  than do algae (Hall et al. 2005). 

Autotrophs support a different mechanism for 

their source of carbon compared to their 

source of nitrogen and phosphorus, and 

phytoplankton stoichiometry therefore varies 

considerably in response to environmental 

conditions, community composition, as well as 

species-specific intrinsic physiological 
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processes (Frost et al. 2005). Considering the 

differences relative to nutrient cycling within 

an aquatic ecosystem, it becomes clear that a 

nutrient deficiency in one group (or trophic 

level) will not only control the growth or decay 

of its own population, but also influence the 

composition of the entire ecosystem, and this 

may be independent of the stoichiometry of 

the available nutrients (Li et al. 2012).  

 The light-nutrient hypothesis states that 

phytoplankton C:N:P ratios are driven by the 

ratio of available light and nutrients. However, 

there is considerable variation in the response 

of phytoplankton stoichiometry to light and 

nutrients. Some of this variation may reflect 

the differences in phytoplankton communities 

(i.e., species composition and diversity), and 

the ways in which light and nutrient effects 

have been investigated (Dickman et al. 2006).  

 Recent studies and associated models suggest 

that the response of phytoplankton cell 

stoichiometry to changes in resource supply 

may be quite variable both within single 

species and at the assemblage level 

(Klausmeier et al. 2004; Hall et al. 2005). For 
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example: the extent to which phytoplankton 

N:P reflects the N:P supplied may depend on 

phytoplankton growth rates, mortality rates, 

and nutrient storage capacity, as well as 

ambient light intensity (Hall et al. 2005), all of 

which vary among species. Phytoplankton 

species vary greatly in optimal stoichiometric 

ratios (Klausmeier et al. 2004) and in the 

flexibility they exhibit in stoichiometric ratios in 

response to changes in supply rates and ratios 

(Hall et al. 2005). In addition, zooplankton may 

have strong effects on the N:P recycled if 

zooplankton biomass is high. 

 The study conducted by Dickman et al. (2006) 

was the first to compare the stoichiometric 

responses of whole plankton assemblages 

from several lakes to light and nutrient 

manipulations. The first goal was to determine 

if the stoichiometry of intact phytoplankton 

assemblages respond to manipulations of light 

and nutrients and whether the response 

additive or interactive. The existence of 

strongly interactive effects between light and 

nutrients implies that it will be difficult to 

predict stoichiometric ratios in nature. The 

second goal was to assess whether the 
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intensity of stoichiometric responses is 

mediated by phytoplankton community 

composition, trophic state of the lake, or both.  

 Phytoplankton in mesotrophic Burr Oak Lake, 

which has the lowest nutrient concentrations 

and inputs of all lakes studied (the other lakes 

were eutrophic and hypereutrophic), displayed 

a steeper slope in the C:P versus light to soluble 

reactive phosphorus relationship and lower y-

intercept than the other lakes with higher 

nutrient loading. Higher slopes of the C:N and 

C:P versus irradiance (the amount of light or 

other radiant energy striking a given area of a 

surface) curves indicate greater flexibility in 

C:nutrient ratios, as the phytoplankton 

assemblage was able to exhibit a wider range of 

C:nutrient ratios across a gradient of irradiance 

(Li et al. 2012). In particular, Burr Oak Lake 

phytoplankton appeared better able to take up 

and store P when provided with a P pulse 

(especially at low irradiance).  

 The primary findings of the scientific studies 

reviewed here show that the effects of light 

and nutrients on phytoplankton stoichiometry 

are strongly interactive; the light-nutrient 
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hypothesis was supported, yet there was 

considerable variation among lakes in how 

light and nutrients regulated phytoplankton 

nutrient ratios; and the stoichiometric 

response of phytoplankton may be mediated 

by species diversity. In addition, light and 

nutrients may serve as complimentary 

resources for phytoplankton; under limitation 

by one resource, phytoplankton may use the 

other, more available resource to partially 

compensate for the lack of the limiting factor 

(Healey 1985).  

 In addition to the issues discussed above, grazers 

can also indirectly effect periphyton (a complex 

mixture of algae, cyanobacteria, heterotrophic 

microbes, and detritus) stoichiometry. Based on a 

quantitative meta-analysis on the stoichiometry 

of grazer-periphyton interactions, Hillebrand et al. 

(2008) found that the presence of grazers 

significantly increased the N- and P-content of 

periphyton across all studies. Grazed periphyton 

was found to have a higher N- and P-content than 

ungrazed periphyton (algae that has not been 

consumed [grazed] by invertebrates) and that its 

N:P ratio tends to be higher. Additionally, the data 

indicated that the magnitude and sign of the 



NORTH CITY PROJECT EIR/EIS 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

February 2018 B6-42 9420-04 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

grazer effects on periphyton nutrient content 

depended mainly on the stoichiometry of the 

grazers and their biomass, and grazing effect size.  

 Overall, based on the comment provided and 

response provided above, no changes to the 

conclusions presented in the Draft EIR/EIS 

are required. 

B6-21 The City’s Significance Determination Thresholds 

nor CEQA Appendix G thresholds identify 

impacts to recreational fisheries or reduction of 

nutrients in reservoirs as a potential impact 

under CEQA; biological resource thresholds of 

significance are related to unique, rare, 

endangered, sensitive, or fully protected species, 

and there are none in Miramar Reservoir.  

 As discussed in B6-20, the presence of quagga 

mussels in Miramar Reservoir likely affects 

trophic levels in the reservoir to some degree. 

However, the magnitude of the potential 

reduction in phytoplankton associated with 

cropping rates by quagga mussels in the 

reservoir is unknown. The presence of quagga 

mussels and their potential effect on the 

trophic regime in the reservoir was evaluated 
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in the Limnology section of the Biological 

Technical Report (Appendix C of the Draft 

EIR/EIS, page 48) and in Section 6.4 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS, Biological Resources, on page 6.4-60). 

Based on this analysis, the City determined 

that quagga mussels currently affect trophic 

levels in the reservoir and will likely have a 

greater effect in the future as the population 

expands. The Draft EIR/EIS used the information 

above to estimate the magnitude of the effect 

as less than significant when  evaluated in 

combination with other factors affecting the 

aquatic ecosystem of the reservoir.  

B6-22 Neither the City’s Significance Determination 

Thresholds nor CEQA Appendix G thresholds 

identify impacts to recreational fisheries or 

reduction of nutrients in reservoirs as a 

potential impacts under CEQA; biological 

resource thresholds of significance are related 

to unique, rare, endangered, sensitive, or fully 

protected species, and there are none in 

Miramar Reservoir.  

 Although rainbow trout stocking is not 

intended to support the largemouth bass 

population within the reservoir, it is not 
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practical to exclude this outside nutrient 

source that has been part of the reservoir’s 

nutrient dynamics for some time, with over 

19,000 fish totaling 9,900 pounds being 

introduced from January 2013 to November 

2016. Based on available information, there is 

a strong correlation between trophy 

largemouth bass and rainbow trout stocking, 

since 19 of the 20 largest largemouth bass 

caught in California occur in water bodies 

stocked with rainbow trout (Fishing Network 

2017). Based on the strong correlation 

between trophy largemouth bass and rainbow 

trout stocking, it is likely that larger largemouth 

bass feed preferentially on rainbow trout when 

they are present in Miramar Reservoir. Four of 

the 25 largest largemouth bass caught in the 

world came from Miramar Reservoir, which 

has been stocked with rainbow trout since the 

1970s. During the 1970s and 1980s large 

numbers of rainbow trout were stocked 

annually in the reservoir. The Draft EIR/EIS is 

not implying that the largemouth bass 

population was being maintained through 

stocking of rainbow trout or that it will offset 

decreased nutrient levels; however, based on 

the correlation between trophy largemouth 
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bass and rainbow trout stocking, it appears 

that the population in Miramar Reservoir is 

already being supported by rainbow trout to 

some degree and that by default, may already 

offset the effects of lowered nutrient levels in 

the reservoir.  

 The Final EIR/EIS Section 6.11.4 has been 

modified as follows to remove the suggestion 

that the conclusion depends on continued 

fish stocking: 

With respect to primary productivity 

within the Miramar Reservoir, the 

magnitude of the change is expected to 

be minor, i.e., reduced to a level that 

still supports the reservoir’s overall 

aquatic ecosystem and a relatively 

productive warm water fisherygiven the 

existing and continuing stocking of the 

reservoir with rainbow trout. 

In addition, Final EIR/EIS Section 6.11.4 has 

been modified for the same reason: 

With regular deliveries of purified water, 

nutrient levels would still continue to 

support the reservoir’s overall aquatic 
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ecosystem and a relatively productive 

warm water fisherygiven the California 

Department of Fish and Wildlife’s 

(CDFW’s) existing and continuing stocking 

of the reservoir with rainbow trout. 

Since the existing fishery has been self-

sustaining over time even under low-nutrient 

oligotrophic conditions, it is likely that some 

adaptation has already occurred that allows 

individual fish populations to flourish under low 

nutrient conditions. Consequently, even though 

nutrient (primarily P) levels will decline under 

future reservoir conditions, available 

information suggests that sufficient resources 

will still be present to support self-sustaining 

fish populations, although at a likely reduced 

level for some species. As stated in the Draft 

EIR/EIS (Appendix C, page 222), planktivorous 

fish species will likely show the greatest decline.  

Regarding the need for an adaptive 

management plan, as discussed in Response to 

Comment  B6-29, the issue of beneficial use is 

not explicitly included as any CEQA threshold 

of significance in the City’s guidelines, but has 

been included in the Draft EIR/EIS to provide 
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supporting analysis for the permitting process. 

Furthermore, the analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS 

does not support the conclusion that the 

impact would be significant. Therefore, 

implementation of a monitoring and adaptive 

management program as suggested by CDFW 

is not considered appropriate as a CEQA 

mitigation measure.  

B6-23 This comment assumes that Water Quality 

Solution’s (WQS) dynamic model of the 

reservoir did not identify a sufficient source of 

external phosphorus to result in improved 

primary productivity in the reservoir. However, 

per Sections 1.1 and 1.2 of Draft EIR/EIS 

Appendix G, nearly double the nutrient loading 

was identified from outside (allochthonous) 

sources in relationship to the expected loading 

from the North City Project.  

B6-24 Refer to Responses to Comment B6-22 and B6-

25. No significant impacts were identified and

hence, no   mitigation is required for potential 

impacts to the recreational fishery.  

B6-25 As stated in Section 6.18.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS, 

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines contain 
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significance guidelines (i.e., Thresholds of 

Significance) related to recreation. This 

includes physical impacts to parks and 

recreation facilities, but neither this nor the 

City’s Significance Determination Thresholds 

directly identify or infer that modification of a 

managed recreational fishery would be 

considered an impact under CEQA (see page 

6.18-1 Draft EIR/EIS). 

 Nonetheless, the recreational fishery was 

discussed on page 5.18-10 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

It found that among the individuals responding 

to CDFW’s creel survey concerning their visit to 

Miramar Reservoir, over 90% of respondents 

identified “enjoying the outdoors” as very 

important, and approximately 60% identified 

“to catch a fish” or “to be with friends and 

family” as very important. Nearly 50% of 

respondents identified “to catch a trophy fish” 

and/or “to reflect on past trip” as important, 

and 60% identified “to develop fishing skills” as 

important (CDFW 2014). Page 6.18-5 of the 

Draft EIR/EIS concludes that all of these 

activities will still be available to the public as 

the anticipated reduced level of productivity 

associated with small changes in nutrients 
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would not substantially affect the fishery such 

that anglers would be deterred from visiting 

the reservoir. As identified on pages 6.18-5, 

and 6.18-8 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the anticipated 

reduced level of productivity associated with 

changes in nutrients would alter, but not 

substantially affect the fishery such that 

anglers would be deterred from visiting the 

reservoir and, in turn, would not substantially 

increase use of other water bodies in the 

region, or have adverse physical effects on the 

environment resulting from new or expanded 

recreational facilities. In fact, the City would 

continue to allow fishing at the reservoir and 

would continue to support CDFW stocking 

during and after Project. The additional 

information on fisheries contained on 6.18-12 of 

the Draft EIR/EIS was provided to disclose 

potential impacts to recreational resources at 

City recreation facilities, including City open 

space parks and reservoirs, but no formal 

impact finding is included for this supplemental 

information, and no mitigation is required. 
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B6-26 The commenter did not cite any studies that 

address the importance of the winter 

turnover/spring bloom relative to fueling 

reservoir bioenergetics and fish spawning, nor 

were any studies found during our literature 

review that would confirm or refute that 

nutrient spikes are essential to fish spawning 

or reservoir bioenergetics. Other factors, such 

as temperature, transient nutrient 

concentrations, and timing of the lake 

turnover, may be more important for 

determining the reproductive success, 

productivity rates, and biomass production in 

this warm water body that has adapted to 

inconsistent conditions. Including an analysis 

of the mean chlorophyll-a output from the 

WQS model would skew the comparison of 

pre-project to post-project conditions by 

placing additional emphasis on this brief spike 

in productivity, which has not been shown to 

be an important driver in this system’s 

bioenergetics and fish spawning. 

Therefore, analysis of the WQS water quality 

model (2017) in Draft EIR/EIS Section 6.11.4.1 

and Draft EIR/EIS Appendix G referenced 

therein, as well as Section 4.6.5 of the Draft 
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EIR/EIS Appendix C focused on the median 

concentrations of chlorophyll-a, as this metric 

is considered more appropriate for 

understanding the level of productivity 

required for maintaining the ecosystem’s 

baseline productivity.  

 In addition, CDFW’s concern with the potential 

loss of productivity during periods of low 

productivity (e.g., low temperatures/solar 

radiation) is addressed in the model (Appendix 

G of the Draft EIR/EIS, Figure 4.12); the existing 

period of peak productivity occurs after the 

reservoir’s turnover in the winter (the period of 

low productivity), and the model predicts that 

the future periods of pronounced productivity 

will be maintained. As stated in the Draft 

EIR/EIS, a slight decline in some fish 

populations could be expected, but the 

nutrient spikes from the seasonal turnover will 

remain, and the aquatic ecosystem will 

continue to be self-sustaining (Draft EIR/EIS 

Appendix C, pages 222, 223, and 229).   

B6-27 Water quality modeling presented in the Draft 

EIR/EIS indicates that the North City Project is 

expected to result in a decrease in algae 
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production and an increase in the N:P ratio. 

However, CDFW does not present any evidence 

that the research summarized is applicable to 

Miramar Reservoir, i.e., that mercury or 

methylmercury (MeHg) is a water quality 

problem in Miramar Reservoir. As stated on 

Draft page 5.11-9 (3rd paragraph), Miramar 

Reservoir is not listed as impaired for any 

constituent under Clean Water Act Section 

303(d), which includes mercury. There is no 

data available for Miramar Reservoir regarding 

MeHg concentrations in fish tissue, but eight 

quarterly water samples in 2005 and 2006 

were analyzed for mercury as part of the City’s 

submittal for the Clean Water Act 303(d) 

Section list of water quality impairments. 

Mercury was not detected in any of the 

samples (SWRCB 2016).  

 Furthermore, the Statewide Mercury Control 

Program includes a number of factors that are 

positively correlated with MeHg concentrations 

in fish tissue, including the presence of 

mercury and gold mines upstream, 

atmospheric deposition, water level 

fluctuations and the watershed size, other 

geographic factors, and the extent and 
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duration of anoxic conditions. As stated in 

Draft EIR/EIS Section 5.11.2 (page 5.11-3, 2nd 

paragraph), the watershed is small, and the 

water level is maintained at a similar elevation. 

There are no geologic sources of mercury, and 

implementation of the Project is expected to 

slightly reduce the extent and depth of anoxic 

conditions, as stated on Draft EIR/EIS page 

6.11-29. Furthermore, water quality testing 

conducted as part of the Water Purification 

Demonstration Project showed wastewater 

influent concentrations of mercury to be very 

low and the purification process to be effective 

at removing mercury to non-detectable levels 

(Draft EIR/EIS pages 2-21 to 2-28). Most of the 

mercury-affected reservoirs are in Northern 

California, and the aforementioned factors do 

not support the notion that there is a pre-

existing mercury issue present that changes in 

the nutritional value of algae and/or 

zooplankton abundance could exacerbate.  

B6-28 The N:P ratios in Miramar Reservoir vary 

dramatically both spatially and temporally, 

depending on climate and reservoir 

management (e.g., source of imported water), 

and is not the only factor that maintains the 
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fishery. In reference to nutrient sources 

unrelated to discharges in to the reservoir, the 

Draft EIR/EIS states “external phosphorus 

sources are nearly identical during the dry 

season, and approximately half in the wet 

season (Draft EIR/EIS Appendix G). This 

indicates that external sources decrease the 

sensitivity of the reservoir to the lower TP 

levels from product water inflows. In addition, 

an important distinction between the existing 

condition and proposed condition with regard 

to TP is that all of it will consist of SRP (i.e., 

bioavailable) when compared to existing 

imports from Lake Skinner” (Draft EIR/EIS page 

6.11-26, 2nd paragraph). The prevailing 

condition is of a warm-water oligotrophic 

reservoir, and the persistence of a self-

sustaining warm water ecosystem within the 

reservoir over time, despite large fluctuations 

in nutrient concentrations suggests a certain 

degree of resilience to changing water 

chemistry. CDFW’s claim that the North City 

Project would not meet water quality 

objectives (WQOs) is addressed in the following 

comment response (B6-29). 
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B6-29 Authority for implementation and therefore 

interpretation of Basin Plan provisions is within 

the purview of the San Diego RWQCB. With 

that said, the City disagrees with CDFW’s 

interpretation, as the Basin Plan WQOs for 

phosphorus and nitrogen are consistently 

framed in the context of excessive aquatic 

growths: “waters shall not contain 

biostimulatory substances in concentrations 

that promote aquatic growth to the extent that 

such growths cause nuisance or adversely affect 

beneficial uses” (emphases added). As stated in 

the Draft EIR/EIS, “Ultimately, the San Diego 

RWQCB is responsible for considering the 

beneficial uses Miramar Reservoir in the 

development and issuance of the individual 

WDRs [waste discharge requirements] and 

NPDES permits. As part of this process, the 

RWQCB develops discharge limitations in 

NPDES/WDR permits based on the applicable 

water quality criteria or objectives of the Basin 

Plan, the beneficial uses being protected, and 

corresponding state and federal 

antidegradation policies” (Draft EIR/EIS page 

6.11-32). See also Draft EIR/EIS Section 2.4.2 

(pages 2-16 through and 2-19 in particular) for 

a detailed explanation of the permitting 
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process, which operates in parallel with but is 

separate from the CEQA process. 

For the purpose of making CEQA significance 

determinations, Draft EIR/EIS Chapter 6.11, Issue 

3, relies on a comparison of existing versus 

proposed conditions and both numeric and 

narrative WQOs for each constituent of concern. 

Existing data, scientific literature, and pre- versus 

post-project water quality modeling results were 

compiled to judge the degree to which water 

quality changes would affect the warm water 

fishery. As indicated above, the issue of beneficial 

use is under the purview of the San Diego 

RWQCB and SWRCB, and is considered in 

development of WDR/NPDES permits. The City’s 

CEQA thresholds of significance do not include 

effects on beneficial uses as a CEQA topic, but 

instead uses a more general screening criterion 

of whether projects would alter water quality. As 

stated in the Draft EIR/EIS, compliance with Basin 

Plan WQOs is the main metric by which water 

quality impacts are judged, as WQOs are 

designed to protect beneficial uses (Draft EIR/EIS 

page 6.11-14, last paragraph, and page 6.11-21, 

last paragraph). 
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Because the Basin Plan does not contemplate 

excessively low nutrient levels in point source 

discharges as a water quality problem for 

warm freshwater habitat (WARM) or wildlife 

habitat (WILD) beneficial uses, there are no 

lower limits established as a water quality 

objective. Therefore, there is no appropriate 

CEQA threshold under which to analyze this 

issue, because lowering nutrient levels in a 

reservoir cannot be fairly characterized as 

either a “pollutant” in the traditional sense of 

the word, or an action that degrades or lowers 

water quality. However, for informational 

purposes and to support the development and 

issuance of the WDR/NPDES Permit for the 

Project, Draft EIR/EIS Section 6.11 examined 

the ecological implications of the Project’s low-

nutrient discharge based on professional 

judgment and the best available information, 

i.e., the results of water quality modeling of 

pre- versus post-project conditions, and an 

extensive literature review, as more fully 

discussed in Section 4.6.5 of Draft EIR/EIS 

Appendix C. The analysis in Draft EIR/EIS 

Section 6.11 of whether the Project 

substantially and/or unreasonably impairs 

WARM or WILD beneficial uses, especially with 
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respect to nutrients, considers not only the 

water quality changes anticipated, but also the 

physical and regulatory context within which 

the reservoir operates. The physical context is 

that the reservoir is a constructed off-stream 

component of the City’s drinking water system 

with no nexus to downstream receiving waters 

(e.g., streams or lagoons). In addition, the San 

Diego RWQCB policy of “key” beneficial uses 

(Resolution No. R9-2017-0030) defines 

municipal drinking water (MUN) as the key 

beneficial use of the reservoir, and the 

SWRCB’s overall Recycled Water Policy 

supports and encourages the sustainable use 

of recycled water to promote conservation of 

water resources. 

As discussed in Responses to Comment B6-19 

through B6-25, CDFW’s claims that the North 

City Project will have significant impacts on the 

warm water habitat within Miramar Reservoir 

remains speculative and hypothetical, though 

additional information regarding concerns on 

the nutritional value of phytoplankton and 

zooplankton is provided in those responses. 

CEQA requires the use of the best available 

information and reasonable scientific/ 
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professional judgment to determine impacts. 

Despite the uncertainty disclosed in the Draft 

EIR/EIS regarding the exact magnitude of 

reductions in primary productivity, the reasons 

for which changes in water quality would be 

“less than significant” is provided in Section 

6.11, Issue 3, and clarified below: 

 The Project does not exceed or violate 

Basin Plan WQOs. 

 Several sections of the California Water 

Code clarify that it is possible for the quality 

of the water to be changed to some degree 

so long as it maintains reasonable 

protection of beneficial uses, and that in 

developing permit provisions, that the need 

to develop and use recycled water shall be 

considered (Water Code Section 13241). 

 Per San Diego RWQCB Resolution R9-2017-

0030, “beneficial uses associated with 

habitats and ecosystems (e.g., WARM and 

WILD) are prioritized for ocean waters, bays 

and estuaries, and stream systems, but are 

not considered as a “key” beneficial uses for 

drinking water reservoirs” (Draft EIS/EIS page 

2.11-22, 1st paragraph). Miramar Reservoir is 
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not a natural water body and functions first 

and foremost a drinking water reservoir (i.e., 

the “key” beneficial use is MUN). 

 Existing evidence shows a functioning aquatic 

community will continue to exist in Miramar 

Reservoir, due partly to continuing nutrient 

inputs from external sources (i.e., the Project 

will not result in the “loss” of a beneficial use). 

As clarified in responses B6-19 through B6-25 

above, decreases in primary productivity and 

fisheries impacts attributable to the North City 

Project are not anticipated to be substantial. 

Given the aforementioned factors, the City’s has 

determined that changes in water quality 

attributable to the North City Project are less 

than significant under CEQA, as stated in the 

Draft EIR/EIS; hence, implementation of any 

mitigation, such as a monitoring and adaptive 

management program as suggested by CDFW, is 

not necessary. The City looks forward to 

continued coordination with CDFW, the San 

Diego RWQCB, and the SWRCB Division of 

Drinking Water in the permitting process, 

including development of reasonable and 

appropriate permit provisions and/or conditions.  
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B6-30 This comment is based on the predicted 

changes to the range of temperatures that are 

reported as the minimum and maximum 

temperatures in the Draft EIR/EIS (Section 

6.11), which do not adequately characterize the 

overall modeled impacts to the reservoir’s 

water temperature. As reported in Table 6.11-4 

of the Draft EIR/EIS, differences in water 

temperatures were modeled for the surface 

(epilimnion) minimum temperature (1°C 

increase) and the bottom (hypolimnion) 

maximum temperature (6° C increase). The 

Final EIR/EIS has been updated to include the 

modeled impact to seasonal and annual 

average temperatures in the epilimnion and 

hypolimnion. This representation of WQS’ 2016 

model output (Draft EIR/EIS Appendix G) 

clarifies that the anticipated average 

temperature changes within the reservoir are 

minimal. Section 6.11.4 of the Draft EIR/EIS has 

been modified in the Final EIR/EIS as follows: 

The Basin Plan does not contain a 

numeric water quality objective for 

any beneficial use other than the 

COLD (cold freshwater habitat) 

beneficial use, which prohibits 
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increases of more than 5° F (2.8° C) 

above the natural receiving water 

temperature. For WARM, WILD, REC-1, 

and REC-2, a narrative objective 

applies, i.e., that changes in natural 

receiving water temperature shall not 

result in loss or impairment of 

beneficial uses (San Diego RWQCB 

2016a). As indicated in Table 6.11-4, 

purified water discharges are 

expected to maintain the overall range 

of temperatures historically observed 

in the reservoir with the exception of 

the maximum bottom temperature of 

the reservoir. Hydrodynamic modeling 

of the reservoir shows that the 

average annual temperature increase 

in the epilimnion and hypolimnion will 

be 1.2° C and 2.0° C, respectively. 

Broken down seasonally, the average 

temperature in the epilimnion will 

increase by 0.6° C during the warmer 

months (April through September), 

and 1.8° C during the cooler months 

(October through March). For the 

hypolimnion, the average 

temperature in will increase by 2.0° C 
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during the warmer months (April 

through September), and 2.1° C 

during the cooler months (October 

through March).  

Additional analyses of the 

hydrodynamic medical show a 

deepening of the thermocline by about 

16 feet over a 2-year period (Appendix 

G). The volume of the epilimnion [the 

water above the thermocline], is 

roughly 4,000 acre-feet.  Deepening the 

thermocline by 16 feet increases the 

epilimnetic volume by roughly 200 acre-

feet, which is a 5% change from existing 

conditions. The modeling results also 

show that the turnover dates would not 

be significantly affected (Appendix G). 

The largest temperature increases predicted 

in the model occur in the hypolimnion, which 

will have negligible impact on the reservoir’s 

warm water aquatic species that reside in the 

epilimnion (especially highly adaptable 

species such as the largemouth bass: 

Mulhollem et al. 2015).  
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Even though slight increases in temperature 

could potentially elevate metabolic rates, the 

comment provides no supporting data from 

studies conducted in comparable water bodies 

that show the effects of increased temperature 

(from 0.5° C to 2° C) on the metabolic rates and 

subsequent repercussions on food 

requirements of similar species. Available 

literature indicates that increases in water 

temperature has different effects depending 

on the species and life stage and the 

magnitude of the increase relative to a specific 

species thermal tolerance. However, it appears 

that slight increases in temperature can either 

increase or decrease feeding requirements 

depending on the species. Walberg and Fisher 

(2011) found that an increase of 2° C over a 

period of 4 weeks showed an insignificant 

change in feeding behavior for black crappie 

and a significant decrease in feeding behavior 

for black bullhead.  

Based on the limited increase in water 

temperature predicted in the future, it is 

possible that some increase in metabolism 

may occur on a seasonal basis; however, since 

the temperature increase is minor, it is not 
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expected to significantly change feeding 

behaviors or the amount of food consumed on 

an annual basis. Since the reservoir’s existing 

ecosystem has adapted to warm nutrient-

limited waters, it is expected that the existing 

community will adjust to the minor increases 

in temperature and reductions in nutrients.  

Minor revisions made do not affect the 

conclusions of the Draft EIR/EIS. In accordance 

with CEQA Section 15088.5(b), the addition of 

new information that clarifies, amplifies, or 

makes insignificant modifications does not 

require recirculation. 

B6-31 Please refer to Responses to Comments B6-

19 and B6-27 for a discussion of potential 

impacts associated with bioaccumulation 

of contaminants.  

B6-32 Although the City acknowledges that CDFW 

would like the City to implement a 

monitoring program to identify the 

magnitude of any impact and for the City to 

adaptively manage the reservoir, the City 

does not agree that any mitigation is 

triggered for the reasons stated in responses 



NORTH CITY PROJECT EIR/EIS 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

February 2018 B6-66 9420-04 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

B6-22, B6-24, B6-25, and B6-29; hence, no 

such program under CEQA or necessary. 

B6-33 CDFW utilizes the annual average in this 

comment and although that is one 

methodology to interpret the model data, as 

detailed in response B6-26, the City strongly 

believes the median values are more 

appropriate (e.g., reduction in chlorophyll-a 

15% to 19%) and qualifies that level of change 

as “slight” in the Recreation analysis of the 

Draft EIR/EIS. CDFW also discusses the 

potential impact of the reduction in growth 

and length of salmon populations resulted in a 

50% reduction in spawner abundance in 20 

years. Although the City does not believe that a 

cold water anadromous fish species is a 

suitable analytical surrogate for a warm water 

reservoir species like black bass, the City has 

identified on page 6.18-11 of the Draft EIR/EIS 

that a functioning aquatic community is 

expected to continue to exist after the 

changeover from Colorado River and/or the 

State Water Project source water to purified 

water, albeit at a reduced level of productivity. 

The rationale for this finding as well as the 

relativity of a fishery assessment under CEQA 
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that addresses CDFW’s comment is further 

discussed in Section 6.11, Hydrology and Water 

Quality and above in Responses to Comment 

B6-22, B6-24, B6-25, and B6-26.  
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B6-34 Comment noted. The City will notify CDFW of 

the certification of the Final EIR/EIS. 
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B6-35 CDFW’s letter to the SWRCB regarding the 

proposed surface water augmentation 

regulations is noted. As indicated in Draft 

EIR/EIS pages 2-17 and 2-18, the SWRCB is in 

the process of adopting regulations for surface 

water augmentation and is required to 

consider all public comments, including 

CDFW’s, in its regulatory proceeding. The City is 

not responsible for the promulgation of these 

regulations, and therefore it is outside the 

City’s purview to respond to the attached 

letter. However, the issues brought up in the 

letter, where applicable, have been addressed 

in the preceding responses. Since the source of 

wastewater being recycled is otherwise 

destined for the ocean, CDFW’s concern 

regarding depletion of inland surface waters 

and/or estuaries is not applicable to the North 

City Project. 
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INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
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Response to Comment Letter B7 

State Clearinghouse 

Scott Morgan 

November 22, 2017 

B7-1 This comment acknowledges receipt of the 

comment letter by the State Water Resources 

Control Board. Please refer to comment letter 

B8 for responses to the enclosed letter. 
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Response to Comment Letter B8 

State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) 

Carina Grove 

November 21, 2017 

B8-1 Comment noted. The City appreciates the 

information provided by SWRCB regarding the 

Clean Water State Revolving Fund (CWSRF). The 

City plans to submit an application for CWSRF 

funding in early 2018. 
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B8-2 Comment noted. The Draft EIR/EIS discusses 

the Project’s compliance with applicable 

federal environmental regulations and 

policies in Section 9.5. The Project’s direct and 

indirect effects on special-status species is 

discussed in more detail in Section 6.4, 

Biological Resources. As stated in Section 9.5 

of the Draft EIR/EIS:  

Implementation of the North City 

Project will not jeopardize the survival 

and recovery of any species listed or 

proposed as federally threatened or 

endangered, or result in the destruction 

or adverse modification of any critical 

habitat areas.  

The North City Pure Water Facility site 

contains vernal pool habitat.  Surveys 

have not identified any federally listed 

species at the site. The proposed gas 

pipeline across Marine Corps Air Station 

(MCAS) Miramar will affect sage scrub 

habitat used by the threatened coastal 

California gnatcatcher, and will be 

installed within 100 feet of vernal pools. 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has 
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been requested to concur with a “not 

likely to adversely affect” determination 

by the Bureau of Reclamation, under 

section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered 

Species Act. 

B8-3 Comment noted. The Draft EIR/EIS discusses the 

Project’s compliance with Section 106 of the 

National Historic Preservation Act in Section 9.5, 

and in more detail in Section 6.10, Historical 

Resources. As stated in Section 9.5 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS, “no adverse effects to any properties 

eligible for listing in the National Register of 

Historic Places have been identified.”  

In addition, the Bureau of Reclamation, which 

is a joint lead agency of the Project, has 

initiated consultation with the California State 

Historic Preservation Officer pursuant to 

Section 106 of the National Historic 

Preservation Act and implementing regulations 

at 36 CFR Part 800.  

B8-4 The City and Bureau of Reclamation have 

identified the Area of Potential Effects (APE) to 

include all proposed potential project facilities, 

temporary work areas, and pipeline routes. 
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The archaeological APE includes a 100-foot 

buffer applied to all proposed Project 

components. The APE is shown on Figures 5A–

5L in Appendix F2 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The 

vertical APE for the Project is variable and will 

be subject to revision based on ongoing design 

modifications; however, subsurface work will 

be largely confined to disturbed road fill or 

other areas. For the purposes of providing 

management recommendations, the vertical 

APE has been assumed to be no greater than 

30 feet below the ground surface.. 

A records search encompassing the APE and a 

1-mile buffer around the APE was conducted, 

and the results are included in Appendix F2 of 

the Draft EIR/EIS. 

B8-5 Comment noted. The City acknowledges the 

federal requirements pertinent to the Project 

under the CWSRF Program.  

B8-6 The environmental document for the Project 

has been prepared as a combined EIR and EIS, 

and the alternatives analysis follows the typical 

format of an EIS. As such, a description of each 

of the three alternatives, including the No 
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Project Alternative, the Preferred Alternative 

(i.e., the Miramar Reservoir Alternative), and 

the San Vicente Reservoir Alternative, is 

presented in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR/EIS. An 

environmental analysis of each alternative is 

presented in Chapter 6 of the Draft EIR/EIS.  

B8-7 Comment noted. A public hearing is being 

planned for the adoption/certification of the 

environmental documents for the Project. 

B8-8 The Draft EIR/EIS discusses the Project’s 

compliance with the federal Clean Air Act in 

Section 9.5, and in more detail in Section 6.3, 

Air Quality and Odor. As stated in Section 9.5 

of the Draft EIR/EIS, “the San Diego air basin is 

nonattainment/moderate for 2008 8-hour 

ozone, maintenance for 1997 8-hour ozone, 

maintenance for ozone 1-hour, maintenance 

for carbon monoxide, and attainment for lead, 

NO2, PM2.5 and PM10. The Project would not 

exceed the federal de minimis thresholds 

during construction or operation. No 

conformity determination is required.” 
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B8-9 Section 9.5 of the Draft EIR/EIS discusses the 

Project’s compliance with the Coastal Zone 

Management Act. As stated in Section 9.5, 

“[t]he North City Project is entirely outside the 

coastal zone, with the exception of one 

overflow pipe from the Morena Pump Station 

that is approximately 200 feet within the 

boundary. The City has received concurrence 

that the overflow pipe is within the City’s 

jurisdiction (and the California Coastal 

Commission’s Coastal Development Permit 

appealable jurisdiction), and coastal 

development permits can be processed locally.” 

B8-10 The Draft EIR/EIS discusses the Project’s 

compliance with Executive Order 11990 – 

Protection of Wetlands in Section 9.5. As stated 

in Section 9.5,“construction of the North City 

Pure Water Facility will result in direct 

permanent impacts to a total of 0.38 acre of 

vernal pool wetlands; impacts would be 

mitigated through the restoration of 0.75 acre 

of vernal pools and adjacent upland habitats. 

Applicable wetland permits will also be 

obtained. A subaqueous discharge pipeline will 

also be installed at the bottom of the Miramar 

Reservoir. Placement of pipes at the bottom of 
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the reservoir will not result in the net loss of 

aquatic resources function or services, nor 

would it reduce habitat for wildlife.” More 

detail regarding the Project’s impacts to 

wetlands is presented in Section 6.4.4, Issue 2 

– Jurisdictional Resources.  

B8-11  The Draft EIR/EIS discusses the Project’s 

compliance with the Farmland Protection 

Policy Act in Section 9.5. As stated in Section 

9.5 of the Draft EIR/EIS, “the Project will not 

convert farmland to non-agricultural use. The 

proposed Landfill Gas Pipeline alignment will 

avoid Unique Farmland mapped at the west 

end of MCAS Miramar. The alignment crosses 

locally important farmland along Miramar 

Road, but the pipeline will be installed within 

the paved roadway. No other Prime, Unique, or 

Statewide farmland is mapped within or near 

the Project. Except for the undeveloped land 

on MCAS Miramar, nearly all of the Project is 

within land already in urban development, 

mapped as developed by the California 

Farmland and Monitoring Program, and 

identified as “urbanized area” on the Census 

Bureau Map.” 
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B8-12  The Draft EIR/EIS discusses the Project’s 

compliance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

in Section 9.5, and discussed in more detail in 

Section 6.4, Biological Resources. As stated in 

Section 9.5 of the Draft EIR/EIS, “vegetation 

clearing will be scheduled outside of the bird 

nesting season. Biological monitoring is 

required before any construction activities 

during the nesting season.” 

B8-13 The Draft EIR/EIS discusses the Project’s 

compliance with the Flood Plain Management 

Act in Section 9.5. Section 9.5 of the Final 

EIR/EIS reads:  

Several project pipelines would cross 

areas located within a 1500-year 

floodplain or floodway. No 

aboveground facilities will be installed 

within or partially within a flood zone. 

The Project will not place structures that 

would impede or redirect flood flows. 

There is no practicable alternative to 

locating the pipelines in the floodplain. 

The action conforms to local floodplain 

protection standards. 
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B8-14 The Draft EIR/EIS discusses the Project’s 

compliance with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 

in Section 9.5. As stated in Section 9.5 of the 

Draft EIR/EIS, “the Project does not involve any 

river designated in the National Wild and 

Scenic Rivers System or any river listed in the 

National River Inventory. No river in San Diego 

County is designated in the National Wild and 

Scenic Rivers System or listed in the National 

River Inventory. The nearest Wild and Scenic 

River is Bautista Creek, in the San Jacinto 

Mountains, Riverside County, 50 miles north of 

the Project.” 

B8-15 The State Clearinghouse number has been 

revised on the cover page and title page of the 

Final EIR/EIS. 

B8-16 In response to this comment, the distribution 

list included in Final EIR/EIS has been revised to 

read “State Water Resources Control Board, 

Division of Financial Assistance.” 

B8-17 Comment noted. A naming convention for 

each Project component has been developed 

for the application and will either match or 

clearly relate to the titles used in the EIR/EIS. 
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B8-18 Comment noted. Following the City’s CEQA 

process, the requested documents applicable to 

the Project will be provided to SWRCB. The City 

appreciates the SWRCB’s review of the Draft 

EIR/EIS. The provided attachments are noted. 
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INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
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Response to Comment Letter B9 

California Department of Conservation 

Crina Chan 

September 14, 2017 

B9-1 Comment noted. The State Clearinghouse 

number has been revised in the Final EIR/EIS. 
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Response to Comment Letter C1 

San Diego Association of Governments 

Katie Hentrich 

November 2, 2017 

C1-1 The City appreciates the commenter’s review 

and comments on the Draft EIR/EIS. 

C1-2 Comment noted; the City appreciates this 

information related to the Shift San Diego and 

iCommute programs. The City is a current 

participant in the Shift San Diego program. The 

comment does not raise specific issues related 

to the adequacy of the environmental analysis 

in the Draft EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional 

response is provided or required. 
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Response to Comment Letter C2 

County of San Diego 

Eric Lardy 

November 7, 2017 

C2-1 Comment noted. 

C2-2 Comment noted; the City appreciates the County 

of San Diego’s review of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

C2-3 This comment does not challenge the 

adequacy of analysis or dispute the 

conclusions reached in the Draft EIR/EIS. The 

City acknowledges the potential for utility 

conflicts, and in particular, conflicts between 

the gravity sewer lines owned and maintained 

by the County Sanitation District (District) and 

San Vicente Reservoir Alternative Project 

components. If selected, the City will conduct 

further analysis of potential impacts to District 

sewerage infrastructure and coordinate with 

the District as needed.  

C2-4 This comment does not challenge the 

adequacy of analysis or dispute the 

conclusions reached in the Draft EIR/EIS. The 

City will work cooperatively with the County to 

show design elements of the San Vicente 
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Pipeline Alternative within County jurisdiction, 

if selected and applicable, that meet the intent 

of the County’s Watershed Protection 

Ordinance and BMP Design Manual.  

 The impacts of the North City Project 

Alternatives with regard to runoff quality and 

quantity into the regional municipal storm 

drain system is addressed in Draft EIR/EIS 

Section 6.11.3 (pages 6.11-3 through 6.11-13). 

Both the City of San Diego and the County of 

San Diego are permittees under the same 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 

System Municipal Storm Water Permit (San 

Diego RWQCB Order No. R9-2013-0001, as 

amended), which is described in Draft EIR/EIS 

Section 5.11.3 (pages 5.11-19 and 5.11-20). 

Therefore, Project elements, whether they are 

located in within City or County jurisdiction, 

would be subject to similar water quality BMPs 

and low impact development standards, as 

outlined the City’s Storm Water Standards 

Manual, which incorporates the standards 

outlined in the in the Municipal Storm Water 

Permit and the regional Best Management 

Practices (BMP) Design Manual.  



NORTH CITY PROJECT EIR/EIS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

February 2018 C2-3 9420-04 

C2-5 This comment does not challenge the 

adequacy of analysis or dispute the 

conclusions reached in the Draft EIR/EIS. The 

City will work cooperatively with the County 

to show design elements of the San Vicente 

Pipeline Alternative within County 

jurisdiction, if selected and applicable, which 

avoid or restore any physical changes to the 

County’s flood control facilities. Appropriate 

approvals would be obtained for any work 

within a floodway. 

As indicated in Draft EIR/EIS Section 6.11.1, the 

only facilities that cross Federal Emergency 

Management Agency or County 100-year 

floodplains are belowground pipeline facilities, 

including a 2.3-mile portion of the San Vicente 

Pipeline below the San Vicente Reservoir. It is 

standard practice to match the surface grade 

and cover type when completing an 

installation. As these facilities are 

belowground, they would not impact the 

extent or depth of flooding. It should also be 

noted that the Pure Water Program EIR 

completed in August 2016 (SCH No. 

2014111068) includes a mitigation measure 

(MM-HYD-3) that would be applicable to 
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 components of the San Vicente Project 

Alternatives that are not within or immediately 

adjacent to 100-year flood hazard zones, and 

includes a provision to bury pipelines at depths 

that would protect them from being exposed 

due to scour. MM-HYD-3 also requires that 

“development or alterations located within or 

across a 100-year flood hazard area shall be 

reviewed and approved by the County’s 

floodplain administrator or designee prior to 

notice to proceed.”  

C2-6 Comment noted. Refer to Response C2-5.  

C2-7 Comment noted. 
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Response to Comment Letter C3 

Scripps Ranch Planning Group 

November 7, 2017 

C3-1 Comment noted. The City appreciates the 

commenter’s review of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

C3-2 The commenter’s general support of water 

purification, along with the specific objections 

related to the route of the North City Pure 

Water Pipeline (North City Pipeline) through 

Scripps Ranch, is noted and will be included in 

the administrative record for the Project as part 

of the Final EIR/EIS. 

C3-3 Comment noted. Please refer to the 

responses below. 

C3-4 As discussed in Chapter 3, Alternatives, of the 

Draft EIR/EIS, CEQA requires a discussion of 

alternatives to the project be provided. 

Specifically, Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA 

Guidelines states that an EIR shall, “[d]escribe a 

range of reasonable alternatives to the project, 

or to the location of the project, which would 

feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the 

project but would avoid or substantially lessen 



NORTH CITY PROJECT EIR/EIS 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

February 2018 C3-2 9420-04 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

any of the significant effects of the project, and 

evaluate the comparative merits of the 

alternatives.” Section 15126.6(f) further states, 

“The range of alternatives required in an EIR is 

governed by a ‘rule of reason’ that requires the 

EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary 

to permit a reasoned choice.” This is defined in 

the same section of the CEQA Guidelines as not 

meaning every conceivable alternative to the 

project, but only a reasonable range of 

potentially feasible alternatives. 

 Additionally, an EIR must consider a 

reasonable range of alternatives to the project, 

or to the location of the project, which (1) offer 

substantial environmental advantages over the 

project proposal and (2) may be feasibly 

accomplished in a successful manner 

considering the economic, environmental, 

social, and technological factors involved 

(South County Citizens for Smart Growth versus 

County of Nevada, 221 Cal. App. 4th 316 (2013)).  

 The City of San Diego disagrees that a 

reasonable range of alternatives was not 

considered in the Draft EIR/EIS. The City has 

conducted an extensive analysis of alternative 
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routes for each of the proposed pipeline 

alignments as summarized in Section 3.7.2, 

Current Alternative Screening, including the 

North City Pipeline.  

 However, modifications to the route of the 

North City Pipeline were determined to (1) not 

substantially lessen the significant 

environmental effects of the Project or (2) be 

infeasible. As such, a more detailed analysis is 

not required. Please also refer to responses 

C3-5, C3-10, and C3-24 for more detailed 

responses regarding specific alternative 

alignments considered in the Draft EIR/EIS 

and/or proposed by the Scripps Ranch 

Planning Group.  

C3-5 Please refer to response C3-4. The City disagrees 

that the alternate routes discussed are “merely 

strawmen.” Section 3.7.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS 

summarizes the extensive analysis for 

alternative routes for each of the proposed 

pipeline alignments that was conducted by the 

City during various stages of the design process. 

Three alignments (shown on Figure 3-31A of the 

Draft EIR/EIS) were initially evaluated for the 

North City Pipeline and “Alternative B” was 
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advanced to the 10% Design Phase. During the 

30% and 60% design efforts, further refinements 

were made to Alternative B for both technical 

and environmental reasons. Additionally, in 

response to discussions with the Murphy 

Development Company Inc. (Murphy 

Development) over concerns of the pipeline 

route through the Scripps Ranch Technology 

Park (SRTP), the City evaluated nine alternative 

routes for the North City Pipeline between 

Scripps Ranch Boulevard and Miramar Reservoir 

(as shown on Figure 3-31B of the Draft EIR/EIS). 

The memorandum, “NC04B Pure Water Pipeline 

Alignment Alternatives,” provides a thorough 

analysis of the alternative routes initially 

considered and evaluated; however, none of the 

route modifications would result in an 

alternative that would both substantially lessen 

the significant environmental effects of the 

Project and be feasible.  

 In response to feedback received from the 

Scripps Ranch Planning Group on May 4, 2017, 

again on September 7, 2017, and Murphy 

Development on October 10, 2017, the City 

further analyzed an additional suggested 

alignment for the pipeline in a memo titled 
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“North City Pure Water Pipeline Alignment 

Analysis” (City of San Diego 2017a). This memo 

was presented at the SRPG meeting on 

November 2, 2017. The suggested alignment 

would require the City to utilize property south 

of the Scripps Lake Drive right-of-way (ROW) 

from Scripps Ranch Boulevard and have the 

pipeline travel alongside Scripps Lake Drive. 

(Existing San Diego County Water Authority 

pipelines and other utilities would prevent the 

pipeline from being constructed under the 

roadway.) Because of operational 

requirements the suggested alternative would 

require the Dechlorination Facility to be 

located near Miramar Reservoir. 

 The “North City Pure Water Pipeline Alignment 

Analysis” (City of San Diego 2017a) identifies 

numerous engineering constraints associated 

with the SRPG’s proposed alternative route 

south of Scripps Lake Drive (shown as a green 

line in comment C3-24), including, but not 

limited to, construction outside of the ROW 

would require considerable grading and 

backfill within the existing slope to support the 

pipeline; approval from the State Division of 

Safety of Dams (DSOD) would be required to 
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backfill over critical drainage infrastructure 

south of Scripps Lake Drive; long stretches of 

tunneling would be required to avoid conflicts 

with other utilities; tunneling would occur in 

the Santiago Peak Volcanic Formation geologic 

unit, which is difficult to bore through and 

would require blasting; blasting may damage 

San Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA) 

large-diameter aqueducts located within the 

roadway ROW; construction duration would be 

increased; the receiving shaft of the tunnel 

would need to be located in the Scripps Ranch 

Library parking lot, and additional staging and 

work space would be needed to ensure safety 

of the public; tunneling would be located 

directly in front of the earthen dam supporting 

Miramar Reservoir, approval of which would 

be required from DSOD; and crossing of 

SDCWA property would occur at an angle, 

which would complicate approval.  

 These technical constraints all limit the 

feasibility of the proposed alternative route 

south of Scripps Lake Drive and result in 

increased potential environmental impacts 

related to air quality (from longer construction 

duration and more tunneling), biological 
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resources (from fill in canyon areas and re-

grading of the slope which could impact 

wetlands), geologic impacts (from blasting for 

tunnels), noise (from increased tunneling), and 

public utilities (from additional conflicts with 

DSOD and SDCWA infrastructure). Additionally, 

significant and unavoidable short-term traffic 

impacts associated with construction of the 

North City Pipeline would not be alleviated as a 

result of this alternative route. Therefore, this 

alternative route (shown as a green line in 

comment C3-24) would have limited feasibility 

and would not lessen the significant 

environmental effects of the Project.  

C3-6 Please refer to responses C3-4 and C3-5.  
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C3-7 The Draft EIR/EIS is not required to analyze 

every feasible alternative route or facility site 

for all Project components within a Project 

Alternative; refer to response C3-4. The siting 

of the Dechlorination Facility was determined 

by the location of the proposed North City 

Pipeline alignment, as opposed to the siting of 

the Dechlorination Facility determining the 

alignment. As such, potential siting of the 

Dechlorination Facility relied on the routing of 

feasible alignments; please refer to Response 

C3-24 regarding feasibility and practicality of 

suggested potential North City Pipeline routing 

alternatives. Within the proposed North City 

Pipeline alignment, two possible locations for 

the Dechlorination Facility were identified 

during 10% design. These locations include in 

the south shore of Miramar Reservoir on the 

Miramar Water Treatment Plant (Miramar 

WTP) site, and the Miramar Recycled Water 

Storage Tank and North City Pump Station site, 

located approximately 2,000 feet downstream 

of the Miramar WTP site. Both sites are 

improved with existing facilities, and the City 

owns the properties. Requirements for the 

Dechlorination Facility site include an 

approximately 22-foot by-22-foot bermed or 
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sunken secondary containment area with 

allowance for truck access. The design requires 

a sodium bisulfite chemical storage or a 7,500-

gallon high-density polyethylene (HDPE) tank 

to provide 14 days of storage, metering 

pumps, transfer pump, emergency shower and 

eyewash, and control panel. As design 

progressed, the City eliminated the Miramar 

WTP site because it would result in an impact 

on public parking to Miramar Reservoir, or 

impact an area of the Miramar WTP set aside 

for future plant improvements. It would also 

not provide adequate response time. 

 Regarding response time, the sodium bisulfite 

will react with water within a relatively short 

distance. The measurement of chlorine 

residual and oxygen reduction potential will 

measure the residual chlorine in the North City 

Pipeline after the static mixer located in 

Meanley Drive. An additional distance from the 

static mixer to the Miramar Reservoir is 

needed to allow City forces the ability to 

properly shutdown the North City Pure Water 

Pump Station and prevent off-spec 

(chlorinated) pure water from entering 

Miramar Reservoir. Five minutes was selected 
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as a minimum response time (1,200 feet) at 

maximum speed velocity of 4 feet per second. 

The City determined 5 minutes to be the 

minimum response time necessary for an 

operator to see a system light, consult the 

operational procedures, and implement a 

controlled shutdown of the Pure Water pump 

station. The pump station must be 

systematically ramped down to avoid damage 

to the system. 

 For these reasons, the Miramar WTP site was 

not selected. 

C3-8 The land use and visual compatibility of the 

proposed Dechlorination Facility is discussed 

in Section 6.1, Land Use, and Section 6.2, 

Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR/EIS. The proposed 

Dechlorination Facility would be located on a 

property currently improved with a water 

storage facility and would result in minimal 

change to the visual environment. Once 

operational, the facility would result in 

minimal impact to the surrounding business 

park land uses. Please refer to response C3-

19 for more information. 
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C3-9 Please refer to responses C3-4 and C3-7. 

C3-10 Four alternative routes for the section of the 

North City Pipeline in the vicinity of the SRTP 

were presented at the Planning Group meeting 

on November 2, 2017 (City of San Diego 

2017b). These routes included: (1) Alternative 

1: Scripps Lake Drive; (2) Alternative 2: KBS 

Horizon Parking Lot; (3) Alternative 3: KBS 

Horizon Lot and Landscaped Area; and (4) 

Alternative 4: SRTP. The alternative route 

(Alternative 1: Scripps Lake Drive) presented in 

the PowerPoint was located within the ROW of 

Scripps Lake Drive, and not south of the 

roadway as this comment implies. These 

routes are shown on Figure 3-31B of the Draft 

EIR/EIS, and each route is discussed in detail in 

Section 3.7.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS. As stated in 

the Draft EIR/EIS:  

“Alignment C – Scripps Lake Drive 

Alternative” reconsidered routing the 

North City Pipeline from the 

Dechlorination Facility back to Scripps 

Ranch Boulevard, then east on Scripps 

Lake Drive to the Miramar WTP site 

before entering the Miramar Reservoir; 
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however, utility congestion in Scripps 

Lake Drive (including a fiber optic line, 

SDG&E electrical, SDG&E electrical vault, 

City water pressure reducing station, 

and a San Diego County Water 

Authority facility not previously 

discovered in earlier research) limited 

available space for the North City 

Pipeline, which needs to meet specific 

separation requirements. 

In addition to the utility conflicts discussed in 

the Draft EIR/EIS, the PowerPoint presented at 

the Planning Group meeting identified that the 

Scripps Lake Drive Alternative would require 

additional easements, additional trenching and 

tunneling, implementation of blasting due to 

geological formations, and higher energy use 

due to the need for larger pumps. As such, 

while feasible, this alternative route would not 

substantially lessen the environmental effects 

of the Project since it would result in greater 

impacts related to noise and air quality (from 

additional tunneling), geological impacts (from 

blasting), and higher energy use. This 

alternative route would also result in additional 

traffic impacts since more construction would 
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occur within roadway ROW within Scripps 

Ranch Boulevard and Scripps Lake Drive.  

The PowerPoint identifies the following 

constraints related to Alternative 2: 

parking/pavement restoration and utility 

relocation would be required; easement 

acquisition would be required; the tunneling 

receiving pit would be located close to an 

existing building; and higher energy use would 

be required. The following constraints related 

to Alternative 3 were identified: additional 

grading, retaining walls, and utility relocation 

would be required; a permanent access for 

operations and maintenance would be 

required; and a temporary easement from the 

SRTP would be required.  

Alternative 4 modifies the original alignment to 

locate the pipeline within the 20-foot-wide 

setback of the SRTP parcel. This alternative 

route would require additional grading, 

retaining walls, and a permanent access for 

operations and maintenance staff. However, 

this alternative route would eliminate the 

Murphy Development’s concern with the 

pipeline conflicting with structural influence 
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line of a future parking lot, will not impede 

ingress/egress during construction, and would 

allow construction workers to work opposite 

hours of future construction or operation on 

the parcel. As such, this alternative route was 

determined to have the least amount of 

impacts and the lowest energy use, and 

therefore was carried forward for analysis in 

the Draft EIR/EIS. 

The alternative route presented at the 

Planning Group meeting is similar to the 

Scripps Lake Drive Alternative as shown on 

Figure 3-31B of the Draft EIR/EIS that follows 

Alignment C to Alignment A3; however, the 

alternative route is located south of Scripps 

Lake Drive outside of the roadway ROW. This 

alternative route would be feasible; however, it 

would require fill within a canyon area and 

would require additional tunneling. As such, 

rather than lessening the significant 

environmental effects of the Project, this 

alternative route would conversely increase 

construction impacts related to air quality and 

noise and would continue to result in similar 

traffic impacts. Additionally, it would result in 

greater impacts to environmentally sensitive 
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areas than the proposed route in the Draft 

EIR/EIS. This alternative route would also result 

in greater community impacts as a result of 

disturbance to the Scripps Ranch Library 

parking lot. 

C3-11 Please refer to responses C3-4 and C3-7. 

C3-12  The City disagrees that the Draft EIR/EIS does 

not provide an accurate and complete basis for 

the location of the Project pipeline; refer to 

responses C3-4 and C3-7.  

C3-13  Please refer to responses C3-4 and C3-5. 

C3-14 Please refer to response C3-4. 

C3-15 Comment regarding the State CEQA Guidelines 

is noted. 
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C3-16 The Draft EIR/EIS provides three North City 

Project Alternatives: (1) No Project/No Action 

Alternative, (2) Miramar Reservoir Alternative, 

and (3) San Vicente Reservoir Alternative. 

Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR/EIS contains a 

discussion of various alternative routes to the 

pipeline alignments and components of the 

North City Project. The purpose of the 

discussion of the alternatives alignment 

screening is to describe the process that the 

City undertook to determine the most 

appropriate alignment of the proposed 

pipelines with respect to the factors listed in 

Section 3.7.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS. NEPA and 

CEQA require that environmental documents 

identify and analyze a reasonable range of 

feasible alternatives that could be 

implemented to meet the North City Project 

purpose and need and objectives. It does not 

require that a lead agency analyze each 

possible alternative that can be found within 

each alternative carried forward into detailed 

analysis. Please also refer to response C3-4. 

C3-17 Comment noted. 



NORTH CITY PROJECT EIR/EIS 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

February 2018 C3-17 9420-04 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

C3-18 Regarding construction staging and access, as 

stated in Section 3.4.5 of the Draft EIR/EIS, 

staging areas for facilities and pump stations, 

which includes the Dechlorination Facility, 

would be located within the facility footprints. 

Pipeline staging areas will be located within 

developed parking lots or other developed and 

disturbed areas to minimize traffic and road 

disruptions and would move frequently as 

construction progresses along the alignment. 

Access to properties surrounding pipeline 

alignments would be maintained at all times 

during construction. Additionally, all 

construction contracts have conditions 

mandating emergency access into and through 

the site at all times. It should also be noted 

that construction of this segment of the North 

City Pipeline within the public ROW would 

occur at nighttime (see Table 5.16-3 of the 

Draft EIR/EIS); these work hours would avoid 

causing disruptions during normal business 

hours of the surrounding properties. 

 Upon completion of construction, the proposed 

pipeline would not affect the potential of future 

development within the SRTP. 
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 The City acknowledges the comment and notes 

it raises economic or social issues that do not 

appear to relate to any physical effect on the 

environment. This comment will be included in 

the administrative record for the Project as 

part of the Final EIR/EIS. 

C3-19 The City disagrees with the commenter 

regarding the North City Project’s consistency 

with the City of San Diego General Plan 

(General Plan) and applicable community 

plans. Potential impacts to land use and 

planning are found in Section 6.1, Land Use, of 

the Draft EIR/EIS. Specifically, consistency with 

applicable environmental goals, objectives, and 

recommendations of the City’s General Plan, 

Municipal Code, and other applicable plans is 

found in Section 6.1.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The 

Industrial Park (IP-2-1) zone allows for research 

and development uses with some limited 

manufacturing; as noted in Section 5.1.2.2 of 

the Draft EIR/EIS, dechlorination facilities are 

not expressly permitted. However, as 

described in Section 6.1.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS, 

given the concentration of existing uses in the 

immediate area including the Miramar 

Recycled Water Storage Tank, multi-story 
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industrial office complexes, and the Miramar 

WTP, the Dechlorination Facility would be 

compatible with existing development. In 

addition, the approximately 20-foot-high, 768-

square-foot single-story structure would be 

experienced by the public as a concrete 

masonry building with a slightly pitched 

composite tile roof. Other than signage affixed 

to perimeter fencing, on-site storage of 

chemicals would not be readily apparent. 

Similar to the Dechlorination Facility, research 

and development, light manufacturing, and 

high technology uses permitted in the 

Industrial Employment and Industrial Park land 

use designations may also store chemicals on 

site. For these reasons, and additional reasons 

provided in Section 6.1.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS, 

no adverse effects between the Dechlorination 

Facility and the applicable environmental 

goals, objectives, and recommendations of the 

City General Plan would occur. 

 The new facility would not damage the existing 

industrial neighborhood identity of the area. As 

illustrated in Figure 6.2-20, the public would 

experience the facility as a single-story concrete 

masonry building with a slightly pitched 
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composite tile roof. The facility would be fenced 

and new trees and shrubs would be installed on 

the property outside of the fence line (see Figure 

6.2-19). Proposed landscaping would soften the 

appearance of the facility that would be visible to 

a limited number of employees of local 

businesses as they travel on Meanley Drive. In 

addition, existing landscaping on adjacent 

parcels and implementation of the proposed 

planting plan would partially screen the facility 

from viewers at nearby office developments. 

Further, development of a 20-foot-tall concrete 

masonry unit building would not result in 

perceived scale or mass contrasts as similarly 

scaled (and larger) two-story office development 

is located in the surrounding area. Therefore, no 

adverse effects related to the Dechlorination 

Facility and the relevant objectives of the Scripps 

Miramar Ranch Community Plan would occur. 

 As discussed in Section 6.1, Land Use, of the 

Draft EIR/EIS, the North City Project is found to 

be consistent with the environmental goals, 

policies, and recommendations of the General 

Plan and applicable community plans.  
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C3-20 Please refer to Response to Comment C3-19. 

Potential impacts to land use and planning are 

disclosed in Section 6.1, Land Use, of the Draft 

EIR/EIS. Specifically, consistency with applicable 

environmental goals, objectives, and 

recommendations of the City’s General Plan, 

Municipal Code, and other applicable plans is 

found in Section 6.1.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The 

Industrial Park (IP-2-1) zone allows for allows 

for research and development uses with some 

limited manufacturing; as noted in Section 

5.1.2.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS, dechlorination 

facilities are not expressly permitted as 

disclosed therein. Flood control facilities are 

referenced in Section 5.1.2.2 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS to demonstrate that while 

dechlorination facilities are not expressly 

permitted, utilities and other uses that may 

include on-site storage of chemicals are 

permitted, permitted with limitations, or 

conditionally permitted within the IP-2-1 zone. 

Further, Section 131.0620(f) of the San Diego 

Municipal Code acknowledges that there may 

be uses that cannot be readily classified and 

thus not included in Table 131-06B, Use 

Regulations Table for Industrial Zones.  
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 Please also refer to Section 3.7.2 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS, which describes different alignments 

and locations for the North City Pipeline and 

Dechlorination Facility considered for the 

North City Project.  
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C3-21 The San Vicente Reservoir Alternative has three 

inlet pipeline terminus alternatives discussed 

in Section 3.3.2 and shown on Figure 3-26 of 

the Draft EIR/EIS. As described in the Draft 

EIR/EIS, one of the alternatives, the Tunnel 

Alternative Terminus (TAT) includes a 

dechlorination injection point to eliminate any 

residual chlorine in the purified water prior to 

discharge. In response to this comment, a 

revision to the Draft EIR/EIS has been made to 

include a dechlorination injection point for the 

San Vicente Pipeline – In-Reservoir Alternative 

Terminus (IRAT) and San Vicente Pipeline – 

Marina Alternative Terminus (MAT). The Draft 

EIR/EIS mistakenly omitted this description for 

each alternative terminus; however, similar 

dechlorination steps would be required for 

each alternative terminus. Minor revisions 

made do not affect the conclusions of the Final 

EIR/EIS. In accordance with CEQA Section 

15088.5(b), the addition of new information 

that clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant 

modifications does not require recirculation. 

C3-22 Each section of Chapter 6 of the Draft EIR/EIS 

contains a subsection titled “CEQA Thresholds 

of Significance,” which clearly lists the 
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significance criteria for each environmental 

issue area analyzed within the document. Each 

section also has a subsection titled 

“Significance of Impacts Under CEQA,” which 

explicitly provides a determination of 

significance for each issue area analyzed. 

Therefore, the Draft EIR/EIS sufficiently 

specifies the significance criteria in compliance 

with CEQA.  

C3-23 Please refer to Chapter 7, Cumulative 

Impacts, of the Draft EIR/EIS for analysis of 

cumulative impacts.  

C3-24 Please refer to responses C3-4, C3-5, and C3-

10. This comment presents three alternative 

routes for the North City Pipeline in the vicinity 

of the SRTP and Scripps Lake Drive. The 

alternative routes are shown as red, green, and 

yellow lines on a figure included in the 

comment. The green line is the same route as 

discussed above under response C3-5. As 

stated above in response C3-5, there are a 

number of technical constraints that limit the 

feasibility of the proposed alternative route 

south of Scripps Lake Drive and result in 

increased potential environmental impacts 
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related to air quality (from longer construction 

duration and more tunneling), biological 

resources (from fill in canyon areas and re-

grading of the slope which could impact 

wetlands), geologic impacts (from blasting for 

tunnels), noise (from increased tunneling), and 

public utilities (from additional conflicts with 

DSOD and SDCWA infrastructure). Additionally, 

significant and unavoidable short-term traffic 

impacts associated with construction of the 

North City Pipeline would not be alleviated as a 

result of this alternative route. Therefore, this 

alternative route shown as a green line in this 

comment would have limited feasibility and 

would not lessen the significant environmental 

effects of the Project. 

 Similarly, the alternative routes shown as red 

and yellow lines on the graphic in this 

comment would have similar technical 

constraints since both would also require 

tunneling using blasting techniques south of 

Scripps Lake Drive (which would result in 

additional impacts related to air quality, 

biology, geology and noise) as well as conflicts 

with existing infrastructure in the area (such as 

DSOD drainages and the Miramar Reservoir 
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dam and SDCWA aqueducts). As such, the red 

and yellow alternative routes would have 

limited feasibility and would not lessen the 

significant environmental effects of the Project. 

Please refer to response C3-7 regarding the 

alternative locations proposed for the 

Dechlorination Facility.  

C3-25 Comment noted. Additional responses to each 

of the specific following comments are 

provided below.  

C3-26 Please refer to Response to Comments C3-7 

and C3-21. Please note that the commenter’s 

assumption regarding distance and contact 

time as compared to the Miramar Reservoir 

Alternative is not conclusive based on the 

design plans available for the San Vicente 

Reservoir Alternative. 

C3-27 It is unclear which table is referred to by the 

comment as there are several within Section 

5.9 of the Draft EIR/EIS. It should be noted that 

Section 5.9 describes existing health and safety 

hazards rather than potential health and safety 

hazards resulting from the Project. Therefore, 

the storage and use of chemicals at the 



NORTH CITY PROJECT EIR/EIS 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

February 2018 C3-27 9420-04 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

proposed Dechlorination Facility is discussed in 

Section 6.9 of the Draft EIR/EIS.  

C3-28 In response to this comment, the City has 

corrected the typographical error identified by 

the commenter.  

C3-29 Please refer to Response to Comment C3-4.  

C3-30  Please refer to Response to Comment C3-4.  
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C3-31 Comment noted. Figures are provided at the 

end of each section of the Draft EIR/EIS and 

their specific location is indicated by the 

Table of Contents provided at the beginning 

of the document. 

C3-32 Please refer to Response to Comment C3-4. 

C3-33 Please refer to Response to Comment C3-7 

regarding Dechlorination Facility siting. 

Regarding land use, as stated in Section 6.1.2 

of the Draft EIR/EIS, the significance 

thresholds for analyzing potential land use 

impacts are as follows: 

1. Be inconsistent with or conflict with the

environmental goals, objectives, and

recommendations of the City of San Diego

General Plan (General Plan), the City of San

Diego Municipal Code, the various

community plans where the project would

be located, or other applicable land use

plans including the [Marine Corps Air

Station] MCAS Miramar Integrated Natural

Resources Management Plan?

2. Conflict with adopted environmental plans

for the area including an adopted local
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habitat conservation plan? 

The analysis of potential impact present in 

Section 6.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS then focuses on 

consistency with the environmental goals, 

objectives, and recommendations of the 

General Plan, the City of San Diego Municipal 

Code, the various community plans where the 

Project would be located, or other applicable 

land use plans, rather than explicit 

compatibility with existing land uses. Please 

also refer to Response to Comment C3-19. 

C3-34 Please refer to Response to Comments C3-7 

and C3-21. Please note that the comment 

regarding the distance from the Dechlorination 

Facility and San Vicente Reservoir is not 

conclusive based on available design plans. 

C3-35 Please refer to Response to Comment C3-4.  
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C3-36 The significance thresholds for analyzing 

potential land use impacts are clearly listed 

in Section 6.1.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The 

analysis presented in Section 6.1 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS discusses the potential land use 

impacts with respect to these two 

significance thresholds. The City strongly 

believes that the Draft EIR/EIS adequately 

discusses potential impacts to existing land 

uses throughout Chapter 6 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS in addition to the plan, policy, and 

regulation consistency analysis found in 

Section 6.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The City 

disagrees with the commenter’s assertion 

that the analysis is “predecisional”; 

substantial evidence is presented within the 

analysis of the Draft EIR/EIS to justify the 

significance conclusions.  

C3-37 In response to this comment, the City has 

added the requested objective to the list in 

Section 5.1 of the Final EIR/EIS.  

C3-38 Please refer to Response to Comment C3-37. 

The City acknowledges this request; however, 

the discussion of the Scripps Miramar Ranch 

Community Plan found in Section 5.2 of the 
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Draft EIR/EIS is focused on visual and 

aesthetics goals and objectives. The City 

respectfully is opting to not revise Section 5.2 

per this comment.  

C3-39 Please refer to Response to Comments C3-7 

and C3-21. The descriptions and analysis 

presented in the Draft EIR/EIS used the best 

available information for the San Vicente 

Reservoir Alternative. 

C3-40 The quoted section in the comment contains a 

typographic error. Section 5.4.2.2 has been 

revised in the Final EIR/EIS to state that “There 

were no sensitive wildlife species observed in 

the Miramar WTP footprint. Sensitive wildlife 

species that have moderate to high potential 

to occur in Miramar WTP footprint study area 

include….” Minor revisions made do not affect 

the conclusions of the Final EIR/EIS. In 

accordance with CEQA Section 15088.5(b), the 

addition of new information that clarifies, 

amplifies or makes insignificant modifications 

does not require recirculation. 

 As stated in Section 5.4 of the Draft EIR/EIS, 

Appendices M and N list the sensitive plant and 
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wildlife species (respectively) with potential to 

occur within each component of the Miramar 

Reservoir Alternative. Although California 

adolphia (Adolphia californica) occurs above the 

Miramar Reservoir shoreline and has a 

California Rare Plant Rank, it is not an 

endangered species. Nor would it be impacted 

with Project implementation. California brown 

pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis californicus) and 

rosy boa (Lichanura trivirgata) are included in 

Appendix N. Great horned owls (Bubo 

virginianus) are not sensitive species, and 

therefore, not included in Appendix N.  

C3-41 The City disagrees with the suggested revision. 

For the purposes for biological resources 

impact analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS, land use 

type and cover is sufficient. Description of 

recent social/economic developments 

regarding adjacent lands is inappropriate for 

disclosure of biological resource impacts. 

C3-42 As stated in Chapter 1, Introduction, of the 

Draft EIR/EIS, MCAS Miramar is one of the 

cooperating agencies under NEPA. MCAS 

Miramar reviewed administrative review 

versions of the EIR/EIS prior to public review 
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and continues to be consulted during the 

EIR/EIS process. 

C3-43 Applicable state laws and regulations are 

described throughout the regulatory framework 

subsection in each section of Chapter 5. In 

general, and unless there are explicit 

exceptions, construction activities would be 

subject to the same federal, state, and local 

laws whether on public or private land.  
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C3-44 Please refer to Response to Comments C3-19 

and C3-33 regarding analysis contained in 

Section 6.1, Land Use, of the Draft EIR/EIS. The 

City acknowledges that portions of the analysis 

contained within Section 6.1, Land Use, may 

address aesthetics. This analysis addresses 

compliance with land use plans, policies, and 

ordinances with respect to aesthetic or visual 

requirements; Section 6.2, Aesthetics, of the 

Draft EIR/EIS discusses aesthetics from a visual 

character and compatibility perspective. 

Therefore, the City believes that the Draft 

EIR/EIS adequately analyzes potential land use 

impacts. As stated in Chapter 3 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS, the Dechlorination Facility will be 

located at the end of Meanley Drive off the cul-

de-sac on the City’s property for the Miramar 

Recycled Water Storage Tank as shown on 

Figure 3-15, Pure Water Dechlorination Facility 

Site. It is not located on private property. The 

North City Project components within the 

Scripps Miramar Ranch Community Plan Area 

would not impede any future private 

development from occurring. Please refer to 

Response to Comments C3-4, C3-19, and C3-24. 
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C3-45 In response to this comment, the Carroll 

Canyon Mixed-Use project has been added to 

the list of cumulative projects in Section 7.2 of 

the Final EIR/EIS. 

C3-46 Please refer to Response to Comment C3-19. 

The comment regarding the Carroll Canyon 

Mixed-Use project is noted. The proposed 

Dechlorination Facility is located approximately 

0.6 mile from the Carroll Canyon Mixed-Use 

project. Given the distance and existing light 

industrial land uses between the two sites, the 

Dechlorination Facility would not result in any 

land use impacts with respect to the Carroll 

Canyon Mixed-Use project.  

C3-47 Please refer to Response to Comments C3-19 

and C3-46. As stated in Section 7.3.2 of the 

Draft EIR/EIS, the Miramar Reservoir 

Alternative would not be incompatible with any 

applicable land use plans, habitat conservation 

plans, and adopted Airport Land Use 

Compatibility Plans (ALUCPs), and would not 

result in a cumulatively considerable 

contribution to cumulative impacts related to 

the compatibility of the Miramar Reservoir 

Alternative with applicable land use plans. 
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Therefore, potential cumulative land use 

impacts resulting from the Miramar Reservoir 

Alternative, including the Dechlorination 

Facility, have been analyzed in the Draft 

EIR/EIS. Please also refer to a detailed analysis 

of land use impacts found in Section 6.1 of the 

Draft EIR/EIS. 

C3-48 Please refer to Response to Comments C3-19, 

C3-46, and C3-47.  

C3-49 The analysis presented in the Draft EIR/EIS 

presents a comprehensive analysis of the North 

City Project’s potential effect on the physical 

environment in compliance with CEQA.  
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C3-50 Consistent with NEPA, Section 8.6 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS provides a socioeconomic analysis, 

including a disclosure of the approximate 

number of workers to be employed. This 

information is not intended to be marketing 

for the Project. 

C3-51 The Draft EIR/EIS contains a brief analysis of 

socioeconomic effects in Section 8.6 in 

compliance with NEPA. Please refer to 

Response to Comment C3-19 regarding 

potential land use impacts resulting from the 

proposed Dechlorination Facility. The 

Dechlorination Facility would not impede or in 

any way affect future development of 

surrounding properties.  

C3-52 Native vegetation is adapted to relatively 

nutrient-poor soil. The application of fertilizer 

typically only benefits weeds. Application of 

fertilizer in restoration is normally only 

performed to correct a specific nutrient 

deficiency, based on soil test results. As stated 

in the Conceptual Revegetation Plan (Appendix 

P of Appendix C of the Draft EIR/EIS), should the 

habitat restoration specialist determine that 

any part of the revegetation program is not 
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meeting the performance standards, corrective 

measures will be recommended in the annual 

report. Corrective measures may include, but 

are not limited to, replacing dead container 

plants, reseeding, applying fertilizers or other 

soil amendments, or making adjustments to 

irrigation and maintenance practices. 

C3-53 Operational long term effects are described 

and analyzed throughout Chapter 6 of the 

Draft EIR/EIS. 

C3-54 Comment noted. This comment provides a 

general summary of specific preceding 

comments addressed above. 

C3-55 Comment noted. This comment provides a 

general summary of specific preceding 

comments addressed above. 
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Response to Comment Letter C4 

University Community Planning Group 

Janay Kruger 

November 14, 2017 

C4-1 The City appreciates the University Community 

Planning Group’s (UCPG) review of the Draft 

EIR/EIS. 

C4-2 As discussed in Chapter 3, Alternatives, of the 

Draft EIR/EIS, CEQA requires a discussion of 

alternatives to the project be provided. 

Specifically, Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA 

Guidelines states that an EIR shall, “[d]escribe a 

range of reasonable alternatives to the project, 

or to the location of the project, which would 

feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the 

project but would avoid or substantially lessen 

any of the significant effects of the project, and 

evaluate the comparative merits of the 

alternatives.” Section 15126.6(f) further states, 

“The range of alternatives required in an EIR is 

governed by a ‘rule of reason’ that requires the 

EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary 

to permit a reasoned choice.” This is defined in 

the same section of the CEQA Guidelines as not 

meaning every conceivable alternative to the 
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project, but only a reasonable range of 

potentially feasible alternatives. 

 Additionally, an EIR must consider a reasonable 

range of alternatives to the project, or to the 

location of the project, which (1) offer substantial 

environmental advantages over the project 

proposal and (2) may be feasibly accomplished in 

a successful manner considering the economic, 

environmental, social and technological factors 

involved (South County Citizens for Smart Growth v. 

County of Nevada, 221 Cal.App.4th 316 (2013)). 

The City of San Diego disagrees that a reasonable 

range of alternatives was not considered in the 

Draft EIR/EIS. The City has conducted an 

extensive analysis of alternative routes for each 

of the proposed pipelines alignments as 

summarized in Section 3.7.2, Current Alternative 

Screening, including the Morena Pipelines. 

C4-3 Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15087, as stated 

in the Public Notice of a Draft EIR, all technical 

reports and documents referenced in the Draft 

EIR/EIS were available to the public by request. 

Only reports prepared specifically to support 

the analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS were included 

as technical appendices.  
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C4-4 The commenter’s opposition to the route of the 

Morena Pipelines is noted and will be included 

in the administrative record for the Project as 

part of the Final EIR/EIS. 

C4-5 Refer to response C4-2. Three alternative 

routes for the Morena Pipelines are proposed 

by the commenter. 

The first alternative alignment proposed by 

UCPG is labeled as the “Route 52 & 805” 

alignment and is shown in blue on the graphic 

provided by UCPG. This alternative alignment 

would follow the same route along the 

southern two-thirds of the alignment and 

would likely result in the same noise and traffic 

impacts as the proposed alignment within this 

area; therefore, this alternative route would 

not alleviate the significant and unavoidable 

impacts that would result with construction of 

the Morena Pipelines. Noise and traffic impacts 

occurring within the UCPG area would merely 

be transferred east to other communities and 

would also result in significant and 

unavoidable impacts. Additionally, this 

alternative alignment would require 

longitudinal encroachments in California 

Department of Transportation (Caltrans) right-
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of-way for construction of the pipelines within 

both State Route 52 (SR-52) and Interstate 805 

(I-805). As stated in the Caltrans Encroachment 

Manual, Chapter 5, Section 606.1, “Caltrans’ 

policy prohibits the placement of longitudinal 

encroachments within controlled access rights-

of-way…[r]equests for placement of 

longitudinal encroachments are permitted only 

when approved through Caltrans’ design 

exception process, and approved by the DOD 

[Division of Design], Chief, when no other 

reasonable alternative is available, and it has 

been determined that there is available space” 

(Caltrans 2018a). Proposed longitudinal 

encroachments within the access control right-

of-way of freeways or expressways on a 

highway identified as part of the freeway and 

expressway system are also prohibited per the 

Caltrans Project Development Procedures 

Manual, Chapter 17 (Caltrans 2018b). These 

policies and practices have been confirmed 

through City communications with Caltrans 

(Caltrans 2017). Therefore, this alternative 

alignment is not considered feasible.  

 The second alternative alignment proposed by 

UCPG is labeled as the “SDG&E” alignment and 
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is shown in yellow on the graphic provided by 

UCPG. This route was considered and evaluated 

by the City for its potential to reduce impacts to 

the community, in particular construction-

related impacts associated with noise and 

traffic. However, this alternative would require 

tunneling along its entire length, and extreme 

low points along the alignment would require 

excavation of very deep tunnel shafts. 

Therefore, there is an elevated risk that the 

pipeline could be impacted by geotechnical 

conditions. There is also an increased risk to 

existing facilities due to settlement or vibration 

from the tunneling work. Tunneling methods 

involve machinery that is more energy intensive 

and hence would result in greater air quality 

impacts during construction. Tunneling 

equipment would also result in higher noise 

and vibration levels. Further, this alternative 

route would have potential wetland and other 

biological impacts within sensitive canyon areas 

at entrance and exit pit locations along the 

trenchless tunnels. As such, this alternative 

alignment would not substantially lessen the 

significant environmental effects of the Project. 

Additionally, the alternative alignment would be 

infeasible since it would conflict with City 
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Council policies 400-13 and 400-14 that prohibit 

new wastewater force mains in canyons and 

other environmentally sensitive lands (City of 

San Diego 2002a, City of San Diego 2002b). This 

alternative route would also conflict with the 

City’s Sewer Design Guide that encourages 

construction of sewer utilities within roadway 

right-of-way (City of San Diego 2015a). 

 The final alternative alignment proposed by 

UCPG is labeled as the “Clairemont Mesa 

Boulevard” alignment and is shown in green on 

the graphic provided by UCPG. Similar to the 

first alternative alignment proposed by UCPG, 

this alternative would not substantially reduce 

traffic or noise impacts. The route would be 

the same for the first two-thirds of the 

alignment and would result in similar 

significant and unavoidable traffic and noise 

impacts related to the construction of the 

Morena Pipelines. Traffic and noise impacts 

along Genesee Avenue for the northern 

portion of the route would merely be 

transferred east along Clairemont Mesa 

Boulevard. Additionally, the alignment would 

impact wetlands and other environmentally 

sensitive resources on Marine Corps Air Station 
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(MCAS) Miramar along the Landfill Gas (LFG) 

Pipeline route. As such, this alternative 

alignment would not substantially lessen the 

significant environmental effects of the Project. 
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C4-6 This comment introduces all the following 

comments in the letter. Please refer to the 

remaining responses below. 

C4-7 As discussed in mitigation measure MM-HAZ-4 

in Section 6.9.5.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS, all 

applicable procedures outlined in the City of San 

Diego’s “Whitebook” Part 1 – General Provisions 

(A), Section 7-22, Encountering or Releasing 

Hazardous Substances, will be followed (City of 

San Diego 2015b) to ensure that appropriate 

investigation, sampling and remedial actions are 

taken where the potential to encounter 

hazardous substances or recognized 

environmental conditions. Compliance with 

these procedures would adequately mitigate any 

potential risk and would ensure that at risk 

groups such as seniors and children are not 

exposed to contaminated soil and/or vapors.  

The City has adequately disclosed potential 

impacts resulting from vapor intrusion in the 

Draft EIR/EIS in Section 6.9.5. As cited in the 

Draft EIR/EIS, Phase I Environmental Site 

Assessments (ESAs) were prepared for the 

Morena Pump Station, WW Force Main and 

Brine Conveyance (Allied Geotechnical 
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Engineers Inc. 2015a); Miramar Pipeline/Pump 

Station (Allied Geotechnical Engineers Inc. 

2015b); and the North City to San Vicente 

Reservoir Pipeline Project (Allied Geotechnical 

Engineers Inc. 2016). The conclusions of the 

Phase I ESAs are consistent with those found in 

the Draft EIR/EIS as they related to potential 

vapor intrusion. 

C4-8 Comment noted. Please refer to response C4-

11 below. Section 6.16 of the Draft EIR/EIS 

acknowledges that the construction of the 

Morena Pipelines would result in temporary 

significant and unavoidable traffic impacts.  

C4-9 Mitigation measure MM-HAZ-4 in Section 

6.9.5.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS requires compliance 

with specific procedures and regulations. It is 

entirely appropriate to have the contractor be 

responsible for proper handling of 

contaminated soil as disclosed in the 

mitigation measure, since they are the one in 

the field at the time of construction. MM-HAZ-4 

provides proper protocol to notify and assess 

for any hazardous materials encountered 

during construction. 
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C4-10 The City has designed the forcemain to avoid 

any risk of failure and does not believe that 

alternative alignments would provide any 

substantial reduction in risk of forcemain 

failure. The entire alignment of the 

wastewater forcemain would be constructed 

of welded steel pipe that has an inner mortar 

coating that is tape wrapped with a mortar 

shield coating on the outside. The pipe will be 

cathodically protected by an induced current 

to prevent corrosion, which is the primary 

reason for breakage of steel pipes. The pipe 

would be tested to a pressure that is 1.5 times 

higher than the proposed operational 

pressure to ensure structural integrity. The 

City has provided this additional clarification 

of forcemain design within Chapter 3 of the 

Final EIR/EIS. 

 As described in Section 3.5.2 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS, in the unlikely case of pipe failure, the 

North City Pure Water Facility (NCPWF) would 

be shut down until the pipe is repaired. In the 

event the NCPWF is shut down for any 

purpose, the Morena Pump Station will also be 

shut down and go into a by-pass mode 

directing flows to the Point Loma Wastewater 
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Treatment Plant. This information is further 

discussed in Section 6.7, Geology and Soils, of 

the Draft EIR/EIS. The Morena Pump Station 

has several features incorporated into Project 

design to minimize risk from earthquakes and 

faulting, and more generally, pipeline 

breakage. Such features include vibratory 

alarms to trigger pump station shut down 

when sensing excessive vibrations, flexible 

connections between the Morena Pump 

Station and the Morena Wastewater Forcemain 

and Brine/Centrate Line (Morena Pipelines) in 

the event of differential settlement, pump 

station shut down in the event of a break in the 

pipeline, and structural setbacks outside of the 

fault zone. Specifically, a forcemain break or 

blockage triggers the immediate shutdown of 

the Morena Pump Station, and a break in the 

brine/centrate line triggers the immediate 

shutdown of the NCPWF. The automatic 

shutdown of the Morena Pump Station in the 

event of pipe breakage would prevent 

substantial wastewater spills from occurring. 

 Additionally, in the unlikely event of pipe 

breakage, the City has in place a Sewer 

Overflow Response and Tracking Plan 
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(described in Section 5.9, Health and 

Safety/Hazards, of the Draft EIR/EIS), in the 

event of sanitary sewer overflow or spills. The 

Sewer Overflow Response and Tracking Plan 

documents the processes and procedures that 

ensure that all sanitary sewer overflows/spill 

are identified, responded to, investigated, and 

reported in an effective and timely manner 

(City of San Diego 2014). 

C4-11 Proposed construction work hours for the 

Morena Pipeline are detailed in Table 5.16-1 of 

the Draft EIR/EIS. As shown in the table, the 

commenter is correct in noting that the 

identified roadways will have segments with 

daytime construction work hours. However, 

the commenter is incorrect in noting that 

potential impacts from construction lane 

closures are not analyzed within the Draft 

EIR/EIS. For the traffic impact analysis during 

construction of the Morena Pipelines, please 

refer to Table 6.16-6 of the Draft EIR/EIS, which 

displays Near-Term roadway traffic volumes 

with and without construction traffic. Note that 

Table 6.16-6 includes a column labeled 

“Functional Classification,” which accounts for 

lane closures. Therefore, the Draft EIR/EIS 
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properly analyzed traffic impacts resulting 

from lane closures from the Morena Pipelines. 

C4-12 Trip distribution and assignment for 

construction staging areas is discussed in 

Section 6.16, Transportation, Circulation, and 

Parking, of the Draft EIR/EIS. As stated in 

Section 6.16, trip distribution and assignment 

for the construction of the Morena Pipelines is 

based on the alignment and staging locations. 

Pipeline staging areas are proposed to be 

located within developed parking lots or other 

developed areas to minimize traffic and road 

disruptions and would move frequently as 

construction progresses along the alignment. 

 The commenter indicates the potential staging 

area of the parking lot off Genesee Avenue for 

Marian Bear Park. This parking lot is on 

Genesee Avenue between SR-52 WB Ramps 

and SR-52 EB Ramps. As indicated Table 5.16-1, 

this segment of Genesee Avenue would have 

nighttime construction work hours within the 

public right-of-way. Therefore, construction 

egress/ingress from this potential staging area 

would not disrupt daytime traffic. 
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C4-13 The North City Project Traffic Impact Study 

(provided as Appendix I to the Draft EIR/EIS) 

and Sections 5.16 and 6.16, Transportation, 

Circulation, and Parking, of the Draft EIR/EIS 

have been prepared consistent with the City of 

San Diego Traffic Impact Study Manual 

Guidelines and standard traffic engineering 

practice for the San Diego region. The impact 

analysis addresses potential impacts to the 

level of service (LOS) and roadway volumes 

from construction. The analysis of potential 

traffic impacts concerns itself with the capacity 

of the circulation system, which, in part, is 

affected by reduced speeds and slow traffic. 

Therefore, the Draft EIR/EIS adequately 

analyzes traffic impacts. 

C4-14  The existing LOS for roadway and intersection 

affected by the construction of the Morena 

Pipelines are shown on Tables 5.16-8 and 5.16-

9 of the Draft EIR/EIS. These tables include 

roadways and intersections currently 

operating at an LOS E or F. All roadways and 

intersections listed in Tables 5.16-8 and 5.16-9, 

including those currently operating at an LOS E 

or F, are analyzed for potential construction 

impacts in Tables 6.16-6 and 6.16-8. Therefore, 
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the Draft EIR/EIS analyzed potential traffic 

impacts to roadways and intersections 

currently operating at LOS E or F. 
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C4-15 Please refer to response C4-11. 

C4-16 The construction schedule disclosed within the 

Draft EIR/EIS was determined through 

discussions between City of San Diego traffic 

engineers, pipeline engineers, and the traffic 

consultants based on typical construction 

practices and feasibility, as well as from 

feedback from the UCPG. The Draft EIR/EIS 

used a standard production rate of 75 feet per 

day for all pipelines. The construction schedule 

shown at the presentation at the UCPG meeting 

displayed a more general construction schedule 

including initial traffic control noticing, 

pavement markings, utility field locating, and 

site preparation. Actual road closures are 

anticipated to align with the construction 

schedule disclosed in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Emergency access and response is discussed 

Section 6.14, Public Services, of the Draft 

EIR/EIS. Emergency access would be 

maintained at all times. As discussed in Section 

6.14, in all cases, pipeline construction within 

roadways would result only in temporary 

partial closures, with movement along the 

roadway and access to surrounding properties 
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maintained at all times. Prior to pipeline 

construction that requires encroachment into 

public roadways, a traffic control plan would 

be prepared by the City in conformance with 

the City’s traffic control regulations. The TCP 

would be prepared to ensure that all access, 

including emergency access, would not be 

restricted. Additionally, all construction 

contracts have conditions mandating 

emergency access into and through the site at 

all times. Additionally, as described in Section 

3.4.2 and detailed in Section 6.16 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS, nighttime work hours would be 

implemented within certain high traffic 

roadways to avoid peak traffic times. 

C4-17  The comment makes the general statement that 

noise impacts were underestimated. 

Subsequent comments provide details that are 

meant to substantiate this claim. The detailed 

comments are provided with detailed responses. 

C4-18  The comment states that equipment usage 

assumptions were incorrect. Among other 

assertions, the comment states that the 

amount of equipment assumed was too light.  
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 The construction equipment assumptions used 

were the same as used for the Air 

Quality/Greenhouse Gas impacts analysis, 

which were developed in coordination and 

discussion with City design engineers. The 

equipment mix assumptions were based on 

Project design documents, review of related 

projects conducted in the Southern California 

area, and California Emissions Estimator Model 

(CalEEMod) default equipment, where 

appropriate. The equipment mix is meant to 

represent a reasonably conservative estimate 

of construction activity.  

C4-19  The comment states the significant noise 

sources are not included in the analysis, 

including backup alarms, handling of steel 

plates, and loading of spoils onto trucks. 

 Please see response to comment C4-22, below. 

Additionally, with regard to outdoor warning 

devices such as backup alarms (on 

construction equipment outfitted with them) 

are mandated by the Code of Federal 

Regulations, Title 29, Part 1926.601(b)(4), which 

requires “a reverse signal alarm audible above 

surrounding noise level,” but only when the 
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motor vehicle has “an obstructed view to the 

rear.” Mitigation measure MM-NOI-3 specifies 

that nighttime construction work shall be 

planned so as to minimize the movement of 

equipment and noise from back-up alarms 

adjacent to noise-sensitive receivers. 

C4-20 The comment states that no study was 

conducted to test the effects of local 

topography and structures in concentrating the 

noise, or in atmospheric conditions that 

frequently impact noise transmission. Because 

the noise impacts analysis focused on worst-

case receivers (i.e., the closest distance from the 

work area to the receiver), potential 

“amplification effects” from local topography or 

structures would be negligible, because the 

noise received at the receiver from the direct 

path (i.e., source-to-receiver) would be 

substantially greater than any indirect path, 

rendering the indirect contribution insignificant. 

C4-21 The comment states that the mitigation 

measures represent a lot of “wishful” thinking, 

including the avoidance of nighttime 

construction work, and the use of noise 

barriers. To the contrary, the provided 
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mitigation measures represent the current 

state of the practice in noise control. 

Effectiveness of these mitigation measures 

would vary from several decibels (which in 

general is a relatively small change) to 10 or 

more decibels (dB) which subjectively would be 

perceived as a substantial change, depending 

upon the specific equipment and the original 

condition of that equipment, the specific 

locations of the noise sources and the 

receivers, etc. Installation of a noise barrier, for 

example, would vary in effectiveness 

depending upon the degree to which the line-

of-sight between the source and receiver is 

broken, and typically ranges from 5 dB to 10 

dB. Installation of more effective silencers 

could range from several dB to well over 10 dB. 

Reduction of idling equipment could reduce 

overall noise levels from barely any reduction 

to several dB. Cumulatively, however, these 

measures would result in substantial 

decreases in the noise from construction.  

C4-22 The comment states that the basic 

assumptions of noise studies do not fully 

consider the effects on people trying to sleep, 

including the effects of short-term, 
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intermittent noises such as backup alarms. 

This appears to be a general comment 

regarding the standard of the practice for 

community noise studies. The current noise 

analysis does follow the accepted 

methodologies and standards for community 

noise impacts generally, and specifically as 

applied to the impacts specified by CEQA.  

 It is acknowledged in the noise impacts 

analysis that even with implementation of 

mitigation measures MM-NOI-1 through MM-

NOI-3, the temporary noise impacts within 

200 feet of the North City Pure Water Pipeline 

construction and portions of the Morena 

Pipelines would be substantially higher than 

the ambient noise levels; these impacts are 

therefore considered significant and 

unavoidable under CEQA and an unavoidable 

adverse effect under NEPA. With this 

acknowledgment, however, it should also be 

recognized that for the most part, 

construction work along the pipeline 

alignment would be relatively brief at any one 

location. As stated in Section 5.4.1, Mitigation 

Measures, of the Noise Technical Report for 

the North City Project EIR/EIS, “Temporary 
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noise impacts (typically, two to three days at 

any one location) would occur at noise 

sensitive receivers within 200 feet during 

construction of the North City and San Vicente 

Pipelines during trenched and trenchless 

construction and the Morena Pipeline during 

trenched construction.” Because the pace of 

pipeline alignment work is generally quite 

rapid, any particular residence would only 

experience significant noise impacts for a 

period of several days. 

C4-23 Comment regarding the cumulative significant 

and unavoidable impacts on transportation 

resulting from the MidCoast Trolley project are 

noted and disclosed in the North City Draft 

EIR/EIS in Section 7.2.2. Refer to response C4-2 

regarding alternative alignments for the 

Morena Pipelines. 

C4-24 Please refer to response C4-16. Comment 

regarding the significant and unavoidable traffic 

impacts is noted. Section 6.16 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS adequately discloses these impacts and 

provides mitigation in compliance with CEQA.  

 Section 3.4.6 of the Draft EIR/EIS discloses that 

the City would prepare traffic control plans for 
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pipeline construction to specifically address 

construction traffic within the City’s public rights-

of-way. The traffic control plans would include 

provisions for construction times, and for 

allowance of bicyclists, pedestrians, and bus 

access throughout construction. The traffic 

control plans would also include provisions to 

ensure emergency vehicle passage at all times, 

and include signage and flaggers when necessary 

to allow the heavy equipment to utilize 

surrounding streets. The traffic control plans would 

include provisions for coordinating with local school 

hours and emergency service providers regarding 

construction times (italics added for emphasis). 

Additionally, all construction contracts have 

conditions mandating emergency access into and 

through the site at all times. 

 Also, Section 6.14.3 discloses that “In all cases, 

pipeline construction within roadways would 

result only in temporary partial closures, with 

movement along the roadway and access to 

surrounding properties maintained at all 

times.” Last, the portion of the pipeline within 

Genesee Avenue adjacent to University City 

High School would be constructed at night, 
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outside of school pick up/drop off times. 

C4-25 The Final EIR/EIS has been updated, in Section 

7.2, to include the Westfield University Town 

Center (UTC) Redevelopment Project and the 

MTS Transit Center. The MTS Transit Center was 

completed in 2017. The redevelopment of 

Westfield is anticipated to be completed in 2018, 

prior to commencement of the North City 

Project construction. As such, the projects would 

not result in overlapping construction effects 

that would result in new impacts not currently 

identified in the Draft EIR/EIS. Minor revisions 

made do not affect the conclusions of the Final 

EIR/EIS. In accordance with CEQA Section 

15088.5(b), the addition of new information that 

clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant 

modifications does not require recirculation. 

C4-26 The Final EIR/EIS has been updated, in Section 

7.2, to include the Westfield UTC Redevelopment 

Project, including the 23-story luxury apartment 

building. Construction of the residential tower is 

anticipated to be completed at the end of 2019. 

Inclusion of this project would not result in new 

impacts not already provided in the Draft 

EIR/EIS. Minor revisions made do not affect the 
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conclusions of the Final EIR/EIS. In accordance 

with CEQA Section 15088.5(b), the addition of 

new information that clarifies, amplifies or 

makes insignificant modifications does not 

require recirculation. 

C4-27 The Final EIR/EIS has been updated, in Section 

7.2, to include proposed University of 

California San Diego (UCSD) projects, including 

the Mesa Housing Nuevo West and East 

Project and the North Torrey Pines Living and 

Learning Neighborhood Project. Inclusion of 

these projects would not result in new impacts 

not already provided in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Minor revisions made do not affect the 

conclusions of the Final EIR/EIS. In accordance 

with CEQA Section 15088.5(b), the addition of 

new information that clarifies, amplifies, or 

makes insignificant modifications does not 

require recirculation.  

C4-28 During preparation of the Draft EIR/EIS, the 

specific locations of the air/vacuum relief 

valves were not confirmed. Since release of the 

Draft EIR/EIS, the 60% Design Submittal for the 

Morena Pump Station and Conveyance System 

Project (KEH 2017) has become available which 
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shows a more precise location of these valves. 

The valve locations have been added to Figures 

3-6A through 3-6C of the Final EIR/EIS. 

Revisions made to the Final EIR/EIS are for 

clarification purposes only and do not result in 

any substantial changes in the analysis or 

changes to the significance conclusions 

presented in the document. Further, mitigation 

measure MM-AQ-3 within the Draft EIR/EIS 

requires an odor control system, such as the 

addition of ferric chloride and/or High Purity 

Oxygen injection, to prevent such odors. 

C4-29 Section 6.3.6 of the Draft EIR/EIS identifies the 

potential for odors associated with the Morena 

Wastewater Forcemain. These odors would be 

particularly noticeable at air/vacuum relief 

valves located at high points along the 

wastewater forcemain. The odors have been 

identified due to their potential to cause a 

nuisance, and not because they would pose any 

sort of risk or hazard. Mitigation measure MM-

AQ-3 requires an odor control system, such as 

the addition of ferric chloride and/or High Purity 

Oxygen injection, to prevent such odors.  

C4-30 Please refer to responses C4-2 and C4-5. The 
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City does not concur that the proposed 

alternate alignments would substantially 

lessen the environmental impacts of the 

Project, and in some cases are infeasible; 

therefore, the City has determined that no 

clarification or revisions are required to the 

Draft EIR/EIS as a result of this comment.  
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INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
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Response to Comment Letter C5 

University City Community Association 

Barry Bernstein 

November 15, 2017 

C5-1 Comment noted. 

C5-2 Comment noted. Potential impacts of the 

North City Project on traffic circulation are fully 

analyzed in Section 6.16, Transportation, 

Circulation, and Parking of the Draft EIR/EIS. As 

discussed in the Draft EIR/EIS, construction of 

proposed pipeline alignments would consist of 

daytime, nighttime, modified/reduced, or 

weekend work hours based on surrounding 

land uses and to avoid peak hour traffic to the 

extent feasible. Please refer to Section 5.16.2 

for a detailed discussion of proposed 

construction and work hours within roadways. 

C5-3 As discussed in Section 6.9, Health and Safety 

Hazards, of the Draft EIR/EIS, mitigation 

measure MM-HAZ-4 would reduce potential 

impacts related to encountering hazardous 

materials to less than significant. Per MM-HAZ-

4, all applicable procedures outlined in the City 

of San Diego’s “Whitebook” Part 1 – General 
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Provisions (A), Section 7-22, Encountering or 

Releasing Hazardous Substances ,will be 

followed (City of San Diego 2015b). 

C5-4 Refer to response C5-2. As discussed in Section 

6.14, Public Services, of the Draft EIR/EIS, 

construction of pipelines would have the 

potential to temporarily and partially affect 

emergency access. In all cases, pipeline 

construction within roadways would result only in 

temporary partial closures, with movement along 

the roadway and access to surrounding 

properties maintained at all times. Additionally, as 

discussed in Section 6.16, Transportation, 

Circulation, and Parking, of the Draft EIR/EIS, a 

traffic control plan/permit will be submitted per 

the City of San Diego requirements for all 

roadway segments where construction will occur. 

As per the requirements of the traffic control 

plan/permit, the contractor shall notify police and 

fire departments 5 working days prior to starting 

work. Additionally, all construction contracts have 

conditions mandating emergency access into and 

through the site at all times. 

C5-5 Comment noted. 
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Response to Comment Letter C6 

SDG&E 

Richard Quasarano 

November 21, 2017 

C6-1 This comment is noted and will be included in 

the administrative record for the Project. 

C6-2 The City concurs that coordination has 

occurred with SDG&E about potential conflicts 

between Project facilities and pipelines and 

existing gas and electric infrastructure. The City 

acknowledges that additional review would be 

necessary if the San Vicente Reservoir 

Alternative is chosen. This information will be 

included in the administrative record for the 

Project as part of the Final EIR/EIS. The 

comment does not raise specific issues related 

to the adequacy of the environmental analysis 

in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional 

response is provided or required. 
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C6-3 The City is aware of SDG&E’s proposed Pipeline 

Safety & Reliability Project (PSRP) and 

acknowledges the potential conflicts between 

the North City Project and the PSRP. The City 

has coordinated with SDG&E previously and 

per mitigation measure MM-PU-1 in Section 

6.15, Public Utilities, of the Draft EIR/EIS, the 

City will continue to consult with other utility 

providers, including SDG&E, to avoid 

interference with facilities.  

C6-4 The City acknowledges the potential for the 

PSRP construction schedule to overlap with 

that of the proposed Project. Please refer to 

response C6-3.  
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C6-5 A cumulative analysis is included in Chapter 7, 

Cumulative Impacts, of the Draft EIR/EIS and 

reflects a hybrid approach which relies 

primarily on adopted planning documents 

consistent with Section 15130(b)(1)(B) of the 

CEQA Guidelines, in addition to relevant and 

reasonably foreseeable projects. While the City 

believes the approach to the cumulative 

impact analysis is appropriate and in 

compliance with CEQA, the Final EIR/EIS has 

been revised to include the PSRP in Chapter 7, 

Cumulative Impacts. Revisions made to the 

Final EIR/EIS are for clarification purposes only 

and do not result in any substantial changes in 

the analysis or changes to the significance 

conclusions presented in the document. 

C6-6 The City will continue coordination with 

SDG&E and provide updated sets of design 

plans as available.  
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Response to Comment Letter C7 

Padre Dam Municipal Water District 

Albert C. Lau 

November 21, 2017 

C7-1 The City appreciates Padre Dam Municipal 

Water District’s (District) review of the Draft 

EIR/EIS and acknowledges the District’s role as 

a member of the Metropolitan Wastewater 

Joint Powers Authority (Metro JPA) and San 

Diego County Water Authority. The District’s 

support of the Project is noted and will be 

included in the administrative record. Please 

refer to additional responses below. 

C7-2 The Program EIR for the Pure Water Project was 

used as a reference document for the EIR/EIS 

and is cited where appropriate; the Draft EIR/EIS 

did not tier from the Program EIR. The Draft 

EIR/EIS conducted site-specific evaluations and 

performed new analysis for the proposed 

Project and is a stand-alone analysis. 
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C7-3 The commenter’s preference for a clear 

statement regarding the link between the Pure 

Water Program and offloading at the Point Loma 

Wastewater Treatment Plant is noted. Section 

1.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS identifies the objectives 

of the North City Project, including objective no. 

4, which states “reduce flows to the Point Loma 

Wastewater Treatment Plant and reduce total 

suspended solids discharged at the Point Loma 

ocean outfall.” The commenter’s desire for 

secondary equivalency to be defined as a 

proposed conceptual strategy for Clean Water 

Act compliance is also noted.  

The text being referred to in this comment is 

accurate as it reads in the Draft EIR/EIS since it 

correctly summarizes the actual text of the 

Cooperative Agreement. No clarification or 

revisions are required to the Draft EIR/EIS as a 

result of this comment since proposed 

revisions in this comment would not alter the 

Draft EIR/EIS analysis, mitigation requirements, 

or conclusions. 

C7-4 The requested text to be added is included on 

Page 2-20 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 
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C7-5 The City does not concur that the purpose and 

need as defined in the Draft EIR/EIS is not 

specific enough, and no clarifications or 

revisions have been made in response to this 

comment. A quantitative purpose is not 

required under CEQA. 

C7-6 The commenter’s proposed revisions are not 

necessary, and no clarification or revisions to 

the Draft EIR/EIS have been made.  
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C7-7 Figure 2-2 has been revised to show the 

Padre Dam Water Recycling Facility location. 

Minor revisions made do not affect the 

conclusions of the Draft EIR/EIS. In 

accordance with CEQA Section 15088.5(b), 

the addition of new information that clarifies, 

amplifies, or makes insignificant 

modifications does not require recirculation. 

C7-8 In response to this comment, Chapter 2 of the 

Final EIR/EIS was revised to change the 

timeline of Phase 1 to 2023 and Phase 2 to 

2025. Minor revisions made do not affect the 

conclusions of the Draft EIR/EIS. In accordance 

with CEQA Section 15088.5(b), the addition of 

new information that clarifies, amplifies, or 

makes insignificant modifications does not 

require recirculation. 

C7-9 While the East County Advanced Water 

Purification Project (ECAWPP) may 

complement the City’s Pure Water Program, 

the City does not view it as a replacement for a 

portion of the Pure Water Program 

requirements, based on the objectives of the 

North City Project as stated in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

In the 2015 301(h) National Pollutant Discharge 
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Elimination System modified permit renewal 

application, the City established the goal of 

producing 83 million gallons per day (MGD) of 

purified water by December 31, 2023, with 

interim targets of 15 MGD by December 31, 

2023, and 30 MGD by December 31, 2027. 

Additional cumulative projects that enhance 

these production volumes would provide 

similar benefits in terms of wastewater flow 

reduction and additional water supply, but 

would not be relied upon to the meet the 

objectives of the Pure Water Program, 

including the North City Project. Hence, no 

revisions to the Draft EIR/EIS are necessary. 

C7-10 Figure 2-2 has been revised to reflect the 

changes requested in this comment. Minor 

revisions made do not affect the conclusions 

of the Draft EIR/EIS. In accordance with 

CEQA Section 15088.5(b), the addition of 

new information that clarifies, amplifies, or 

makes insignificant modifications does not 

require recirculation. 

C7-11 Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS has been revised 

as requested in this comment. Minor revisions 

made do not affect the conclusions of the Draft 
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EIR/EIS. In accordance with CEQA Section 

15088.5(b), the addition of new information 

that clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant 

modifications does not require recirculation. 

C7-12 The North City Project does plan to increase 

production of Title 22 recycled water at the 

North City Water Reclamation Plant. The 

increased production would be utilized to meet 

the demand of the North City Pure Water 

Facility in order to produce an annual average 

daily flow of 30 MGD of purified water and to 

provide non-potable water to existing and 

planned future recycled water customers. 

Additional information regarding the seasonal 

flow variation has been added to Section 3.3.1 

of the Final EIR/EIS. Minor revisions made do 

not affect the conclusions of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

In accordance with CEQA Section 15088.5(b), 

the addition of new information that clarifies, 

amplifies, or makes insignificant modifications 

does not require recirculation. 

C7-13 The San Vicente Reservoir Alternative is 

considered as an alternative to the preferred 

Project alternative. In the event that the San 

Vicente Reservoir Alternative is selected, the 
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City would coordinate the construction 

schedule and activities of the San Vicente Pure 

Water Pipeline with the District and the City of 

Santee. Additional information regarding the 

ECAWPP pipeline, and potential overlap with 

the San Vicente Pure Water Pipeline, has been 

added to Section 7.3.3 of the Final EIR/EIS. 

Minor revisions made do not affect the 

conclusions of the Draft EIR/EIS. In accordance 

with CEQA Section 15088.5(b), the addition of 

new information that clarifies, amplifies, or 

makes insignificant modifications does not 

require recirculation. 

C7-14 Table 7-1 of the Final EIR/EIS has been revised 

as requested in this comment.  

 Minor revisions made do not affect the 

conclusions of the Draft EIR/EIS. In accordance 

with CEQA Section 15088.5(b), the addition of 

new information that clarifies, amplifies, or 

makes insignificant modifications does not 

require recirculation. 

C7-15 Section 7.2.1 of the Final EIR/EIS has been 

revised to reflect the clarifications requested in 

this comment.  
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Minor revisions made do not affect the 

conclusions of the Draft EIR/EIS. In accordance 

with CEQA Section 15088.5(b), the addition of 

new information that clarifies, amplifies, or 

makes insignificant modifications does not 

require recirculation. 

C7-16 Additional information regarding the ECAWPP 

pipeline, and potential overlap with the San 

Vicente Pure Water Pipeline, has been added 

to Section 7.3.3 of the Final EIR/EIS in the noise 

subsection. Minor revisions made do not affect 

the conclusions of the Draft EIR/EIS. In 

accordance with CEQA Section 15088.5(b), the 

addition of new information that clarifies, 

amplifies, or makes insignificant modifications 

does not require recirculation. Prior to any 

pipeline construction within the jurisdiction of 

the City of Santee, the City will coordinate with 

the City of Santee and the District.  
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C7-17 The City appreciates the District’s collaboration 

on this Project.  
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INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
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Response to Comment Letter C8 

City of Santee 

Melanie Kush 

November 21, 2017 

C8-1 Comment noted. The information presented is 

accurately summarized from the Draft EIR/EIS. 

C8-2 The City acknowledges the City of Santee’s 

opposition of the San Vicente Reservoir 

Alternative. This information will be presented 

to City decision makers prior to a decision on 

the project. Potential impacts to traffic 

resulting from the construction of San Vicente 

Reservoir Alternative are analyzed in Section 

6.16, specifically Table 6.16-11, of the Draft 

EIR/EIS. 

C8-3 Potential impacts to traffic resulting from the 

construction of San Vicente Reservoir 

Alternative are analyzed in Section 6.16, 

specifically Table 6.16-11, of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Other environmental impacts are disclosed in 

various sections of Chapter 6 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS. 
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 The City of Santee’s comment that San Vicente 

Reservoir Alternative is not thoroughly 

analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS is noted.  Refer to 

responses C8-5 through C8-10 for more 

specific responses. 

C8-4 The Draft EIR/EIS analyzes potential impacts to 

residential neighborhoods, schools, and parks 

in Section 6.12, Noise; Section 6.16, 

Transportation, Circulation, and Parking; and 

Section 6.14, Public Services sections of the 

Draft EIR/EIS. 
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C8-5 The City believes that the potential traffic 

impacts and mitigation for the San Vicente 

Reservoir Alternative presented in Section 

6.16.4 of the Draft EIR/EIS is adequate in 

evaluating construction impacts, including 

lane closures.  

Please note that the Draft EIR/EIS does not 

contain a mitigation measure requiring 

nighttime work as described by the 

commenter. Table 5.16-4 of the Draft EIR/EIS 

shows that nighttime work hours are proposed 

for all segments of the San Vicente Pipeline, 

including the portion within the City of Santee. 

Impacts and mitigation are adequately 

presented in Section 6.16.4 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

C8-6 The comment states that a thorough analysis 

must be conducted on the noise impacts and 

mitigation measures to avoid the disruption of 

the quality of life of the community during 

construction of the pipeline and to ensure 

compliance with the regulations in the City’s 

Noise Ordinance. 

Construction noise impacts are addressed in 

Section 6.12.3.2 (Impacts) of the Draft EIR/EIS, 
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as well as in Section 5.0 (Project Impacts 

Analysis) of the Noise Technical Report for the 

North City Project EIR/EIS (Noise Technical 

Report).  As stated in these documents, the 

nearest noise-sensitive receptors would be 

located along the North City Pipeline and the 

Morena Wastewater Forcemain and 

Brine/Centrate Line (Morena Pipelines). The 

relevant information as it relates to residents 

within the City of Santee is the estimated noise 

levels from the San Vicente Pipelines project 

component, in which the nearest residences 

would be located within approximately 50 feet 

from the alignment, at which time the loudest 

construction noise levels would be 

approximately 85 A-weighted decibels 

equivalent sound level (dBA Leq). It was 

acknowledged in the Draft EIR/EIS and Noise 

Technical Report that construction noise levels 

could exceed the City of Santee’s noise 

standard for construction of 75 dBA Leq over an 

8-hour period, and that some of the San 

Vicente Pipeline work is anticipated to take 

place during nighttime hours.  This would 

occur under special permit in order to reduce 

temporary traffic congestion or avoid 

inconveniences to neighboring businesses. 
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Noise levels during pipeline construction could 

therefore create temporary substantial noise 

increases and result in short-term exceedance 

of construction noise standards, thereby 

resulting in an adverse impact to nearby noise-

sensitive receivers. 

 It was further recognized and acknowledged 

(Section 6.12.4, Level of Impact After 

Mitigation) that even with implementation of 

construction noise mitigation measures MM-

NOI-1 through MM-NOI-3, the noise impacts 

related to construction activities under both 

the Miramar Reservoir Alternative and San 

Vicente Reservoir Alternative would remain 

significant and unavoidable.   

 With this acknowledgment, however, it 

should also be recognized that for the most 

part, construction work along the pipeline 

alignment would be relatively brief at any 

one location.  As stated in Section 5.4.1, 

Mitigation Measures, of the Noise Technical 

Report, “Temporary noise impacts (typically, 

two to three days at any one location) would 

occur at noise sensitive receivers within 200 

feet during construction of the North City 
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and San Vicente Pipelines during trenched 

and trenchless construction and the Morena 

Pipeline during trenched construction.”  

Because the pace of pipeline alignment work 

is generally quite rapid, any particular 

residence would only experience significant 

noise impacts for a period of several days. 

C8-7 Section 6.14.3.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS adequately 

discloses potential impacts to fire services. As 

noted therein, “The construction of pipelines 

under the San Vicente Reservoir Alternative 

would require additional coordination with the 

Santee Fire Department and Lakeside Fire 

Protection District for portions located within 

the City of Santee and the unincorporated 

portions of the County of San Diego to ensure 

compliance with local jurisdictional traffic 

encroachment and that adequate movement 

and access is maintained at all times during 

construction. Therefore, no adverse effects 

would occur.” The City of San Diego will 

coordinate with the City of Santee should this 

alternative be selected. 

C8-8 Refer to response C8-2. The City disagrees with 

the suggestion that the Project would create 
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nuisance odors within the City of Santee. The 

proposed components located within the City 

of Santee would be related to water 

conveyance as opposed to wastewater. 

Therefore, the City believes that long-term 

odor would not be a concern. 

C8-9 The commenter’s favor of Miramar Reservoir 

Alternative is noted and will included in the 

administrative record for the Final EIR/EIS. 

C8-10 The City appreciates the commenter’s 

comment letter and coordination, and will 

coordinate with Melanie Kush as applicable. 

C8-11 The comment displaying a figure of the 

proposed San Vicente Alternative pipeline 

alignment is noted 
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Response to Comment Letter C9 

Metro Wastewater Joint Powers Authority (JPA) 

Paula C.P. de Sousa Mills 

November 21, 2017 

C9-1 The City appreciates Metro Wastewater JPA’s 

(Metro JPA) review of the Draft EIR/EIS and 

acknowledges Metro JPA’s role as representing 

the interests of the Member Agencies. Please 

refer to additional responses below. 
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C9-2 This comment refers to the scope of the 

Project and does not specifically raise an issue 

related to the adequacy of the environmental 

analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS; therefore, no 

additional response is provided or required. 

C9-3 Comment noted. The requested revision to 

remove text regarding uncertainty has been 

removed in the Final EIR/EIS. Minor revisions 

made do not affect the conclusions of the Final 

EIR/EIS. In accordance with CEQA Section 

15088.5(b), the addition of new information 

that clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant 

modifications does not require recirculation.  

C9-4 This comment accurately summarizes 

statements from the Draft EIR/EIS. Shutdown of 

the North City Pure Water Facility (NCPWF) refers 

to ceasing production of purified water. The 

commenter’s preference to keep the NCPWF 

running at all times and to avoid any diversion of 

raw sewage to the Point Loma Wastewater 

Treatment Plant (Point Loma WWTP) will be 

included in the administrative record. This 

comment does not raise an issue related to the 

adequacy of the environmental analysis.  
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C9-5 The commenter’s preference for emergency 

power generation at the Morena Pump 

Station and NCPWF is noted and will be 

included in the administrative record. This 

comment does not raise an issue related to 

the adequacy of the environmental analysis. 

Also refer to response C9-4. 

C9-6 The commenter’s preference for Option C in 

the event the NCPWF produces non-spec water 

is noted and will be included in the 

administrative record. 

C9-7 The discussions of potable reuse and the 

contribution of this water source to the City’s 

overall water supply as presented in the Draft 

EIR/EIS accurately summarize the information 

as presented in the documents from which the 

discussion is sourced. In both cases, the 

quantity of potable reuse refers to future 

supplies, and therefore, the City does not 

believe that the revisions as requested in this 

comment are accurate. No clarification or 

revisions are required to the Draft EIR/EIS as a 

result of this comment. 
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C9-8 The City has elected to produce 30 million 

gallons per day (MGD) of purified water as part 

of the North City Project in order to maximize 

the efficiency of the system and resources. 

Implementation of a reduced Project 

alternative would only produce 15 MGD of 

purified water. As indicated by the “Final Draft 

Technical Memorandum for the Development 

of North City Pure Water Project,” prepared by 

MWH Americas Inc. and Brown and Caldwell in 

November 2016, producing 15 MGD of purified 

water would require the same or similar 

components as the North City Project as 

proposed; this includes the Morena Pump 

Station, Morena Wastewater Forcemain and 

Brine/Centrate Line (Morena Pipelines), North 

City Water Reclamation Plant (NCWRP) 

expansion, NCPWF, and North City Pure Water 

Pipeline (MWH Americas and Brown and 

Caldwell 2016). Therefore, a 15 MGD 

alternative would not substantially lessen any 

of the significant effects of the Project or meet 

some of the Project objectives. No clarification 

or revisions are required to the Draft EIR/EIS as 

a result of this comment.  
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As discussed in Chapter 3, Alternatives, of the 

Draft EIR/EIS, CEQA requires a discussion of 

alternatives to the project be provided. 

Specifically, Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA 

Guidelines states that an EIR shall, “[d]escribe a 

range of reasonable alternatives to the project, 

or to the location of the project, which would 

feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of 

the project but would avoid or substantially 

lessen any of the significant effects of the 

project, and evaluate the comparative merits 

of the alternatives.”  

C9-9 The commenter’s request to address the ability 

of the Project to achieve Secondary 

Equivalency at the Point Loma WWTP is related 

to the design of the Project, and not the 

adequacy of the environmental analysis. The 

City identifies “reduc[ing] flows to the Point 

Loma WWTP and reduc[ing] total suspended 

solids discharged at the Point Loma ocean 

outfall” as one of the objectives of the Project 

in Section 1.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS.  

C9-10 Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR/EIS discusses the 

relationship between the North City Project 

and the Point Loma WWTP National Pollutant 
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Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. 

It should be noted that the Point Loma WWTP 

NPDES permit is considered equivalent to 

CEQA. The analysis required for the NPDES 

permit is separate from the analysis required 

for the North City Project for compliance with 

CEQA and NEPA. 

C9-11 This comment does not raise an issue related 

to the adequacy of the environmental analysis; 

therefore, no additional response is necessary.  
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C9-12 The North City Project alternatives will comply 

with the State Water Resources Control Board 

(SWRCB) Division of Drinking Water (DDW) 

draft criteria for potable reuse via reservoir 

augmentation, or revised criteria, once 

regulations are finalized. DDW is currently in 

the final stages of the process to adopt 

uniform water recycling criteria for surface 

water augmentation. Because the Miramar 

Reservoir Alternative would include 

independent treatment step providing one 

additional log-reduction of virus, the minimum 

dilution criteria is 10:1. As stated on Draft 

EIR/EIS pages 2-17 through 2-19, the North City 

Project alternatives cannot be constructed 

without a new or amended water supply 

permit from DDW, in which adequate dilution 

must be demonstrated.  

The water quality model developed to evaluate 

hydrodynamic changes and dilution assumes a 

constant discharge of 30 MGD, and simulates 

dilution by a 24-hour conservative tracer. 

Consistent with the historical record, Miramar 

Reservoir is expected to be operated with a 

relatively constant water surface elevation of 

approximately 706 feet above mean sea level, 
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though the model also evaluated a low lake 

level scenario (of 696.6 feet) to simulate an 

emergency withdrawal. The model tested 

several operating scenarios (e.g., discharge 

points, use of bubblers or diffusers), and found 

minimum dilution to vary from 14:1 (low lake 

level) to 29:1 (using diffusers), thus meeting the 

SWRCB DDW draft minimum criterion of 10:1 

for advanced purified water. As stated in the 

Draft EIR/EIS page 6.11-21 (2nd paragraph), the 

project will utilize 188 diffusers positioned 

throughout the lake, all of which will be 

positioned at an elevation above the 

hypolimnion, so as to have minimum impacts 

to lake stratification and seasonal turnover. 

This design provides additional dilution when 

compared to the assumed operating scenario 

evaluated in the model.  

 Appendix G of the Draft EIR/EIS included model 

simulations specific to water quality to further 

explore questions of primary productivity 

impacts (e.g., nutrients, chlorophyll-a, 

temperature, etc.), but does not include the 

earlier model report describing hydrodynamics 

and dilution specifically. Therefore, Appendix G 

will be amended in the Final EIR/EIS to include 
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the earlier report. With regard to San Vicente 

Reservoir, similar modeling conducted in 2012 

found inflows would be diluted to at least a 

factor of 100 to 1 (2016 Pure Water Program 

EIR, SCH No. 2014111068). This information 

does not affect the findings or significance 

conclusions as presented in the Draft EIR/EIS 

and is being added for informational purposes 

and for review by Metropolitan JPA.  

C9-13 See response C9-12. 

C9-14 Assumptions of potential reductions in 

wastewater as a result of current and future 

regulatory changes would be speculative in 

nature and are not required to be analyzed in 

the Draft EIR/EIS per CEQA Guidelines Section 

15064(d), which states that an EIR should 

consider reasonably foreseeable physical 

changes in the environment; a change which is 

speculative is not considered reasonably 

foreseeable. It should also be noted that the 

City’s future wastewater projections forecast 

reductions in sewer volume. The City adequately 

anticipates wastewater flows into the system 

and the viability of the North City Project. 
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C9-15 This comment is not related to the adequacy of 

the environmental analysis contained in the 

Draft EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response 

is necessary.  
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C9-16 This comment is not related to the adequacy of 

the environmental analysis contained in the 

Draft EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response 

is necessary.  

C9-17 This comment is not related to the adequacy of 

the environmental analysis contained in the 

Draft EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response 

is necessary.  

C9-18 The North City Project would ultimately supply 

30 MGD annual average daily flow (AADF) of 

potable reuse. The NCPWF would produce 34 

MGD AADF of purified water; however, 

approximately 4 MGD would be returned to 

the NCWRP to reduce the total suspended 

solids concentration of the disinfected tertiary 

treated effluent. In order to produce an AADF 

of 34 MGD of purified water, 42 MGD of 

tertiary effluent flow would be pumped from 

the NCWRP to the NCPWF. The 90 MGD refers 

to the peak daily flow of tertiary effluent 

produced by the NCWRP. The City believes that 

the discussion of these quantities of flow are 

clearly presented in Chapter 3, Alternatives, 

and that no revisions or clarification are 
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necessary in response to this comment.  

C9-19 Comment noted. Upon completion of the plan 

that will outline corrective actions to be taken 

in the event that off-spec water is produced, a 

copy will be provided to Metro JPA.  

C9-20 As noted by the commenter, Page 2-7 of the 

Draft EIR/EIS states “[t]he AADF rate at the 

Point Loma WWTP in 2014 was 141 MGD.” On 

Page 2-9, the Draft EIR/EIS states “[t]he AADF 

into Pump Station No. 2 is approximately 180 

MGD.” As noted by the in-text citations and 

Chapter 11, References, the reference to 141 

MGD is an older value from 2014, whereas the 

reference to 180 MGD is a more current value. 

The Draft EIR/EIS does not require revision. 

C9-21 Please refer to response C9-18.  
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C9-22 Please refer to response C9-18. A portion of 

the purified water produced at the NCPWF 

would be returned to the NCWRP. 

C9-23 The data presented in this section of the Draft 

EIR/EIS reflects future conditions, rather than 

current conditions under the NPDES. 

C9-24 The Draft EIR/EIS uses various reports to 

describe the setting, baseline conditions, and 

future assumptions. Please note the 

comparison of numbers are in different 

sections of the Draft EIR/EIS. The section of 

the Draft EIR/EIS stating that potable water 

demand is 3 MGD referenced by the 

commenter is found in Section 3.7.1, 

Previous Water Supply Alternatives Planning, 

and specifically summarizes the Recycled 

Water Study completed by the City in 2012. 

The projected numbers described in Section 

5.17 of the Draft EIR/EIS as referenced by the 

commenter pertain to the City’s 2015 Urban 

Water Management Plan (UWMP). Therefore, 

the numbers are different because they are 

sourced from different reports and are 

included in the Draft EIR/EIS for different 

purposes. The City’s 2015 UWMP is the most 
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current plan to use for water projections. As 

such, the difference in numbers does not 

change the analysis or conclusions of the 

Draft EIR/EIS. 

C9-25 The City appreciates Metro JPA’s review of the 

Draft EIR/EIS. Comments will be included in the 

administrative record for this Project.  
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Response to Comment Letter D1 

San Diego County Archaeological Society Inc. (SDCAS) 

James W. Royle Jr. 

November 18, 2017 

D1-1 Comment noted. 

D1-2 Pertinent regulatory language for the County 

of San Diego’s evaluation criteria for historical 

resources, specifically language from the 

County of San Diego Ordinance No. 9493, was 

incorporated into Section 1.1.3 (pages 35–37) 

of the Historical Resources Technical Report 

(Appendix F1) and Section 5.10.5 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS in an effort to clarify the historical 

resource-related requirements made by the 

City and County jurisdictions. Minor revisions 

made do not affect the conclusions of the Final 

EIR/EIS. In accordance with CEQA Section 

15088.5(b), the addition of new information 

that clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant 

modifications does not require recirculation.  

D1-3 Section 4.4 of the Cultural Resources Inventory 

(Appendix F2) and Section 5.10.3 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS state that all artifacts collected during 

archaeological testing for the inventory 
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(Section 5) will be curated at the San Diego 

Archaeological Center. Section 7.3 describes 

the mitigation measures developed to reduce 

the potential adverse effect/significant impact 

to previously undiscovered cultural resources 

during construction of the Pure Water San 

Diego Program, North City Project.  

D1-4 The statement that “Curation could also consist 

of interpretive displays” has been removed 

from Section 4.4 of the Cultural Resources 

Inventory and Section 5.10.3 of the Final 

EIR/EIS. Minor revisions made do not affect the 

conclusions of the Final EIR/EIS. In accordance 

with CEQA Section 15088.5(b), the addition of 

new information that clarifies, amplifies, or 

makes insignificant modifications does not 

require recirculation. 

D1-5 In Sections 5.1.1.6 and 5.1.3.1 of the Cultural 

Resources Inventory and Sections 5.10.4.1 and 

6.10.3 of the Final EIR/EIS, two cultural 

resources were mislabeled using Riverside 

County trinomial prefix “CA-RIV-.” This 

typographic error has been corrected and the 

resources are properly labeled using the 

appropriate San Diego County trinomial prefix 
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“CA-SDI-.” Minor revisions made do not affect 

the conclusions of the Final EIR/EIS. In 

accordance with CEQA Section 15088.5(b), the 

addition of new information that clarifies, 

amplifies, or makes insignificant modifications 

does not require recirculation. 

D1-6 The requested catalog (Appendix F of the 

Cultural Technical Report) is not listed as 

“confidential.” The City will provide to SDCAS. 

D1-7 Comment noted. 

D1-8 Comment noted. 
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INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
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Response to Comment Letter D2 

California Native Plant Society (CNPS) San Diego. 

Letter 1 

Frank Landis 

November 21, 2017 

D2-1 Comment noted. The City appreciates CNPS’s 

review of the Draft EIR/EIS.  

D2-2 No new significant environmental impacts are 

identified as a result of revisions made to the 

Draft EIR/EIS in response to the comments in 

this letter. Therefore, the City, as lead CEQA 

agency, has concluded that the environmental 

issues addressed in the Draft EIR/EIS have been 

fully analyzed in accordance with CEQA. The 

Draft EIR/EIS provides all pertinent information 

necessary to allow for meaningful public and 

agency review. 

D2-3 As stated in the City’s Public Notice of a Draft 

EIR, technical reports and documents, 

including appendices, were available to the 

public by request. =The City did not receive a 

request from the commenter for the 

appendices. The City, as lead CEQA agency, has 

concluded that the Draft EIR/EIS provides all 
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pertinent information necessary to allow for 

meaningful public and agency review and does 

not agree that recirculation is required. 
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D2-4 Surveys for sensitive plants were conducted in 

March/April, May/June, and October of 2016 

and 2017 to capture species during their 

respective blooming periods, as discussed in 

Section 2.3.1 of Appendix C of the Draft 

EIR/EIS. Orcutt’s spineflower (Chorizanthe 

orcuttiana) was a target species during the 

plant surveys but was not observed during the 

April survey pass for either year. The potential 

for Orcutt’s spineflower to occur within the 

Project area is discussed in Appendix L of 

Appendix C and is not further discussed in 

Appendix C because no direct, indirect, or 

cumulative impacts are expected. 

Furthermore, there are no California Natural 

Diversity Database locations near the Metro 

Biosolids Center, and this area is not a possible 

pipeline route; all impacts would occur within 

the existing Metro Biosolids Center (see Figure 

4-3D in Appendix C). The occurrence referred 

to by the commenter is from the Recovery and 

Management of Orcutt’s Spineflower Final 

Report (Bauder 2000), and is based on 1967 

collection, in which Bauder (2000) determines 

the site to be “presumably lost to the I-

805/Clairemont Mesa Boulevard interchange.” 
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D2-5 After a review of the Los Angeles Times article 

mentioned in the comment, it appears that most 

of the leaks are coming from older, unprotected 

steel pipes that have not been upgraded to 

plastic pipe. The article also states that the 

Southern California Gas Company, when 

conducting their own measurements, found that 

40% to 50% of the methane detected was not 

correlated to a pipe leak but was the result of 

another source, such as a natural seep or field of 

gas. The Landfill Gas (LFG) Pipeline would use 

polyethylene pipes, which do not corrode and 

would therefore minimize the chance of leaking. 

Additionally, all impacts to sensitive vegetation 

communities and sensitive plant species along 

the LFG Pipeline are temporary and would be 

appropriately restored to pre-impact conditions. 

D2-6  The LFG Pipeline would use high-density 

polyethylene (HDPE) pipes, which do not 

corrode and would therefore minimize the 

chance of leaking. Impacts to sensitive species 

are not anticipated. 

 The existing and future pipeline will be made of 

the same material. A recent test conducted on 

the existing 10-inch pipeline show no leaks at 57 
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pounds per square inch (psi). The pipeline’s 

operating pressure is expected to be below this 

value. The design lifetime is 75 years to 100 

years. Any leaks would be detected via pressure 

and material loss. Pipelines are repaired in a 

number of ways depending on the type of failure 

or defect, depth of pipeline and pipe material. A 

number of options would be investigated for the 

repair including spot repairs, patching, pipeline 

replacement, and lining.  

 Regarding decommissioning, the existing pipe 

will likely continue to be used, so no 

decommissioning is anticipated in the near 

future. The existing pipe is intact based on the 

recent test, which showed no leaks at 57 psi. A 

complete condition assessment will be 

performed. The decommissioning of a gas 

main involves purging the line to remove all 

combustible gases and then likely being 

abandoned in place. Hence, no impacts to 

species or habitats are anticipated. 

D2-7 The City recognizes the personal interests and 

background of the commenters. Please refer 

to responses below.  
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D2-8 Section 6.15, Public Utilities, of the Draft 

EIR/EIS analyzes the potential for conflicts 

between the Project and other utilities, 

especially in roadway rights-of-way that are 

heavily congested with utilities, and identifies a 

potentially significant impact. Mitigation 

measure MM-PU-1 requires the City to consult 

with other utility service providers to avoid 

potential interference and to implement 

special design considerations to ensure 

protection of all utility lines. 

D2-9 Please refer to response D2-8. The City 

believes that potential conflicts with other 

utilities are adequately mitigated in the Draft 

EIR/EIS; no revisions are required.  
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D2-10 As described in Section 6.15 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS, existing utilities were identified using 

the SanGIS database and all utilities equal to 

and greater than 8 inches, as well as high-

pressure gas lines, were included in the plan 

and profile sheets for the pipeline designs. 

Please also refer to response D2-8.  

D2-11  Refer to responses D2-12, D2-13, and D2-14 

below. The City intends to run the Project on 

LFG as proposed in the Draft EIR/EIS.  

D2-12 Refer to response D2-6. 

D2-13  The quality of LFG is expected to change over 

time due to the reduction in organics in the 

landfill. The current gas was measured to have 

a lower heating value or about 450 BTU/cf 

(British thermal units per cubic foot). Gas-

cleaning units (e.g., activated carbon) will be 

employed to remove siloxane, sulfur, nitrogen, 

and volatile organic compounds from the LFG 

prior to introducing to the power-generating 

units. The City has determined that use of LFG 

is cost-effective for the Project. 

D2-14 The current planning horizon for the landfill is 

2048. City projections show that gas will 
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continue to be generated up to this time, but 

at a lower rate. Natural gas or green gas will 

supplement the available LFG when needed to 

produce the power needed. 

D2-15 Please refer to responses D2-11 and D2-14. 
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D2-16 The City, as lead CEQA agency, has concluded 

that the Draft EIR/EIS provides all pertinent 

information necessary to allow for meaningful 

public and agency review and does not agree 

that recirculation is required. 
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INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
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Response to Comment Letter D3 

Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo 

Linda Sobczynski 

November 21, 2017 

D3-1 Comment noted. 
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D3-2 The comment is noted. The comment is 

acknowledged as an introduction to specific 

comments that follow. 
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D3-3 The comment is noted. The comment does not 

specify what significant new information will be 

presented that would justify recirculation; 

therefore, no additional response is provided 

or required. 

D3-4 This comment is noted. 
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D3-5 The comment is noted. The comment does not 

raise specific issues related to the adequacy of 

the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS; 

therefore, no additional response is provided 

or required. 

D3-6 The comment is noted regarding the intent of 

NEPA and EISs. 
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D3-7 The comment is noted regarding the intent of 

CEQA and EIRs. 
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D3-8 The comment is noted regarding the Draft 

EIR/EIS not including high wind events and 

Valley Fever in the region. The comment is 

acknowledged as an introduction to specific 

comments that follow. 

D3-9 The comment is noted regarding the 

discussion of NEPA. 
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D3-10 Please refer to Response to Comment D3A-27 

for a complete response to this topic. 
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D3-11 Please refer to Response to Comment D3A-29 

for a complete response to this topic. 

D3-12 Please refer to Response to Comment D3A-27 

for a complete response to this topic. 
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D3-13 The comment is acknowledged as an 

introduction to specific comments that follow. 
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D3-14 Please refer to Response to Comment D3A-9 

for a complete response to this topic. 

D3-15 Please refer to Response to Comments D3A-

27 and D3A-30 for a complete response to 

this topic. 
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D3-16 Please refer to Response to Comments D3A-

13 and D3A-14 for a complete response to 

this topic. 
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D3-17 Please refer to Response to Comment D3A-31 

for a complete response to this topic. 

D3-18 Please refer to Response to Comments D3A-

31 and D3A-37 for a complete response to 

this topic. 
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D3-19 Please refer to Response to Comments D3A-

31, D3A-37, and D3A-40 for a complete 

response to this topic. 

D3-20 Please refer to Response to Comment D3A-46 

for a complete response to this topic. 

D3-21 Please refer to Response to Comment D3A-42 

for a complete response to this topic. 
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D3-22 The comment is acknowledged and it is 

noted that it does not appear to relate to any 

physical effect on the environment.  The 

comment will be included as part of the Final 

EIR/EIS for review and consideration by the 

decision-makers prior to a final decision on 

the project.  No further response is required 

because the comment does not raise an 

environmental issue. 

D3-23 Please refer to Response to Comment D3A-42 

for a complete response to this topic. 

D3-24 Please refer to Response to Comment D3A-44 

for a complete response to this topic. 
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D3-25 Please refer to Response to Comments D3A-

43, D3A-44, and D3A-45 for a complete 

response to this topic. 

D3-26 Please refer to Response to Comment D3A-27 

for a complete response to this topic. 
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D3-27 The comment is acknowledged and it is noted 

that it does not appear to relate to any physical 

effect on the environment.  The comment will be 

included as part of the Final EIR/EIS for review 

and consideration by the decision-makers prior 

to a final decision on the project.  No further 

response is required because the comment does 

not raise an environmental issue. 



NORTH CITY PROJECT EIR/EIS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

February 2018 D3-18 9420-04 

D3-28 Please refer to Response to Comment D3A-27 

for a complete response to this topic. 
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D3-29 Please refer to Response to Comments D3A-

50 and D3A-51 for a complete response to 

this topic. 

D3-30 Please refer to Response to Comments D3A-

14 and D3A-49 for a complete response to 

this topic. 



NORTH CITY PROJECT EIR/EIS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

February 2018 D3-20 9420-04 

D3-31 Please refer to Response to Comment D3A-16 

for a complete response to this topic. 

D3-32 This comment is acknowledged that it is an 

introduction to specific comments that follow. 
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D3-33 Please refer to Response to Comment D3A-17 

for a complete response to this topic. 

D3-34 Please refer to Response to Comment D3A-18 

for a complete response to this topic. 

D3-35 Please refer to Response to Comment D3A-19 

for a complete response to this topic. 

D3-36 Please refer to Response to Comment D3A-20 

for a complete response to this topic. 

D3-37 Please refer to Response to Comment D3A-21 

for a complete response to this topic. 
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D3-38 Please refer to Response to Comment D3A-22 

for a complete response to this topic. 

D3-39 Please refer to Response to Comment D3A-23 

for a complete response to this topic. 

D3-40 Please refer to Response to Comment D3A-25 

for a complete response to this topic. 

D3-41 This comment is acknowledged that it is an 

introduction to specific comments that follow. 
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D3-42 Please refer to Response to Comment D3A-47 

for a complete response to this topic. 
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D3-43 Please refer to Response to Comment D3A-48 

for a complete response to this topic. 

D3-44 Please refer to Response to Comment D3A-49 

for a complete response to this topic. 

D3-45 Please refer to Response to Comments D3A-

49 and D3A-50 for a complete response to 

this topic. 
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D3-46 Please refer to Response to Comment D3A-51 

for a complete response to this topic. 

D3-47 Please refer to Response to Comments D3A-

54 and D3A-66 for a complete response to 

this topic. 
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D3-48 Please refer to Response to Comment D3A-68 

for a complete response to this topic. 

D3-49 This comment is acknowledged that it is a 

summary to specific comments that preceded it. 
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INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
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Response to Comment Letter D3A 

Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo 

Linda Sobczynski 

November 21, 2017 
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D3A-1 Comment noted regarding the general 

description of the North City Project, which is 

consistent with the information presented in 

the Draft EIR/EIS. 

D3A-2 The comment is acknowledged as an introduction 

to specific comments that follow. The City 

strongly believes the summary and all elements 

of the Draft EIR/EIS are adequate for purposes of 

complying with both CEQA and NEPA. 
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D3A-3 The comment is noted regarding the length of 

the review period and length of the Draft 

EIR/EIS. The public review period is consistent 

with the CEQA Guidelines. 

D3A-4 The comment is acknowledged as an 

introduction to specific comments that follow. 

Also refer to response D3A-3. As stated in the 

Public Notice of a Draft EIR, all technical 

reports and documents referenced in the Draft 

EIR/EIS were available to the public by request. 

Only reports prepared specifically to support 

the analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS were included 

as technical appendices. 

D3A-5 The comment is acknowledged as an 

introduction to specific comments that follow.  

Refer to responses D3A-3 through D3A-5. The City 

strongly disagrees that the Draft EIR/EIS is 

“substantially deficient and does not fulfill its 

mandate as an information document under 

CEQA to inform the public of potential impacts.” 

D3A-6 The comment is acknowledged as an 

introduction to specific comments that follow. 
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D3A-7 The comment is noted regarding Dr. Fox’s 

resume and relevant experience. 
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D3A-8 The Draft EIR/EIS was released for public 

review on September 6, 2017, and the latest 

version of the California Emissions Estimator 

Model (CalEEMod; 2016.3.2) wasn’t released 

until October 16, 2017. The following is a list of 

the revisions and additions that are included in 

CalEEMod 2016.3.2 version (CAPCOA 2017): 

1. The 2016 update to Title 24 (building

efficiency % reduction - CEC 2015)

was incorporated.

2. A new interactive logging and tracing feature

to capture and report errors was

implemented to provide technical support.

o For a handled error (e.g., when

CalEEMod encounters an error and

recognizes the error), a specific error

message will appear on the screen.

o For an unhandled error (e.g., when

CalEEMod encounters an error, but

does not recognize the error), a pop-up

window will appear on the screen that

offers an option for the user to contact

the development team.
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3. A new and more stable installer wizard,

Windows Installer XML (WiX), has

replaced InstallShield.

4. The installation folder was separated from

the working folder to allow the user to

instantaneously close or exit CalEEMod.

5. A new screen reminder has been added to

the fleet mix screen that will alert the user

if fleet mix total for each Land Use SubType

is above or below 100%.

6. The rolling calendar for construction

phases was corrected.

7. The process of loading/opening an existing

project file was corrected so that the user-

defined fleet mix and user-defined

operational year will be preserved.

8. The presentation of the mitigated

consumer product emissions in the

summer and winter reports was corrected

when Parking Land Use Type is defined in

the project.

9. Issues with generating a report when

carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2E)

greenhouse gas (GHG) is selected or
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user-defined Phase Name is provided, 

were fixed. 

10. Several issues associated with the

comparison of user-defined values against

CalEEMod defaults were corrected.

11. Several issues with the checking/ unchecking

the “Default” button were corrected.

12. Fixed miscalculation of the annual fugitive

dust emissions for PM10 and PM2.5 (bug

caused emissions to be overestimated for

projects with multiple construction years).

All the updates made to CalEEMod 2016.3.2 

that affect emission results would result in 

lower emissions for the Project. Therefore, the 

current emission estimates using the 

CalEEMod 2016.3.1 are more conservative. 
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D3A-9 The general approach and calculation 

methodology used for the Project is 

summarized in the Air Quality Technical Report 

(Appendix B to the Draft EIR/EIS). It clearly 

states what input assumptions were used to 

run the CalEEMod emissions model. The 

detailed calculation methodology within 

CalEEMod can be found within Appendix A to 

the CalEEMod User’s Guide, Calculation Details 

for CalEEMod (CAPCOA 2017). The CalEEMod is 

referenced throughout the Air Quality 

Technical Report where applicable. 

The detailed CalEEMod output files provided 

in Appendices A and B to the Air Quality 

Technical Report are the calculation details 

for estimating emissions for the Project. They 

were used to populate the emissions 

summary tables within the Air Quality 

Technical Report. The CalEEMod output files 

provide summary tables indicating daily and 

annual emissions for each year of 

construction and for operation. 

D3A-10 As discussed in detail in Comment D3A-9, the 

detailed inputs used for calculating emissions 

with CalEEMod was provided and the 
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CalEEMod internal methodology can be found 

within its User’s Guide. 

D3A-11 The comment is acknowledged, and it is 

noted that it does not appear to relate to any 

physical effect on the environment. The 

comment will be included in the 

administrative record for the Project as part 

of the Final EIR/EIS for review.  No further 

response is required because the comment 

does not raise an environmental issue. 

D3A-12 The comment is acknowledged as an 

introduction to specific comments that follow. 
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D3A-13  The Draft EIR/EIS used CalEEMod to calculate 

PM10/PM2.5 emissions from construction 

equipment. The following is described in 

Section 4.3, Dust from Material Movement, in 

Appendix A of the CalEEMod Users Guide:  

Fugitive dust is generated by the 

various source activities occurring at a 

construction site. This dust contributes 

PM10 and PM2.5 emissions and for 

detailed emission breakdowns are 

distinguished from exhaust particulate 

matter emissions. The program 

calculates fugitive dust associated with 

the site preparation and grading phases 

from three major activities: haul road 

grading, earth bulldozing, and truck 

loading. As recommended by SCAQMD, 

the fugitive dust emissions from the 

grading phase are calculated using the 

methodology described in USEPA AP-42. 

All input information used for the emissions 

estimations for the Draft EIR/EIS are provided 

in the Air Quality Technical Report and its 

appendices. The CalEEMod output files include 

all detailed information needed to input into 
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CalEEMod. Therefore, all information needed 

to estimate these emissions were included.  

Furthermore, the CalEEMod and thus the Draft 

EIR/EIS does account for off-road emissions 

from construction equipment. No further 

response is required. 

D3A-14  As stated in response to D3A-13, the Draft 

EIR/EIS does include off-road emissions from 

construction equipment as provided in 

CalEEMod. Further, the calculations provided 

by Dr. Fox would be duplicative and over-

estimating for the activity and emissions 

already accounted for within CalEEMod and 

the Draft EIR/EIS.  

As discussed in mitigation measure MM-AQ-1, 

the following best management practices will 

be implemented during construction to comply 

with San Diego Air Pollution Control District 

(SDAPCD) rules and regulations: 

 Best available control measures that could

be implemented during construction

to reduce particulate emissions and reduce

soil erosion and trackout include
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the following: 

o Cover or water, as needed, any on-site 

stockpiles of debris, dirt, or other  

dusty material. 

o Use adequate water and/or other dust 

palliatives on all disturbed areas in order 

to avoid particle blow-off. Due to current 

drought conditions, the contractor shall 

consider use of a SDAPCD-approved 

dust suppressant where feasible to 

reduce the amount of water to be used 

for dust control. Use of recycled water in 

place of potable water shall also be 

considered provided that the use is 

approved by the City of San Diego and 

other applicable regulatory agencies 

prior to initiation of construction 

activity.1 Use of recycled water shall be 

                                                 
1
  The use of recycled water for construction purposes requires approval of the City and other regulatory agencies on a case-by-case 

basis. The permit shall be obtained prior to beginning construction. Recycled water used for construction purposes may only be used 

for soil compaction during grading operations, dust control and consolidation and compaction of backfill in trenches for non-potable 

water, sanitary sewer, storm drain, gas, and electric pipelines. Equipment operators shall be instructed about the requirements 

contained herein and the potential health hazards involved with the use of recycled water. Water trucks, hoses, drop tanks, etc. shall be 

identified as containing non-potable water and not suitable for drinking. Determinations as to specific uses to be allowed shall be in 

accordance with the standards set forth in Title 22, Division 4 of the California Code of Regulations and with the intent of this ordinance 
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in compliance with all applicable City of 

San Diego Rules and Regulation for 

Recycled Water (City of San Diego 2008), 

particularly for the protection of public 

health per the California Code of 

Regulations, Title 22, Division 4. 

o Wash down or sweep paved streets as 

necessary to control trackout or 

fugitive dust. 

o Cover or tarp all vehicles hauling dirt or 

spoils on public roads if sufficient 

freeboard is not available to prevent 

material blow-off during transport. 

o Use gravel bags and catch basins 

during ground-disturbing operations. 

o Maintain appropriate soil moisture, 

apply soil binders, and/or plant  

stabilizing vegetation. 

These best management practices will reduce 

fugitive dust generation from construction of the 

Project during high wind events. Construction of 

Project components would also be subject to 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                         

to preserve the public health. The City may, at its discretion, set forth specific requirements as conditions to providing such services 

and/or require specific approval from the appropriate regulatory agencies (City of San Diego 2008). 
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SDAPCD Rule 55 – Fugitive Dust Control. This 

rule requires that construction of Project 

components include steps to restrict visible 

emissions of fugitive dust beyond the property 

line (SDAPCD 2009). Compliance with Rule 55 

would limit fugitive dust (PM10 and PM2.5) that 

may be generated during grading and 

construction activities. The MM-AQ-1 covers all 

fugitive dust sources during construction. No 

further response is required. 

D3A-15  As described in responses to comments D3A-

13 and D3A-14, the Draft EIR/EIS does estimate 

fugitive dust emissions during construction 

and has included mitigation within MM-AQ-1. 

With MM-AQ-1 in place the fugitive PM10 

emissions are less than significant. No further 

response is required. 
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D3A-16 As shown in response to comment D3A-14, 

which describes MM-AQ-1, there are several 

measures in place that would reduce 

particulate matter from off-road equipment 

travel on disturbed surfaces including:  

 Use adequate water and/or other dust

palliatives on all disturbed areas in order to

avoid particle blow-off. Due to current

drought conditions, the contractor shall

consider use of a SDAPCD-approved dust

suppressant where feasible to reduce the

amount of water to be used for dust

control. Use of recycled water in place of

potable water shall also be considered

provided that the use is approved by the

City of San Diego and other applicable

regulatory agencies prior to initiation of

construction activity.  Use of recycled water

shall be in compliance with all applicable

City of San Diego Rules and Regulation for

Recycled Water (City of San Diego 2008),

particularly for the protection of public

health per the California Code of

Regulations, Title 22, Division 4.
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 Maintain appropriate soil moisture, apply soil

binders, and/or plant stabilizing vegetation.

Also, the watering mitigation assumed within 

the Draft EIR/EIS and the CalEEMod modeling 

runs was twice watering daily, which equates 

to a fugitive dust reduction of 55%, which is the 

CalEEMod default assumption as described in 

Section 12.1, Construction Mitigation Measures 

and Regulatory Adjustments, in Appendix A of 

the CalEEMod Users Guide:  

The mitigation measures in this section 

apply the specified percent reduction in 

PM10 or PM2.5 to the applicable fugitive 

dust calculations. Watering of unpaved 

roads recalculates the unpaved road 

equations using the updated values 

supplied by the user in this section. 

These are based on mitigation 

measures described by SCAQMD. 

Therefore, the Draft EIR/EIS assumed a 55% 

fugitive dust reduction from watering twice 

daily based on the CalEEMod default. 

D3A-17  The implementation of MM-AQ-1 is discussed in 

detail within Chapter 10, Mitigation Monitoring 
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and Reporting Program, of the Draft EIR/EIS in 

accordance with Section 21081.6 of CEQA. Table 

10-10 identifies the responsible person for MM-

AQ-1 as the Construction Manager. No further 

response is required. 

D3A-18 Although no stockpiles were reasonably 

foreseen within the Project construction, the 

requirement of covering or watering stockpiles 

was included as a dust mitigation measure in 

accordance with SDAPCD Rule 55, which 

requires all construction activity to prevent 

generation of visible dust emissions including 

active operations, open storage piles, and 

inactive disturbed areas. Furthermore, as the 

comment notes, calculation of these emissions 

requires detailed information that is not 

generally available at the CEQA stage. 
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D3A-19  As discussed in MM-AQ-1 and shown in 

response D3A-14, the Project will use water or 

dust palliatives for all disturbed areas on site, 

which includes active working areas. This 

mitigation effectively resulted in a 55% reduction 

in particulate emissions in accordance with 

CalEEMod default assumptions. 

D3A-20  This mitigation measure is not intended for 

reducing dust emissions of on-site or off-site 

unpaved areas. This comment is acknowledged 

and will be included in the administrative 

record for the Project as part of the Final 

EIR/EIS for review. No further response is 

required because the comment does not raise 

an environmental issue. 

D3A-21  This measure is not designed to reduce or 

control dust raised by truck wheels on 

unpaved surfaces. The dust suppression 

measure using water at least twice daily on 

all disturbed surfaces including unpaved 

roads is intended to control dust raised by 

truck wheels on unpaved surfaces. No 

further response is required. 
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D3A-22 The comment is noted and this measure was 

not intended to control dust from those 

sources. As stated in response D3A-21, the 

dust suppression measure using water at least 

twice daily on all disturbed surfaces including 

unpaved roads is intended to control dust 

raised by truck wheels on unpaved surfaces. 

No further response is required. 

D3A-23  The soil can be monitored with use of soil 

moisture sensors ons ite to ensure that the 

optimum use of water and/or soil palliatives 

are used. Also, according to the Fugitive Dust 

Control Handbook prepared by the Western 

Regional Air Partnership (WRAP), following the 

wetting of a soil or other surface material, fine 

particles will move to form a surface crust 

(Western Governors’ Association 2006). The 

surface crust acts to hold in soil moisture and 

resist erosion. The degree of protection that is 

afforded by a soil crust to the underlying soil 

may be measured by the modulus of rupture 

(roughly a measure of the hardness of the 

crust) and thickness of the crust. Similarly, the 

WRAP document states that increasing soil 

moisture from 1.4% to 12% decreases PM10 

emissions by 69% on construction and 
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demolition sites. Therefore, soil moisture can 

be controlled on active work areas. 

D3A-24  The emissions calculated in Comment 1.3 of 

Exhibit A are duplicative of those calculated in 

the Draft EIR/EIS as described in response D3A-

14. Regardless, the watering included in MM-

AQ-1 would reduce fugitive dust emissions 

from the emissions calculated in Comment 1.3 

by 55% as provided in the CalEEMod defaults. 

D3A-25 This comment states that other air districts 

have additional PM10 mitigation measures 

required for projects. The comment cites the 

BAAQMD 2012 CEQA Guidelines, but provides 

a 2017 date. The BAAQMD’s 2012 CEQA 

Guidelines is dated May 2012. The BAAQMD’s 

2017 CEQA Guidelines is dated May 2017. 

PM10 mitigation measures recommended by 

the BAAQMD are provided in Table 8-2 within 

Section 8.1.2 “Mitigating Criteria Air Pollutant 

Precursors” (not within Section 8.2, 

Greenhouse Gases”). The BAAQMD guidelines 

text quoted in this response is derived from 

the 2017 BAAQMD guidelines (BAAQMD 2017). 

Section 8.2, Greenhouse Gases, describes 

construction related greenhouse gas 
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emissions. Table 8-2 does provide basic 

construction mitigation measures 

recommended for all proposed projects, and 

Table 8-3 provides additional construction 

mitigation measures recommended for 

projects with construction emissions above the 

threshold. The comment states that the 

mitigation measures in Table 8-2 are required 

by the BAAQMD for all projects. As stated in 

the first paragraph of Section 8.1.2, Mitigating 

Criteria Air Pollutants and Precursors, which 

introduces Table 8-2:  

For all proposed projects, BAAQMD 

recommends the implementation of all 

Basic Construction Mitigation Measures, 

listed in Table 8-2, whether or not 

construction-related emissions exceed 

applicable Thresholds of Significance. 

Appendix B provides guidance on 

quantifying mitigated emission 

reductions using URBEMIS and RoadMod. 

As stated in the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines 

Section 8.1.2, the mitigation measures in 

Table 8-2 are recommended for all projects, 

not required. Similarly, below Table 8-2 is the 
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following text regarding use of the mitigation 

measures within Table 8-3. The BAAQMD 

guidance states the mitigation measures are 

recommendations for projects and are not 

mandatory, even if significance thresholds 

are exceeded: 

BAAQMD recommends that all 

proposed projects, where construction-

related emissions would exceed the 

applicable Thresholds of Significance, 

implement the Additional Construction 

Mitigation Measures. Table 8-3 lists the 

Additional Construction Mitigation 

Measures. Appendix B contains more 

detailed guidance on emission 

reductions by source type (i.e., fugitive 

dust and exhaust) for quantification in 

URBEMIS and RoadMod. 

It is also unclear that the mitigation measures 

stated in the comment are from the document 

actually cited, as they do not align with what is 

actually in the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines. For 

example, the comment states that the 

following measures are required for all 

projects including: “1) All exposed surfaces 
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shall be watered at a frequency adequate to 

maintain minimum soil moisture of 12 percent. 

Moisture can be verified by lab samples or 

moisture probe.” This measure is not listed 

within the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines in Table 

8-2 as required; it is listed as recommended in 

Table 8-3 for projects exceeding thresholds. 

The comment also included a screen-shot of 

the mitigation measures within Table 8-3 after 

they were previously typed, alluding to the fact 

that they are additional from what was already 

stated. It is acknowledged that these mitigation 

measures are included within the guidance to 

reduce emissions within the San Francisco Bay 

Area Air Basin, as stated in Section 1.1, 

Purpose of Guidelines, of the BAAQMD CEQA 

Guidelines. These mitigation measures and 

CEQA Guidance document are not applicable 

to projects within the jurisdiction of the 

SDAPCD and the San Diego Air Basin. 
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D3A-26 The comment is acknowledged as an 

introduction to specific comments that follow. 

D3A-27 The Draft EIR/EIS provides the acres graded, 

number of truck trips, and wind speed in the 

appendices to the Air Quality Technical Report 

(Appendix B to the Draft EIR/EIS). Each 

component of the Miramar Reservoir Alternative 

and San Vicente Reservoir Alternatives were 

modeled separately and thus have individual 

outputs. Each output provides that information 

used for that component of the project. 

It is recognized that high wind events including 

Santa Ana winds do occur within Southern 

California and San Diego County. There have 

been 254 days of Santa Ana wind events 

documented from August 1, 1950, through 

August 31, 2017 (NOAA 2017). This historical 

record suggests that on average a Santa Ana 

wind event occurs once every 3.8 years. 

Although San Diego County has a history of 

high wind events, the infrequent occurrence 

would suggest that the Santa Ana winds do not 

occur regularly. The wind speed assumed 

within CalEEMod, as discussed in Chapter 2 of 

Appendix A of the CalEEMod Users Guide 
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(CAPCOA 2017), is the default wind speed for 

San Diego County which is taken from data 

from the Gillespie Field meteorological station 

and includes data from 1996 through 2006 

(WRCC 2017). This dataset includes hourly wind 

data as recorded by that station for that time 

period, which includes high-wind events. 

Therefore, the fugitive dust emissions 

calculated within CalEEMod account for high-

wind events within its results. 

 From historical records, Santa Ana winds can 

easily exceed 50 miles per hour, and during a 

high-wind event, earth-disturbing work would 

not occur. This would be a standard 

approach by the contractor to comply with 

SDAPCD Rules 55 (Fugitive Dust), 50 (Visible 

Emissions), and 51 (Nuisance). As stated 

within the Draft EIR/EIS, the Project will 

comply with all SDAPCD applicable rules. 

Specifically, the Project would be prevented 

from allowing emissions during a high-wind 

event by SDAPCD Rule 50, which states:  

a person shall not discharge into the 

atmosphere from any single source of 

emissions whatsoever any air 
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contaminant for a period or periods 

aggregating more than three minutes in 

any period of 60 consecutive minutes 

which is darker in shade than that 

designated as Number 1 on the 

Ringelmann Chart. 

 Coccidioidomycosis, more commonly known as 

“Valley Fever,” is an infection caused by 

inhalation of the spores of the Coccidioides 

immitis (C. immitis) fungus that commonly grows 

in the soils of the southwestern United States. 

When fungal spores are present, any activity that 

disturbs the soil, such as digging, grading or 

other earth-moving operations, can cause the 

spores to become airborne and thereby increase 

the risk of exposure. The ecologic factors that 

appear to be most conducive to survival and 

replication of the spores are high summer 

temperatures, mild winters, sparse rainfall, and 

alkaline sandy soils. 

 The County of San Diego Health and Human 

Services Agency compiles Valley Fever rates per 

zip code. Based on County of San Diego Health 

and Human Services Agency information, the 

Project site is within an area with a low 
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background risk of Valley Fever in the County. 

The Project area zip codes reported a total of 

118 incidents of Valley Fever from 2007 through 

2016 (Nelson, pers. comm. 2017). Also, the zip 

codes where the Project is located reported an 

average incident rate of 2.78 per 100,000 

population compared to 4.4 per 100,000 for San 

Diego County (CAPCOA 2017). In addition, 

according to the California Department of Public 

Health (CDPH), an average of 115 confirmed 

cases of Valley Fever were reported in San Diego 

County each year between 2011 and 2015 

(CDPH 2017). There is no evidence to suggest 

Valley Fever is a significant concern within the 

vicinity of the Project site.  

 Even if present at the site, construction activities 

may not result in increased incidence of Valley 

Fever. Propagation of C. immitis is dependent on 

climatic conditions, with the potential for growth 

and surface exposure highest following early 

seasonal rains and long dry spells. C. immitis 

spores can be released when filaments are 

disturbed by earth-moving activities, although 

receptors must be exposed to and inhale the 

spores to be at increased risk of developing 

Valley Fever. Moreover, exposure to C. immitis 
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does not guarantee that an individual will 

become ill—approximately 60% of people 

exposed to the fungal spores are asymptomatic 

and show no signs of an infection (USGS 2000).  

 While the risk of releasing Valley Fever spores 

during the Project’s construction phase is 

reasonably anticipated to be low based on the 

location of the Project site, it also should be noted 

that the applicant would comply with SDAPCD 

Rule 55, which establishes fugitive dust 

abatement measures, including watering 

disturbed areas on the Project site three or more 

times per day during the construction phase, to 

minimize adverse air quality impacts. Further, 

mitigation measure M-AQ-1 requires that the 

applicant apply a dust control agent or water 

disturbed areas on the Project site at least twice 

daily, stabilize grading areas as quickly as 

possible, and comply with numerous additional 

fugitive dust abatement measures. Per mitigation 

measure MM-HAZ-4 in Section 6.9.5 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS, all applicable procedures outlined in the 

City of San Diego’s “Whitebook” Part 1 – General 

Provisions (A), Section 7-22, Encountering or 

Releasing Hazardous Substances, will be followed 

(City of San Diego 2015b). The Whitebook 
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requires all City projects to incorporate, among 

other things, control methods to prevent fugitive 

dust, mist, odors, and vapors. This includes 

“pumping out non-aqueous phase liquids (NAPL), 

covering off-gassing excavations or stockpiles, 

backfilling off-gassing excavations, using off-

gassing stockpiles as backfill, misting excavations 

or stockpiles with water, covering excavations or 

stockpiles with foam or other vapor suppressing 

agents, locating stockpiles away from and 

downwind of public receptors, and stopping 

Work” (City of San Diego 2015b). 

 These requirements are consistent with CDPH 

recommendations for the implementation of 

dust control measures, including regular 

application of water during soil-disturbance 

activities, to reduce exposure to Valley Fever – 

the watering minimizes the potential that the 

fungal spores become airborne (CDPH 2013). 

Further, regulations designed to minimize 

exposure to Valley Fever hazards are included 

in Title 8 of the California Code of Regulations 

and would be complied with during the 

Project’s construction phase (California 

Department of Industrial Relations 2018).  
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In summary, the Project would not result in a 

significant impact attributable to Valley Fever 

exposure based on its geographic location and 

compliance with applicable regulatory 

standards and mitigation measure M-AQ-1, 

which will serve to minimize the release of and 

exposure to fungal spores. 

D3A-28 The comment is noted that it provides factual 

background information and does not raise an 

environmental issue within the meaning of 

CEQA. The comment will be included in the 

administrative record for the Project as part of 

the Final EIR/EIS for review.  No further 

response is required because the comment 

does not raise an environmental issue. 

D3A-29 The section of AP-42 cited by the commenter 

focuses on “wind erosion of open aggregate 

storage piles and exposed areas within an 

industrial facility.” Thus, this section is not 

relevant for a construction site. Furthermore, 

as the comment notes, calculation of these 

emissions requires detailed information that is 

not generally available at the CEQA stage. 

The City considers the analysis in the Draft 

EIR/EIS, which utilizes CalEEMod methodology, 
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sufficient for the purposes of CEQA. CalEEMod 

considers fugitive dust associated with the site 

preparation and grading phases from three 

major activities: haul road grading, earth 

bulldozing, and truck loading  (CalEEMod User’s 

Guide page 32 and Appendix A, Subchapter 4.3). 

Notably, CalEEMod’s methods have been adapted 

from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s 

(EPA’s) AP-42 method for Western Coal Mining, 

and thus account for fugitive dust consistent with 

AP-42 methods. As Section 15151 of the CEQA 

Guidelines states, “An EIR should be prepared 

with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide 

decision-makers with information which enables 

them to make a decision which intelligently takes 

account of environmental consequences. An 

evaluation of the environmental effects of a 

proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the 

sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light 

of what is reasonably feasible.”  The City 

considers the evaluation of fugitive dust 

emissions using CalEEMod’s analytical method 

appropriate and adequate. 

D3A-30 As noted in Response to Comment D3A-27, 

the Santa Ana wind events were included in 

the CalEEMod dataset used to calculate 
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fugitive dust emissions. No further response 

is required. 

D3A-31 In order to determine potential health risk 

associated with construction of Project 

facilities, sensitive receptors were identified in 

proximity to each of the sites identified in the 

Draft EIR/EIS. These sensitive receptors were 

shown in Figures 5.3-1A through 5.3-1D within 

the Draft EIR/EIS. The Mission Trails Booster 

Station (MTBS) is the only facility site with 

sensitive receptors within 1,000 feet of the 

facility construction area that has a 

construction duration longer than 2 months. 

As such, this facility was used as the worst-case 

exposure scenario, with the understanding 

that if construction health risk was below 

applicable thresholds for this facility, then 

health risk would be less-than-significant for 

the other facilities. Notably, a 1,000-foot radial 

distance is considered the distance in which 

pollutant concentrations are greatest, and 

serves as a general “notification” distance from 

receptors. For example, research conducted by 

the California Air Resources Board (CARB) 

indicated an 80% drop-off in pollutant 

concentrations at approximately 1,000 feet 



NORTH CITY PROJECT EIR/EIS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

February 2018 D3A-34 9420-04 

from major sources (CARB 2005). Therefore, a 

1,000-foot distance is often used in analyzing 

impacts to receptors from distribution centers, 

freeways, rail yards, stationary sources, and 

other pollutant sources.  

Construction of the MTBS would result in 

diesel particulate matter (DPM) emissions from 

heavy-duty construction equipment and trucks 

operating within the facility construction area. 

DPM is characterized as a toxic air 

contaminant (TAC) by CARB. The State of 

California Office of Environmental Health 

Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) has identified 

carcinogenic and chronic noncarcinogenic 

effects from long-term (chronic) exposure, but 

it has not identified health effects due to short-

term (acute) exposure to DPM (OEHHA 2015). 

The nearest existing off-site sensitive receptors 

from the MTBS site consist of residences 

located adjacent to the eastern boundary of 

the Project site.  

Cancer risk is defined as the increase in 

lifetime probability (chance) of an individual 

developing cancer due to exposure to a 

carcinogenic compound, typically expressed as 
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the increased probability in 1 million. The 

cancer risk from inhalation of a TAC is 

estimated by calculating the inhalation dose in 

units of milligrams/kilogram body weight per 

day based on an ambient concentration in 

units of micrograms per cubic meter (μg/m3), 

breathing rate, age-specific sensitivity factors, 

and exposure period, and multiplying the dose 

by the inhalation cancer potency factor, 

expressed as units of inverse dose [i.e., 

(milligrams/kilogram body weight per day)-1]. 

Typically, population-wide cancer risks are 

based on a lifetime (70 years) of continuous 

exposure and an individual resident cancer risk 

is based on a 30-year exposure duration; 

however, for the purposes of this analysis, a 3-

year exposure scenario corresponding to the 

construction period for MTBS was assumed.  

 Cancer risks are typically calculated for all 

carcinogenic TACs and summed to calculate the 

overall increase in cancer risk to an individual. 

The calculation procedure assumes that cancer 

risk is proportional to concentrations at any level 

of exposure and that risks from various TACs are 

additive. This is considered a conservative 

assumption at low doses and is consistent with 
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the updated OEHHA-recommended approach 

(OEHHA 2015). 

 Noncancer health impact of an inhaled TAC is 

measured by the hazard quotient, which is the 

ratio of the ambient concentration of a TAC in 

units of μg/m3 divided by the reference 

exposure level (REL), also in units of μg/m3. The 

inhalation REL is the concentration at or below 

which no adverse health effects are 

anticipated. The REL is typically based on 

health effects to a particular target organ 

system, such as the respiratory system, liver, 

or central nervous system. Hazard quotients 

are then summed for each target organ system 

to obtain a hazard index. 

 To estimate the ambient DPM concentrations 

resulting from construction activities at nearby 

sensitive receptors, a dispersion modeling 

analysis was performed using the American 

Meteorological Society/Environmental 

Protection Agency Regulatory Model (AERMOD) 

dispersion model, Version 16216r, in 

conjunction with the Hotspots Analysis and 

Reporting Program Version 2 (HARP 2). CARB 

developed HARP 2 as a tool to implement the 
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risk assessments and incorporates all the 

requirements provided by OEHHA as outlined 

in the Air Toxics Hot Spot Program Risk 

Assessment Guidelines – Guidance Manual for 

Preparation of Health Risk Assessments 

(OEHHA 2015).  

 The DPM emissions from diesel-powered 

construction equipment and on-site diesel-

powered trucks that would be used during 

construction are based on the CalEEMod 

model output for the MTBS construction, as 

provided in Appendix B. Annual emissions of 

construction-related exhaust PM10, as a 

surrogate for DPM, were calculated and then 

converted to grams per second for use in 

the AERMOD model. Additional construction 

details were available at the time this Health 

Risk Assessment (HRA) was performed, and 

it was determined that construction 

equipment would be operating 4 hours per 

day, Monday through Friday, as opposed to 

8 hours per day in the Draft EIR/EIS (Brown 

and Caldwell 2018). This HRA also assumed 

that heavy-duty diesel vehicles would have a 

trip length of 0.25 mile to represent on-site 

emissions. An unmitigated emission rate of 
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3.91 x 10-3 grams per second was calculated 

as follows:  

0.0484 total tons exhaust PM10 = 96.8 total 

pounds (lbs) DPM during construction 

96.8 lbs × 453.6 g/lb ÷ (4 hrs/day × 780 working 

days) ÷ 3600 seconds/hour =  

3.91 x 10-3 g/second 

An area source representing the site area was 

used to represent the emissions released by 

the construction equipment, as equipment will 

move freely around the site. A release height 

of 5 meters was provided to represent the 

midrange of the expected plume rise from 

frequently used construction equipment 

during daytime atmospheric conditions. These 

parameters reflect those utilized in the South 

Coast Air Quality Management District’s 

Localized Significance Thresholds (LST) 

Methodology (SCAQMD 2008). In addition, the 

SDAPCD recommends the use of the rural 

dispersion coefficient as the modeling default, 

based on the close proximity to the coastline 

(SDAPCD 2015). 
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The three latest years of AERMOD-ready 

meteorological data from 2014 through 2016 

for the Kearny Mesa Monitoring Station were 

provided by the SDAPCD for use in AERMOD. 

The SDAPCD processed the data using EPA’s 

AERMET meteorological data processor. 

The cancer risk calculations were performed 

using the HARP 2 Air Dispersion Modeling and 

Risk Tool by importing the predicted annual 

DPM concentrations from AERMOD for the 

sensitive receptors, including the Maximally 

Exposed Individual Resident (MEIR). Cancer risk 

parameters, such as age sensitivity factors, daily 

breathing rates, and cancer potency factors 

were based on the values and data 

recommended by OEHHA (2015) as 

implemented in HARP 2. The potential exposure 

pathway for DPM includes inhalation only. The 

potential exposure through other pathways 

(e.g., ingestion) requires substance and site-

specific data, and the specific parameters for 

DPM are not known for these pathways. 

For the purposes of this construction HRA, 

given the less-than-lifetime exposure period, 

and the higher breathing rates and sensitivity 
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of children to TACs, the cancer risk 

calculation assumes that the exposure would 

affect children early in their lives. For the 

derived cancer risk calculation under the 

worst-case scenario, the 3-year exposure 

duration was assumed to start during the 

third trimester of pregnancy. Additionally, as 

a conservative assumption, a “fraction at 

home” (FAH) factor was not applied for age 

bins less than 16, whereas OEHHA 

recommends a 0.85 FAH for third trimester 

through 3 years old for evaluating residential 

cancer risk.  

In addition to the potential cancer risk, DPM 

has chronic (i.e., long-term) noncarcinogenic 

health impacts. The chronic hazard index was 

evaluated using the OEHHA inhalation RELs. 

The chronic noncarcinogenic inhalation hazard 

index for construction activities was also 

calculated using the HARP 2 Air Dispersion 

Modeling and Risk Tool. 

DPM Concentrations, Cancer Risk, and 

Chronic Hazard 

The results of the AERMOD and HARP 2 
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modeling are provided in Appendix B. The 

modeled maximum annual concentration at 

the MEIR would be 0.021 μg/m3. The 

associated cancer risk for the child MEIR 

(exposure starting in third trimester) would be 

approximately 7.95 in 1 million, which would 

not exceed the County significance threshold 

of 10 in 1 million for cancer impacts. The 

associated chronic hazard index for the child 

MEIR would be approximately 0.004, which 

would not exceed the County significance 

threshold of 1.0 for noncarcinogenic health 

impacts. Since emissions of DPM generated by 

construction at the MTBS facility would result 

in cancer and noncarcinogenic risk below the 

applicable thresholds, the impact would be 

less than significant. In addition, as noted in 

the “Analysis Methodology” section above, 

since the MTBS site was used as the worst-case 

exposure scenario, the health risk impacts 

associated with construction of facilities at the 

other sites for the Project would also be less 

than significant.  

D3A-32 This comment cites that the OEHHA risk 

assessment guidance recommends cancer 

risks be evaluated for short-term exposures, 
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such as construction. What the commenter 

does not include from the OEHHA guidance 

section is the following (OEHHA 2015):  

Cancer potency factors are based on 

animal lifetime studies or worker 

studies where there is long-term 

exposure to the carcinogenic agent. 

There is considerable uncertainty in 

trying to evaluate the cancer risk from 

projects that will only last a small 

fraction of a lifetime. There are some 

studies indicating that dose rate 

changes the potency of a given dose of 

a carcinogenic chemical. In others 

words, a dose delivered over a short 

time period may have a different 

potency than the same dose delivered 

over a lifetime.  

As stated in Response to Comment D3A-31, the 

Project would not involve construction of 

pipelines near sensitive receptors for more 

than a few days and as recommended by the 

OEHHA guidance (OEHHA 2015), it is not 

recommended to perform a HRA for projects 

lasting less than 2 months. For the Project 
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components that are being constructed in one 

location for more than 2 months, all are in 

excess of 1,000 feet from sensitive receptors 

except the MTBS. Notably, a 1,000-foot radial 

distance is considered the distance in which 

pollutant concentrations are greatest, and 

serves as a general “notification” distance from 

receptors. For example, research conducted by 

CARB indicated an 80% drop-off in pollutant 

concentrations at approximately 1,000 feet 

from major sources (CARB 2005). Therefore, a 

1,000-foot distance is often used in analyzing 

impacts to receptors from distribution centers, 

freeways, rail yards, stationary sources, and 

other pollutant sources. However, as shown in 

Response to Comment D3A-31, the Project 

would not exceed SDAPCD health risk 

significance thresholds during construction of 

the MTBS. 

D3A-33 “Extensive” was used within the context of the 

Draft EIR/EIS to refer to a high-density use with 

a long duration of equipment. It is noted that 

the comment states that smaller projects have 

resulted in significant impacts. The comment 

will be included in the administrative record 

for the Project as part of the Final EIR/EIS for 
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review.  No further response is required 

because the comment does not raise an 

environmental issue. 

D3A-34 This is a very extensive project with pipelines 

going for miles with various Project 

components and multiple Project alternatives. 

In order to best show the proximity to which 

the Project pipelines and various components 

would be in relation to existing sensitive 

receptors, Figures 5.3-1A through 5.3-1D were 

included in the Draft EIR/EIS. The commenter’s 

assertion that the figures were buried in an 

appendix are false. 

D3A-35 The comment is acknowledged, but as shown 

in Response to Comment D3A-31, the health 

risk was shown to be less than significant to 

sensitive receptors. 

D3A-36 As stated in Response to Comment D3A-31, the 

Project would not construct pipelines near 

sensitive receptors for more than a few days, 

and as recommended by the OEHHA guidance 

(OEHHA 2015), it is not recommended to 

perform a HRA for projects lasting less than 2 

months. Therefore, the risk to sensitive 
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receptors during nighttime work hours would 

be less than significant. 

D3A-37 Chapter 7 of the Draft EIR/EIS addresses 

cumulative impacts. Table 7-2 indicates that 

the Miramar Reservoir Alternative did not have 

cumulatively considerable impacts and the San 

Vicente Reservoir Alternative did have 

cumulatively considerable impacts. The 

comment did not make any specific comments 

on the adequacy of this analysis. No further 

response is required. 
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D3A-38 The comment is acknowledged as an 

introduction to specific comments that follow. 

D3A-39 The commenter confuses constituents within 

diesel exhaust and diesel exhaust throughout 

this comment. The amount of diesel exhaust is 

not determined by the engine tier. The 

constituents within the diesel exhaust 

(including DPM) are determined by the engine 

tier. The commenter fails to distinguish the 

difference between the two. Further, the 

analysis determined that particulate matter 

emissions were less than significant with MM-

AQ-1 and MM-AQ-2 in place for the Miramar 

Reservoir Alternative. This significance was 

based on the thresholds established by the 

City of San Diego (City of San Diego 2016). 

As stated in Response to Comment D3A-31, the 

Project would not construct pipelines near 

sensitive receptors for more than a few days and 

as recommended by the OEHHA guidance 

(OEHHA 2015), it is not recommended to perform 

a HRA for projects lasting less than 2 months. It 

was also shown in Response to Comment D3A-31 

that the health risk for the most conservative 

Project component was less than significant. 
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D3A-40 As discussed in Response to Comment D3A-31 

and D3A-37, the cumulative impacts of the 

Project were presented in Chapter 7 of the 

Draft EIR/EIS. Further, the Project was 

determined to have a less than significant 

impact with mitigation (MM-AQ-2) for the 

Miramar Reservoir Alternative and a significant 

and unavoidable impact for the San Vicente 

Reservoir Alternative. Since the Miramar 

Reservoir Alternative was less than significant 

with MM-AQ-2, it is not necessary to employ 

Tier 4 equipment. 

D3A-41 This comment states that the Draft EIR/EIS’s 

odor analysis is entirely inadequate and 

unsupported. The text that the commenter 

quotes is footnoted as from Draft EIR/EIS, p. 

4.1-26. There is no such page within the Draft 

EIR/EIS. Chapter 4 is the History of Project 

Changes and mentions no such text as cited by 

the commenter. The comment will be included 

in the administrative record for the Project as 

part of the Final EIR/EIS for review. No further 

response is required because the comment 

does not raise an environmental issue. 
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D3A-42 As discussed in Sections 5.3.3.2 and 6.3.6.1 of 

the Draft EIR/EIS, odors would be generated 

during construction mainly from unburned 

hydrocarbons. The odors anticipated from the 

Project were evaluated in accordance with the 

CEQA Guidelines and the City of San Diego 

CEQA Guidelines (City of San Diego 2016). The 

City’s Guidelines state to evaluate whether 

creating objectionable odors would affect a 

substantial number of people. As discussed in 

Response to Comment D3A-31, the Project 

equipment would not be located close to 

sensitive receptors for more than a few days as 

pipelines are constructed. A significant impact 

is said to be where there has been more than 

one confirmed or three confirmed complaints 

per year (averaged over a 3-week period) 

about the odor source.  

 The commenter also cites EPA documents 

from the 1970s and a 2002 EPA document that 

summarized findings from a study in 1967, 

1971, and 1962 (EPA 2002). While the findings 

that odors from diesel exhaust may warrant 

concern, diesel fuel has undergone substantial 

changes since the 1970s and even since the 

EPA paper was published in 2002. Since 2002 
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alone, CARB has required diesel fuel to meet a 

lubricity requirement of a maximum wear scar 

diameter of 520 microns by ASTM D6079, the 

High Frequency Reciprocating Rig and limit 

sulfur in diesel to 15 parts per million 

(TransportPolicy 2017). The major component 

within diesel exhaust that is odorous is the 

sulfur dioxide (U.S. Department of Labor n.d.). 

The emissions of sulfur dioxide have been 

reduced significantly over the last 15 years 

with the reduction in sulfur composition in 

diesel fuel. For the project, emissions of oxides 

of sulfur (SOx) are shown in Draft EIR/EIS 

Tables 6.3-8 and 6.3-9 for construction. The 

maximum SOx emissions for the Project were 

shown to be less than 0.2% of the City’s 

significance threshold. 

 Per mitigation measure MM-HAZ-4 in Section 

6.9.5 of the Draft EIR/EIS, all applicable 

procedures outlined in the City of San Diego’s 

“Whitebook” Part 1 – General Provisions (A), 

Section 7-22, Encountering or Releasing 

Hazardous Substances will be followed (City of 

San Diego 2015b). The Whitebook requires all 

City projects to incorporate, among other things, 

control methods to prevent fugitive dust, mist, 
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odors, and vapors. This includes “pumping out 

non-aqueous phase liquids (NAPL), covering off-

gassing excavations or stockpiles, backfilling off-

gassing excavations, using off-gassing stockpiles 

as backfill, misting excavations or stockpiles with 

water, covering excavations or stockpiles with 

foam or other vapor suppressing agents, 

locating stockpiles away from and downwind of 

public receptors, and stopping Work” (City of San 

Diego 2015b). 

 The cited 88 truck trips per day (44 trucks) 

would occur over an 8-hour shift, or an 

average of 6 trucks per hour. The haul trucks 

are subject to CARB anti-idling policy, which 

limits diesel vehicles from idling for more than 

5 minutes at a time (CARB 2016). This policy is 

also in place for all off-road engines or 

equipment CARB 2009). The comment further 

states that clouds of soot from diesel-powered 

equipment can travel downwind for miles and 

drift into heavily populated areas. The 

reference provided by the commenter has no 

link or title provided and is just listed as Union 

of Concerned Scientists (Exhibit 11) and was 

not provided in the reference package. Since 

there is no reference and no Exhibit 11 
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included in the comment letter, there is no 

further response required. 

D3A-43 It is acknowledged that this is one way to 

perform a detailed odor analysis. This kind of 

analysis is warranted on significant sources of 

odor that would affect substantial amounts of 

people as stated in the City’s CEQA Guidelines. 

The Project would not affect substantial 

amounts of people during construction. The 

comment further references a citation for 

published significance thresholds, which was a 

study on a composting facility that is not 

relevant to this Project (Alpert and Wu 2010).  
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D3A-44 As provided in the City’s Guidelines and omitted 

by the commenter (City of San Diego 2016): 

For a project proposing placement of 

sensitive receptors near an existing 

odor source, a significant odor impact 

will be identified if the project site is 

closer to the odor source than any 

existing sensitive receptor where there 

has been more than one confirmed or 

three confirmed complaints per year 

(averaged over a three week period) 

about the odor source. For projects 

proposing placement of sensitive 

receptors near a source of odors where 

there is currently no nearby existing 

receptors, the determination of 

significance should be based on the 

distance and frequency at which odor 

complaints from the public have 

occurred in the vicinity of a similar odor 

source at another location. 

The City’s Guidelines are clearly designed for 

evaluating the odor impacts of long-term 

operation of a facility as that will have the 

largest potential for affecting a substantial 
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number of people. Although the guidelines do 

not reference short-term or construction 

projects within its evaluation of odor, the Draft 

EIR/EIS does recognize that construction of the 

Project would have a short-term temporary 

potential impact. Similar to the City, the County 

of San Diego provides guidance within its 

Guidelines for Determining Significance 

(County of San Diego 2007), which states: 

Projects proposing activities that create 

a point source of odor emissions such 

as sewage lift stations, restaurants, 

equestrian centers, etc. may be 

conditioned to require project design 

measures, equipment design measures, 

BMPs [best management practices], 

and/or off-site disposal of animal waste. 

The County also directs its evaluation of odor 

impacts towards long-term operation of 

potential projects and not construction.  

Not only were the potential odor issues 

addressed within Section 6.3.6.1 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS, mitigation measure MM-AQ-3 was put 

in place to reduce potential odors from 
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operation of the various Project components. 

The mitigation actively reduces and manages 

any potential odors from the long-term 

operation of the Project. Therefore, the City’s 

Guidelines were sufficiently followed within the 

Draft EIR/EIS. 
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D3A-45 The commenter has not proven that the 

Project would have a significant impact during 

construction, which would warrant mitigation. 

As discussed in Response to Comment D3A-44, 

the odor impacts associated with long-term 

operation are the focus of the significance 

thresholds. Also, the construction of the 

Project that takes place within 1,000 feet of 

sensitive receptors would be for a very short 

duration. As further noted by the source the 

commenter cites, diesel oxidation catalysts 

began being used in the United States for on-

road diesel vehicles in 1994 and continue to be 

used as an emission control strategy (Majewski 

2011). Mitigation measure MM-AQ-2 requires 

the use of at least Tier 3 off-road vehicles 

during construction, and Tier 3 engines were 

first introduced in model year 2006 (DieselNet 

2017). It is therefore very likely that the fleet of 

construction equipment and heavy-duty trucks 

supporting the Project would employ 

emissions control equipment similar to diesel 

oxidation catalysts if not already equipped.  

The commenter further discusses the analysis 

within a Draft EIR for the Phillips 66 Santa Maria 

Rail Terminal. That Draft EIR does not apply to 
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the Project as it was for a crude oil processing 

facility. The comment will be included in the 

administrative record for the Project as part of 

the Final EIR for review. No further response is 

required because the comment does not raise 

an environmental issue. 

D3A-46 The commenter fails to properly cite or 

interpret the CEQA Guidelines in this case. The 

CEQA Guidelines section cited does not state 

or conclude that an EIR may conclude that an 

impact is significant and unavoidable only if all 

available and feasible mitigation measures 

have been proposed (14 CCR 15126.2). That 

section states the following in section (b): 

Significant Environmental Effects 

Which Cannot be Avoided if the 

Proposed Project is Implemented. 

Describe any significant impacts, 

including those which can be 

mitigated but not reduced to a level of 

insignificance. Where there are 

impacts that cannot be alleviated 

without imposing an alternative 

design, their implications and the 

reasons why the project is being 
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proposed, notwithstanding their 

effect, should be described. 

The Draft EIR/EIS fully described the significant 

environmental effects in accordance with the 

CEQA Guidelines. The mitigation measure MM-

AQ-2 did not bring the emissions from the San 

Vicente Reservoir Alternative to below the 

significance level. Therefore, the impact was 

determined to be significant and unavoidable. 

D3A-47 There is nowhere within the Draft EIR/EIS that 

describes the construction equipment having 

Tier 3 engines as the base case. The CalEEMod 

model runs show both an unmitigated and 

mitigated emissions scenario. The unmitigated 

emission summary shows the equipment 

assuming default CalEEMod assumptions. The 

mitigated emission summary shows the 

equipment using Tier 3 engines. Each 

CalEEMod emission summary provided in 

Appendices A and B of the Air Quality Technical 

Report (Appendix B to the Draft EIR/EIS) 

provides both an unmitigated and mitigated 

emission summary as described above. No 

further response is required because the 

comment is a false statement. 
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D3A-48  As described in Response to Comment D3A-

48, Tier 3 engines and MM-AQ-2 were not 

the base case and were calculated as 

mitigation as shown in Appendices A and B 

of Appendix B of the Draft EIR/EIS. No 

further response is required. 
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D3A-49 As shown in the Draft EIR/EIS, the MTBS 

emissions causes the San Vicente Reservoir 

Alternative’s impacts to be significant and 

unavoidable. Appendix B of Appendix B of the 

Draft EIR/EIS provides the detailed CalEEMod 

output files for the San Vicente Reservoir 

Alternative and the MTBS, which also shows 

that in the unmitigated scenario, off-road 

equipment comprised only 21.4% of the 

maximum daily NOx emissions in 2019, which 

was the year of the significance threshold 

exceedance. Under the mitigated scenario, off-

road equipment comprised only 12.5% of the 

maximum daily NOx emissions in 2019 for the 

MTBS. The haul trucks alone were estimated to 

generate 371.87 pounds of NOx per day in 

2019 from the MTBS. This means that if there 

were no off-road equipment operating, or if 

they were zero-emissions equipment and no 

other component of the Project was operating 

in 2019, the haul trucks from the MTBS would 

still exceed the City’s significance threshold for 

NOx of 250 pounds per day. Therefore, 

implementing a Tier 4 final mitigation measure 

would not mitigate the impact to less than 

significant as purported by the commenter. 
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D3A-50 The comment will be included in the 

administrative record for the Project as part of 

the Final EIR/EIS for review. No further 

response is required because the comment 

does not raise an environmental issue. 
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D3A-51 See Response to Comment D3A-27 regarding 

the low risk of releasing Valley Fever spores 

during the Project’s construction phase.   

While the risk of releasing Valley Fever spores 

during the Project’s construction phase and 

transporting spores off site is reasonably 

anticipated to be low based on the Project site 

location, it also should be noted that the 

applicant would comply with SDAPCD Rule 55, 

which establishes track-out/carry-out control 

for dust from transport trucks, operations, 

erosion, etc. Further, mitigation measure MM-

AQ-1 requires that the applicant cover or 

water, as needed, any on-site stockpiles of 

debris, dirt, or other dusty material; use 

adequate water and/or other dust palliatives 

on all disturbed areas in order to avoid particle 

blow-off; wash down or sweep paved streets 

as necessary to control trackout or fugitive 

dust; cover or tarp all vehicles hauling dirt or 

spoils on public roads if sufficient freeboard is 

not available to prevent material blow-off 

during transport; use gravel bags and catch 

basins during ground-disturbing operations; 

and maintain appropriate soil moisture, apply 

soil binders, and/or plant stabilizing vegetation 
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etc. to ensure that dust is not transported 

offsite. These requirements are consistent with 

CDPH recommendations to prevent transport 

of spores off-site by cleaning tools, equipment, 

and vehicles prior to their transport off-site 

(CDPH 2013). 

In summary, the Project would not result in a 

significant impact off site attributable to 

Valley Fever exposure based on its 

geographic location and compliance with 

applicable regulatory standards and 

mitigation measure MM-AQ-1, which will 

serve to minimize the release of, transport of, 

and exposure to fungal spores. 
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D3A-52 Upon further investigation, the sources cited 

for stating that “conventional dust control 

measures….are not effective at controlling 

Valley Fever” (source 136 in comment letter) do 

not state or assert what the commenter has 

purported. The article, authored by K.C. 

Cummings et al., is about a Valley Fever 

outbreak at a construction site in Camp 

Roberts (Cummings et al. 2010). The article 

sites that none of the workers used the 

provided respiratory protection and did not 

rely on the ventilation filtration within the 

equipment as the doors were left open. 

Therefore, it was not the dust suppression 

techniques that were used that contributed to 

the outbreak, but the lack of use of personal 

protective equipment supplied that 

contributed to the outbreak. Therefore, this 

source does not have bearing on this Project. 

The second source cited (Schneider et al., 1997 

p. 908) which is titled “A Coccidioidomycosis

Outbreak Following the Northridge, California, 

Earthquake,” has no relation to the Project or 

Valley Fever incidences at construction sites. 

The comment will be included in the 

administrative record for the Project as part of 
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the Final EIR/EIS for review.  No further 

response is required because the comment 

does not raise an environmental issue. 

D3A-53 As the Project does not have a Phase I or Phase 

II, this comment is clearly referring to a different 

project. The comment will be included in the 

administrative record for the Project as part of 

the Final EIR for review. No further response is 

required because the comment does not raise 

an environmental issue. 

D3A-54 The comment will be included in the 

administrative record for the Project as part of 

the Final EIR for review. No further response is 

required because the comment does not raise 

an environmental issue. 
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D3A-55 This comment states that the Draft EIR/EIS’s 

MM-AQ-1 does not include the measures 

described within comment D3A-54. This 

comment is acknowledged, and the Project’s 

response to Valley Fever is fully explained in 

Response to Comment D3A-27. The comment 

will be included in the administrative record 

for the Project as part of the Final EIR for 

review. No further response is required 

because the comment does not raise an 

environmental issue. 

D3A-56 The implementation of MM-AQ-1 is discussed in 

detail within Chapter 10 (Mitigation Monitoring 

and Reporting Program) of the Draft EIR/EIS in 

accordance with CEQA Section 21081.6A, and in 

Draft EIR/EIS Table 10-10 lists the responsible 

person for MM-AQ-1 as the Construction 

Manager. No further response is required. 

D3A-57 This mitigation strategy in MM-AQ-1 is consistent 

with the SDAPCD Rule 55 requirements and the 

fugitive dust management requirements within 

the City’s Whitebook. The mitigation measure is 

not meant to reduce off-site, unpaved road dust 

from flat surfaces, unpaved roadways, and active 

working areas. No further response is required. 
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D3A-58 Please see Response to Comment D3A-16 for a 

complete discussion regarding this topic. No 

further response is required. 

D3A-59 MM-AQ-1 is not intended for reducing dust 

emissions on-site or off-site unpaved areas. This 

comment is acknowledged and will be included 

in the administrative record for the Project as 

part of the Final EIR for reviewct. No further 

response is required because the comment does 

not raise an environmental issue. 

D3A-60 MM-AQ-1 is not intended for reducing dust 

emissions from truck wheels on unpaved 

surfaces. This comment is acknowledged and 

will be included in the administrative record 

for the Project as part of the Final EIR for 

review. No further response is required 

because the comment does not raise an 

environmental issue. 

D3A-61 MM-AQ-1 is not intended for reducing dust 

emissions by equipment wheels and active 

construction equipment. This comment is 

acknowledged and will be included in the 

administrative record for the Project as part of 

the Final EIR for review. No further response is 
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required because the comment does not raise 

an environmental issue. 

D3A-62 Please see Response to Comment D3A-23 for a 

complete discussion regarding this topic. No 

further response is required. 

D3A-63 Please see Response to Comment D3A-27 for a 

complete discussion regarding this topic. No 

further response is required. 
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D3A-64 This comment is acknowledged and will be 

included in the administrative record for the 

Project as part of the Final EIR for review. No 

further response is required because the 

comment does not raise an environmental issue. 

D3A-65 This comment states that MM-AQ-1 requires 

wheel washers on trucks prior to entry on 

public roads, while CDPH Valley Fever control 

requires contractors to thoroughly clean 

equipment, vehicles, and other items before 

they are moved off-site to other work 

locations. This comment is put in quotations as 

citing the CDPH, but no reference is provided 

and thus is considered an opinion. This 

comment is acknowledged and will be included 

in the administrative record for the Project as 

part of the Final EIR for review. No further 

response is required because the comment 

does not raise an environmental issue. 

D3A-66 This comment is acknowledged and the 

Project’s response to Valley Fever is fully 

explained in Response to Comment D3A-27. 

The comment will be included in the 

administrative record for the Project as part of 

the Final EIR for review. No further response is 
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required because the comment does not raise 

an environmental issue. 

D3A-67 The first project cited in this comment is First 

Solar’s Antelope Valley Solar Ranch One, and 

the commented indicated the following was 

pulled from an article: “Dust from the project 

led to complaints of respiratory distress by 

local residents and a concern of Valley Fever.” 

What was put in quotations is a paraphrase of 

several items within the article cited. The only 

mention of Valley Fever in the article is as 

follows (Trabish 2013): 

Dust, in general, has led to complaints 

of respiratory distress by residents and 

a concern about soil-borne Valley Fever, 

as well as increased reports of Dry Land 

Distemper in horses. 

This statement within the article was taken out 

of context by the commenter and is not 

directly pointing to fugitive dust created by the 

project, as shown above.  

The comment regarding the two projects in 

San Luis Obispo County are acknowledged. The 

comment will be included in the administrative 
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record for the Project as part of the Final EIR 

for review. No further response is required 

because the comment does not raise an 

environmental issue. 

The comment also states that all the health 

protective measures recommended by the San 

Luis Obispo County Public Health Department 

and the California Department of Public Health 

are feasible and must be required to reduce the 

risk of workers, residents, and the public 

contracting Valley Fever. This comment is 

acknowledged and the Project’s response to 

Valley Fever and mitigation is fully explained in 

Response to Comment D3A-27. The comment will 

be included as part of the Final EIR for review. No 

further response is required because the 

comment does not raise an environmental issue. 
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D3A-68 This comment is acknowledged and the 

Project’s response to Valley Fever and 

mitigation is fully explained in Response to 

Comment D3A-27. The comment will be 

included in the administrative record for the 

Project as part of the Final EIR for review. No 

further response is required because 

the comment does not raise an 

environmental issue. 
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Response to Comment Letter D4 

California Native Plant Society San Diego Chapter 

(CNPS), Letter 2 

Frank Landis 

November 22, 2017 

D4-1 Comment noted. Surveys for sensitive plants 

were conducted for the North City Project in 

March/April, May/June, and October of 2016, 

and March/April, June, and October of 2017 

to capture species during their respective 

growth and blooming periods, as discussed 

in Section 2.3.1 of Appendix C. This species 

was not observed during any passes. The 

potential for Campbell’s liverwort (Geothallus 

tuberosus) to occur within the Project area is 

discussed in Appendix L of Appendix C and is 

not further discussed in Appendix C because 

no direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts are 

expected. Bryophytes (non-vascular plants 

including mosses, liverworts, and hornworts) 

consist of plants that lack specialized water- 

or nutrient-conducting tissue. Lacking water-

transporting tissue, bryophytes must live in 

proximity to a moisture source and are 

commonly found in damp or shady 
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microhabitats in chaparral and/or cut faces 

or banks of ephemeral stream channels. The 

vast majority of North City Project impacts 

would occur within developed roads, and the 

areas of impact within native habitat are 

extremely arid and are not associated with a 

moisture source. Since surveys for 

Campbell’s liverwort were negative and 

suitable habitat for this species has a low 

potential to occur within the impact footprint, 

impacts to this species are not anticipated. 

The location given for the Campbell’s 

liverwort in this comment is within the 

SANDER mitigation site and not within the 

North City Project footprint. The SANDER site 

is within both the VPHCP hard line preserve 

and the Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) 

and will be 100% protected and receive 

restoration that will greatly enhance the 

ecological function and viability of resources 

with the approval of this Project.  
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Response to Comment Letter E1 

Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians 

Ray Teran 

September 12, 2017 

E1-1 Comment noted. 

E1-2 Sections 2.3, 2.4, and 4.1 of the Cultural 

Resources Inventory (Appendix F) and Sections 

5.10.1, 5.10.2, and 5.10.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS 

describe the City’s efforts to identify sacred 

sites or other cultural resources within 1 mile 

of the Project. These efforts include searching 

archival databases, conducting a 

reconnaissance survey, and consulting with 

Native American representatives. The City has 

committed to avoiding all known sacred sites 

and other cultural resources.  

E1-3 Section 1.1 of the Cultural Resources Inventory 

and Section 5.10.5 of the Draft EIR/EIS address 

the Project’s compliance with all federal, state, 

and local regulations. Section 7.3 of the 

Cultural Resources Inventory and Section 

6.10.3.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS describe the 

Mitigation Measures that ensure the Project 

will comply with all pertinent regulation. 
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E1-4 Mitigation Measure MM-CR-3 in Section 7.3 of 

the Cultural Resources Inventory and MM-HIS-

3 in Section 6.10.3.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS 

describe the monitoring procedures following 

the discovery of a cultural resource or human 

remains. This includes a notification procedure 

and consultation with Native American 

representatives. 

E1-5 Comment noted. 
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Response to Comment Letter F1 

Chris O’Connell 

October 11, 2017 

F1-1 The commenter’s support of the Project is 

noted and will be included in the 

administrative record for the Project as part of 

the Final EIR/EIS. 



NORTH CITY PROJECT EIR/EIS 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

February 2018 F1-2 9420-04 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
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Response to Comment Letter F2 

Joyce Holbrook 

October 11, 2017 

F2-1 The City appreciates the commenter’s opinion 

and the comment is noted. The comment does 

not raise specific issues related to the 

adequacy of the environmental analysis in the 

Draft EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response 

is provided or required. 
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INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
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Response to Comment Letter F3 

Kathy Louv 

October 24, 2017 

F3-1 The City appreciates the commenter’s review 

of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

F3-2 Section 6.11, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the 

Draft EIR/EIS discusses the findings of Appendix G 

in the context of impacts to water quality 

objectives for beneficial uses, including the 

beneficial uses WARM (warm freshwater habitat) 

and WILD (wildlife habitat). As disclosed therein, 

the anticipated water quality changes in Miramar 

Reservoir would not result in the loss or 

impairment of these beneficial uses. Additionally, 

Section 6.4, Biological Resources, and Appendix C 

discuss potential impacts that changes in water 

input could have on aquatic species and food 

webs in Miramar Reservoir. 

F3-3 Please refer to response F3-2. 

F3-4 Comment noted. 
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F3-5 Potential impacts to wildlife as a result of the 

Project are discussed in Section 6.4, Biological 

Resources, of the Draft EIR/EIS. There would be 

no direct or indirect impacts to wildlife or 

habitat used by wildlife within the Miramar 

Reservoir. There would be no direct impacts to 

wildlife along the North City Pure Water 

Pipeline, and all indirect impacts to wildlife 

would be less than significant with the 

mitigation described in Section 6.4.5 of the 

Draft EIR/EIS.  
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Response to Comment Letter F4 

Louis Rodolico, Letter 1 

November 7, 2017 

F4-1 Comment is noted and will be included in the 

administrative record for the Project. 

F4-2 The wastewater forcemain would be designed 

and constructed such that the City does not 

agree that potential spills or pipe failure is 

likely. It would be constructed of welded steel 

pipe that has an inner mortar coating that is 

tape wrapped with a mortar shield coating on 

the outside. The pipe will be cathodically 

protected by an induced current to prevent 

corrosion, which is the primary reason for 

breakage of steel pipes. The pipe would be 

tested to a pressure that is 1.5 times higher 

than the proposed operational pressure to 

ensure structural integrity.  

As described in Section 3.5.2 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS, in the unlikely case of pipe failure, the 

North City Pure Water Facility (NCPWF) would 

be shut down until the pipe is repaired. In the 

event the NCPWF is shut down for any 

purpose, the Morena Pump Station will also be 
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shut down and go into a by-pass mode 

directing flows to the Point Loma Wastewater 

Treatment Plant. This information is further 

discussed in Section 6.7, Geology and Soils, of 

the Draft EIR/EIS. The Morena Pump Station 

has several features incorporated into Project 

design to minimize risk from earthquakes and 

faulting, and more generally, pipeline 

breakage. Such features include vibratory 

alarms to trigger pump station shut down 

when sensing excessive vibrations or 

substantial changes in pressure, flexible 

connections between the Morena Pump 

Station and the Morena Wastewater Forcemain 

and Brine/Centrate Line (Morena Pipelines) in 

the event of differential settlement, pump 

station shut down in the event of a break in the 

pipeline, and structural setbacks outside of the 

fault zone. Specifically, a forcemain break or 

blockage triggers the immediate shutdown of 

the Morena Pump Station, and a break in the 

brine/centrate line triggers the immediate 

shutdown of the NCPWF. The automatic 

shutdown of the Morena Pump Station in the 

event of pipe breakage would prevent 

substantial wastewater spills from occurring. 
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 As a final precaution, the City has in place a 

Sewer Overflow Response and Tracking Plan 

(described in Section 5.9, Health and 

Safety/Hazards), to be implemented in the 

event of sanitary sewer overflow or spills. 

The Sewer Overflow Response and Tracking 

Plan documents the processes and 

procedures that ensure that all sanitary 

sewer overflows/spill are identified, 

responded to, investigated, and reported in 

an effective and timely manner (City of San 

Diego 2014). 

 The City has a successful history of conveying 

wastewater in pressurized forcemains. Over an 

approximate 7-year period (2010 through 

2017), the City experienced approximately 

4,525 gallons of wastewater released from 

pressurized forcemain breaks (City of San 

Diego 2017c). For the sake of reference, the 

City pumps over 100 million gallons of 

wastewater to the Point Loma Wastewater 

Treatment Plant each day; hence, the City’s 

history with preventing forcemain leaks has 

been highly successful. Therefore, in addition 

to the North City Project design and Sewer 

Overflow Response and Tracking Plan, the City 
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firmly believes that wastewater spills would 

not be likely.  

F4-3 As discussed in Section 6.3.6 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS, wastewater will be treated at the 

Morena Pump Station using either ferric 

chloride or High Purity Oxygen to control the 

odor of the wastewater in the Morena 

Wastewater Forcemain. Furthermore, the City 

does not agree that there is a high potential for 

raw sewage leaks along the Morena 

Wastewater Forcemain (refer to response F4-2) 

that would result in the exposure of the public 

to raw sewage fumes and has determined that 

no clarification or revisions are required to the 

Draft EIR/EIS.  

F4-4 Please refer to response F4-2 above. The 

proposed Morena Pipelines are located within 

existing roadways and outside canyons and 

other environmentally sensitive lands, with 

access for maintenance and inspections to 

prevent failure of the system. 

F4-5 Please refer to response F4-2. In the unlikely 

event of pipe failure, flows would stop within 

seconds of automatic pump station shut down. 
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It is unclear which aquifer the commenter is 

referring to; as such, no detailed response can 

be provided. 

F4-6 Refer to response F4-2. Please note, raw 

sewage is not pumped, delivered, or otherwise 

transported to the ocean. The North City 

Project would reduce treated effluent 

discharged into the ocean from Point Loma 

Wastewater Treatment Plant. 

F4-7 As stated in the City’s Public Notice of a Draft 

EIR, technical reports and documents were 

available to the public by request. The City has 

complied with the public review requirements 

of CEQA and NEPA. 

F4-8 Please refer to response F4-2. The City 

acknowledges the commenter’s suggested 

alternative involving an underground raw sewage 

aqueduct as opposed to the proposed forcemain. 

The suggested method of conveyance would 

require the pipeline to be installed in excess of 

550 feet belowground at the North City Water 

Reclamation Plant (NCWRP) due to the minimum 

slope needed to provide adequate flow. The size 

of the suggested aqueduct would also require a 
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minimum 84 inches in diameter as opposed to 

the proposed 48-inch-diameter forcemain to 

allow for gravity flow. Due to the required depth, 

the magnitude of pumping required at NCWRP 

would increase substantially. Intermediate access 

shafts would be required along the alignment for 

maintenance. Therefore, the commenter’s 

suggested method of conveyance would affect 

the feasibility of installing the Morena Pipelines, 

as well as potentially increasing environmental 

impacts related to construction air quality 

emissions, operational energy, and long-term 

maintenance access.  
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F4-9 As presented in response F4-2, the City does not 

agree that there is a potentially significant risk for 

raw sewage leaks; therefore, no mitigation or 

alternative solutions are provided.  

F4-10 The commenter’s support of the project and 

preference for an alternative method with 

regard to pressurization of the Morena 

Wastewater Forcemain is noted and will be 

included in the administrative record for the 

Project as part of the Final EIR/EIS.  

F4-11 The Draft EIR/EIS is a combination EIR and EIS 

prepared for two different lead agencies and 

addresses a complex range of issues. The City 

has determined that the length of the EIR/EIS is 

necessary to present a thorough discussion of 

all relevant environmental issues. 

F4-12 Please refer to response F4-2. 

F4-13 Please refer to responses F4-14 through F4-27 

below for responses to the attached 

referenced Clairemont Times Article.  
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F4-14 This comment accurately summarizes the 

Project as presented in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

F4-15 Comment noted. 

F4-16 The commenter’s opinions of the facilities and 

associated technologies are noted and will be 

included in the administrative record for this 

Project as part of the Final EIR/EIS.  

F4-17 Please refer to response F4-2. 

F4-18 The statement from the Draft EIR/EIS 

referenced in this comment refers to the 

potential risk for encountering hazards during 

construction and subsurface excavation. No 

documented sites or cases have been recorded 

at the NCWRP, and therefore, the risk of 

encountering a site is considered low. No 

mitigation is required.  

F4-19 Please refer to response F4-2 above. 

F4-20 The Morena Pump Station would collect 

wastewater flows from a combination of four 

existing sanitary trunk sewers: the 78-inch 

North Mission Valley Interceptor, the 72-inch 

Morena Boulevard Interceptor No. 14, the 33-
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inch Morena Boulevard Trunk Sewer No. 11, 

and the 60-inch East Mission Bay Trunk Sewer 

No. 4. In order to sufficiently provide 30 million 

gallons per day of purified water, additional 

wastewater must be conveyed to the NCWRP 

compared to current conditions. The nearest 

location to the NCWRP that would provide the 

needed volume of wastewater in relation to 

existing sanitary trunk sewers is at the 

proposed location. Additionally, this location 

allows for continued flow of wastewater to the 

Point Loma Wastewater Treatment Plant, 

providing operational flexibility in allowing for 

a bypass mode where the Morena Pump 

Station could shut down at any time and the 

wastewater would flow to the Point Loma 

Wastewater Treatment Plant. As stated above, 

the City does not agree that the transport of 

sewage under pressurized conditions poses a 

significant risk of upset or leaks, and therefore, 

no mitigation would be required.  

F4-21 The University Community Planning Group’s 

opposition to the proposed location for the 

Morena Pipelines and preference for an 

alternate route crossing State Route (SR-) 52 

then heading north along Interstate (I-) 805, or 
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an alternate route which follows I-8 east to SR-

163 north to I-805 north, is noted and will be 

included in the administrative record for this 

Project as part of the Final EIR/EIS. As stated in 

the Caltrans Encroachment Manual, Chapter 

5, Section 606.1, “Caltrans’ policy prohibits the 

placement of longitudinal encroachments 

within controlled access rights-of-

way…[r]equests for placement of longitudinal 

encroachments are permitted only when 

approved through Caltrans’ design exception 

process, and approved by the DOD [Division 

of Design], Chief, when no other reasonable 

alternative is available, and it has been 

determined that there is available space” 

(Caltrans 2018a). Proposed longitudinal 

encroachments within the access control 

right-of-way of freeways or expressways on a 

highway identified as part of the freeway and 

expressway system are also prohibited per 

the Caltrans Project Development Procedures 

Manual, Chapter 17 (Caltrans 2018b). These 

policies and practices have been confirmed 

through City communications with Caltrans 

(Caltrans 2017). As such, the feasibility for an 

alternative route within freeway right-of-way 

is limited, and since impacts would not be 
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substantially reduced, are not considered 

further. A reasonable range of alternatives 

has been provided in the Draft EIR/EIS in 

compliance with the CEQA Guidelines Section 

15126.6(a). The City of San Diego has 

considered a variety of alternative routes for 

each of the proposed pipeline alignments, 

including the Morena Pipelines, as 

summarized in Section 3.7.2, Current 

Alternative Screening. However, modifications 

to the route of the Morena Pipelines were 

determined to (1) not substantially lessen the 

significant environmental effects of the 

Project or (2) be infeasible. Please refer to 

Responses to Comment Letter C4 (University 

City Planning Group) and specifically 

Response to Comment C4-5 regarding these 

suggested alignment alternatives. 

F4-22 The comment is noted. The comment does not 

raise specific issues related to the adequacy of 

the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS; 

therefore, no additional response is provided 

or required. 

F4-23 Please refer to responses F4-2 and F4-21 above. 
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F4-24 The text from the Draft EIR/EIS quoted in this 

comment does not refer to the City’s or other 

engineering design standards for the Morena 

Wastewater Forcemain. The “development 

regulations” that the City is not required to 

meet per Government Code Section 53091(e) 

include regulations such as height restrictions 

and setbacks of buildings. The design of the 

Morena Wastewater Forcemain will meet or 

exceed all City design standards, including 

those presented in the Sewer Design Guide 

(City of San Diego 2015a), and no impacts to 

citizen safety are anticipated.  

F4-25 The commenter’s support of the Project and 

opposition to the current design and proposed 

location for the Morena Wastewater Forcemain 

is noted and will be included in the 

administrative record for the Project as part of 

the Final EIR/EIS. 
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F4-26 This comment accurately summarizes contact 

information for the submittal of public 

comments as stated in the Project’s Public 

Notice of a Draft EIR. 

F4-27 This comment is noted and will be included in 

the administrative record for this Project as 

part of the Final EIR/EIS. 

F4-28 This comment is noted and will be included in 

the administrative record for this Project as 

part of the Final EIR/EIS. 
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Response to Comment Letter F5 

Megan Hanson 

November 9, 2017 

F5-1 The commenter’s opposition to the project is 

noted and will be included in the 

administrative record. 

F5-2 The wastewater forcemain would be designed 

and constructed such that the City does not 

agree that potential spills or pipe failure is 

likely. It would be constructed of welded steel 

pipe that has an inner mortar coating that is 

tape wrapped with a mortar shield coating on 

the outside. The pipe will be cathodically 

protected by an induced current to prevent 

corrosion, which is the primary reason for 

breakage of steel pipes. The pipe would be 

tested to a pressure that is 1.5 times higher 

than the proposed operational pressure to 

ensure structural integrity.  

As described in Section 3.5.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS, 

in the unlikely case of pipe failure, the North City 

Pure Water Facility (NCPWF) would be shut down 

until the pipe is repaired. In the event the 

NCPWF is shut down for any purpose, the 
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Morena Pump Station will also be shut down 

and go into a by-pass mode directing flows to 

the Point Loma Wastewater Treatment Plant. 

This information is further discussed in Section 

6.7, Geology and Soils, of the Draft EIR/EIS. The 

Morena Pump Station has several features 

incorporated into Project design to minimize risk 

from earthquakes and faulting, and more 

generally, pipeline breakage. Such features 

include vibratory alarms to trigger pump station 

shut down when sensing excessive vibrations or 

substantial changes in pressure, flexible 

connections between the Morena Pump Station 

and the Morena Wastewater Forcemain and 

Brine/Centrate Line (Morena Pipelines) in the 

event of differential settlement, pump station 

shut down in the event of a break in the pipeline, 

and structural setbacks outside of the fault zone. 

Specifically, a forcemain break or blockage 

triggers the immediate shutdown of the Morena 

Pump Station, and a break in the brine/centrate 

line triggers the immediate shutdown of the 

NCPWF. The automatic shutdown of the Morena 

Pump Station in the event of pipe breakage 

would prevent substantial wastewater spills 

from occurring. 
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 As a final precaution, the City has in place a 

Sewer Overflow Response and Tracking Plan 

(described in Section 5.9, Health and 

Safety/Hazards), to be implemented in the 

event of sanitary sewer overflow or spills. The 

Sewer Overflow Response and Tracking Plan 

documents the processes and procedures that 

ensure that all sanitary sewer overflows/spill 

are identified, responded to, investigated, and 

reported in an effective and timely manner 

(City of San Diego 2014).  

 The City has a successful history of 

conveying wastewater in pressurized 

forcemains. Over an approximate 7-year 

period (2010 through 2017), the City 

experienced approximately 4,525 gallons of 

wastewater released from pressurized 

forcemain breaks (City of San Diego 2017c). 

For the sake of reference, the City pumps 

over 100 million gallons of wastewater to the 

Point Loma Wastewater Treatment Plant 

each day; hence, the City’s history with 

preventing forcemain leaks has been highly 

successful. Therefore, in addition to the 

North City Project design and Sewer 

Overflow Response and Tracking Plan, the 
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City firmly believes that wastewater spills 

would not be likely. 

F5-3 The commenter’s preference for an alternative 

alignment for the Morena Pipelines is noted 

and will be included in the administrative 

record for the Project as part of the Final 

EIR/EIS. A reasonable range of alternatives has 

been provided in the Draft EIR/EIS in 

compliance with CEQA Guidelines Section 

15126.6(a). The City of San Diego has 

considered a variety of alternative routes for 

each of the proposed pipeline alignments, 

including the Morena Pipelines, as summarized 

in Section 3.7.2, Current Alternative Screening. 

However, modifications to the route of the 

Morena Pipelines were determined to (1) not 

substantially lessen the significant 

environmental effects of the Project or (2) be 

infeasible. As such, a more detailed analysis is 

not required. Please also refer to response F5-2.  

F5-4 The commenter’s preference for an alternative 

alignment within Interstate 8 and State Route 

163 is noted. As stated in the Caltrans 

Encroachment Manual, Chapter 5, Section 606.1, 

“Caltrans’ policy prohibits the placement of 
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longitudinal encroachments within controlled 

access rights-of-way…[r]equests for placement 

of longitudinal encroachments are permitted 

only when approved through Caltrans’ design 

exception process, and approved by the DOD 

[Division of Design], Chief, when no other 

reasonable alternative is available, and it has 

been determined that there is available space” 

(Caltrans 2018a). Proposed longitudinal 

encroachments within the access control right-

of-way of freeways or expressways on a highway 

identified as part of the freeway and expressway 

system are also prohibited per the Caltrans 

Project Development Procedures Manual, 

Chapter 17 (Caltrans 2018b). These policies and 

practices have been confirmed through City 

communications with Caltrans (Caltrans 2017). 

As such, the feasibility for an alternative route 

within freeway right-of-way is limited, and 

because impacts would not be substantially 

reduced, are not considered further. Please refer 

to response F5-3. 

F5-5 Comment noted.  

 



NORTH CITY PROJECT EIR/EIS 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

February 2018 F5-6 9420-04 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

 



NORTH CITY PROJECT EIR/EIS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

February 2018 F6-1 9420-04 

Response to Comment Letter F6 

Jessica Saffell-Bowlin 

November 9, 2017 

F6-1 The commenter’s preference for an alternative 

alignment along freeway right-of-way is noted. 

A reasonable range of alternatives has been 

provided in the Draft EIR/EIS in compliance 

with the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a). 

The City of San Diego has considered a variety 

of alternative routes for each of the proposed 

pipeline alignments, including the Morena 

Pipelines, as summarized in Section 3.7.2, 

Current Alternative Screening. However, 

modifications to the route of the Morena 

Pipelines were determined to (1) not 

substantially lessen the significant 

environmental effects of the Project or (2) be 

infeasible. As such, a more detailed analysis is 

not required.  

As stated in the Caltrans Encroachment Manual, 

Chapter 5, Section 606.1, “Caltrans’ policy 

prohibits the placement of longitudinal 

encroachments within controlled access rights-

of-way…[r]equests for placement of longitudinal 
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encroachments are permitted only when 

approved through Caltrans’ design exception 

process, and approved by the DOD [Division of 

Design], Chief, when no other reasonable 

alternative is available, and it has been 

determined that there is available space” 

(Caltrans 2018a). Proposed longitudinal 

encroachments within the access control right-

of-way of freeways or expressways on a highway 

identified as part of the freeway and expressway 

system are also prohibited per the Caltrans 

Project Development Procedures Manual, 

Chapter 17 (Caltrans 2018b). These policies and 

practices have been confirmed through City 

communications with Caltrans (Caltrans 2017).  

As such, the feasibility for an alternative route 

within freeway right-of-way is limited, and since 

impacts would not be substantially reduced, are 

not considered further.  

F6-2 Comment noted. 
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Response to Comment Letter F7 

Diane Ahern 

November 10, 2017 

F7-1 Comment noted. 

F7-2 The commenter’s preference for an alternative 

alignment for the Morena Pipelines is noted and 

will be included in the administrative record for 

the Project as part of the Final EIR/EIS. A 

reasonable range of alternatives has been 

provided in the Draft EIR/EIS in compliance with 

the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a). The City 

of San Diego has considered a variety of 

alternative routes for each of the proposed 

pipeline alignments, including the Morena 

Pipelines, as summarized in Section 3.7.2, Current 

Alternative Screening. However, modifications to 

the route of the Morena Pipelines were 

determined to (1) not substantially lessen the 

significant environmental effects of the Project or 

(2) be infeasible.  

Since no specific alternative routes are 

provided by the commenter, no additional 

clarifications or rationale can be provided.  
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Response to Comment Letter F8 

Bruce McArthur 

November 10, 2017 

F8-1 The wastewater forcemain would be designed 

and constructed such that the City does not 

agree that potential spills or pipe failure is 

likely. It would be constructed of welded steel 

pipe that has an inner mortar coating that is 

tape wrapped with a mortar shield coating on 

the outside. The pipe will be cathodically 

protected by an induced current to prevent 

corrosion, which is the primary reason for 

breakage of steel pipes. The pipe would be 

tested to a pressure that is 1.5 times higher 

than the proposed operational pressure to 

ensure structural integrity. 

As described in Section 3.5.2 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS, in the unlikely case of pipe failure, the 

North City Pure Water Facility (NCPWF) would 

be shut down until the pipe is repaired. In the 

event the NCPWF is shut down for any 

purpose, the Morena Pump Station will also be 

shut down and go into a by-pass mode 

directing flows to the Point Loma Wastewater 
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Treatment Plant. This information is further 

discussed in Section 6.7, Geology and Soils, of 

the Draft EIR/EIS. The Morena Pump Station 

has several features incorporated into Project 

design to minimize risk from earthquakes and 

faulting, and more generally, pipeline 

breakage. Such features include vibratory 

alarms to trigger pump station shut down 

when sensing excessive vibrations, flexible 

connections between the Morena Pump 

Station and the Morena Wastewater Forcemain 

and Brine/Centrate Line (Morena Pipelines) in 

the event of differential settlement, pump 

station shut down in the event of a break in the 

pipeline, and structural setbacks outside of the 

fault zone. Specifically, a forcemain break or 

blockage triggers the immediate shutdown of 

the Morena Pump Station, and a break in the 

brine/centrate line triggers the immediate 

shutdown of the NCPWF. The automatic 

shutdown of the Morena Pump Station in the 

event of pipe breakage would prevent 

substantial wastewater spills from occurring. 

 As a final precaution, the City has in place a 

Sewer Overflow Response and Tracking Plan 

(described in Section 5.9, Health and 



NORTH CITY PROJECT EIR/EIS 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

February 2018 F8-3 9420-04 

Safety/Hazards), to be implemented in the 

event of sanitary sewer overflow or spills. The 

Sewer Overflow Response and Tracking Plan 

documents the processes and procedures that 

ensure that all sanitary sewer overflows/spill 

are identified, responded to, investigated, and 

reported in an effective and timely manner 

(City of San Diego 2014). 

 The City has a successful history of conveying 

wastewater in pressurized forcemains. Over an 

approximate 7-year period (2010 through 

2017), the City experienced approximately 

4,525 gallons of wastewater released from 

pressurized forcemain breaks (City of San 

Diego 2017c). For the sake of reference, the 

City pumps over 100 million gallons of 

wastewater to the Point Loma Wastewater 

Treatment Plant each day; hence, the City’s 

history with preventing forcemain leaks has 

been highly successful. Therefore, in addition 

to the North City Project design and Sewer 

Overflow Response and Tracking Plan, the City 

firmly believes that wastewater spills would 

not be likely. 
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Response to Comment Letter F9 

Bruce Miller 

November 11, 2017 

F9-1 The commenter’s preference for an alternative 

alignment is noted and will be included in the 

administrative record for the Project as part of 

the Final EIR/EIS. A reasonable range of 

alternatives has been provided in the Draft 

EIR/EIS in compliance with the CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15126.6(a). The City of San Diego has 

considered a variety of alternative routes for each 

of the proposed pipeline alignments, including 

the Morena Pipelines, as summarized in Section 

3.7.2, Current Alternative Screening. However, 

modifications to the route of the Morena 

Pipelines were determined to (1) not substantially 

lessen the significant environmental effects of the 

Project or (2) be infeasible. 

F9-2 Public safety was analyzed in several sections 

of the Draft EIR/EIS, including Section 6.3, Air 

Quality and Odor; Section 6.7, Geology and 

Soils; Section 6.9, Health and Safety Hazards; 

and Section 6.14, Public Services.  
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 Regarding faulting, as discussed in Section 6.7, 

Geology and Soils, the Morena Pipelines (which 

are the Project components closest to the Rose 

Canyon Fault Zone) have been specifically 

designed and engineered to avoid adverse 

effects in the case of an earthquake, such as 

might occur along the Rose Canyon Fault Zone. 

 The wastewater forcemain would be designed 

and constructed such that the City does not agree 

that potential spills or pipe failure is likely. It 

would be constructed of welded steel pipe that 

has an inner mortar coating that is tape wrapped 

with a mortar shield coating on the outside. The 

pipe will be cathodically protected by an induced 

current to prevent corrosion, which is the primary 

reason for breakage of steel pipes. The pipe 

would be tested to a pressure that is 1.5 times 

higher than the proposed operational pressure to 

ensure structural integrity.  

 As described in Section 3.5.2 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS, in the unlikely case of pipe failure, the 

North City Pure Water Facility (NCPWF) would 

be shut down until the pipe is repaired. In the 

event the NCPWF is shut down for any purpose, 

the Morena Pump Station will also be shut 
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down and go into a by-pass mode directing 

flows to the Point Loma Wastewater Treatment 

Plant. This information is further discussed in 

Section 6.7, Geology and Soils, of the Draft 

EIR/EIS. The Morena Pump Station has several 

features incorporated into Project design to 

minimize risk from earthquakes and faulting, 

and more generally, pipeline breakage. Such 

features include vibratory alarms to trigger 

pump station shut down when sensing 

excessive vibrations or substantial changes in 

pressure, flexible connections between the 

Morena Pump Station and the Morena 

Wastewater Forcemain and Brine/Centrate Line 

(Morena Pipelines) in the event of differential 

settlement, pump station shut down in the 

event of a break in the pipeline, and structural 

setbacks outside of the fault zone. Specifically, a 

forcemain break or blockage triggers the 

immediate shutdown of the Morena Pump 

Station, and a break in the brine/centrate line 

triggers the immediate shutdown of the 

NCPWF. The automatic shutdown of the 

Morena Pump Station in the event of pipe 

breakage would prevent substantial wastewater 

spills from occurring. 
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 As a final precaution, the City has in place a Sewer 

Overflow Response and Tracking Plan (described 

in Section 5.9, Health and Safety/Hazards), to be 

implemented in the event of sanitary sewer 

overflow or spills. The Sewer Overflow Response 

and Tracking Plan documents the processes and 

procedures that ensure that all sanitary sewer 

overflows/spill are identified, responded to, 

investigated, and reported in an effective and 

timely manner (City of San Diego 2014). 

 The City has a successful history of conveying 

wastewater in pressurized forcemains. Over an 

approximate 7-year period (2010 through 2017), 

the City experienced approximately 4,525 

gallons of wastewater released from pressurized 

forcemain breaks (City of San Diego 2017c). For 

the sake of reference, the City pumps over 100 

million gallons of wastewater to the Point Loma 

Wastewater Treatment Plant each day; hence, 

the City’s history with preventing forcemain leaks 

has been highly successful. Therefore, in 

addition to the North City Project design and 

Sewer Overflow Response and Tracking Plan, the 

City firmly believes that wastewater spills would 

not be likely. 
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F9-3 Please refer to response F9-1. As stated in the 

Caltrans Encroachment Manual, Chapter 5, 

Section 606.1, “Caltrans’ policy prohibits the 

placement of longitudinal encroachments within 

controlled access rights-of-way…[r]equests for 

placement of longitudinal encroachments are 

permitted only when approved through Caltrans’ 

design exception process, and approved by the 

DOD [Division of Design], Chief, when no other 

reasonable alternative is available, and it has 

been determined that there is available space” 

(Caltrans 2018a). Proposed longitudinal 

encroachments within the access control right-

of-way of freeways or expressways on a highway 

identified as part of the freeway and expressway 

system are also prohibited per the Caltrans 

Project Development Procedures Manual, 

Chapter 17 (Caltrans 2018b). These policies and 

practices have been confirmed through City 

communications with Caltrans (Caltrans 2017). 

As such, the feasibility for an alternative route 

within freeway right-of-way is limited, and since 

impacts would not be substantially reduced, are 

not considered further. 
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INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
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Response to Comment Letter F10 

Maria T 

November 13, 2017 

F10-1 The commenter’s preference for an alternative 

alignment for the Morena Pipelines is noted 

and will be included in the administrative 

record for the Project as part of the Final 

EIR/EIS. A reasonable range of alternatives has 

been provided in the Draft EIR/EIS in 

compliance with the CEQA Guidelines Section 

15126.6(a). The City of San Diego has 

considered a variety of alternative routes for 

each of the proposed pipeline alignments, 

including the Morena Pipelines, as summarized 

in Section 3.7.2, Current Alternative Screening. 

However, modifications to the route of the 

Morena Pipelines were determined to (1) not 

substantially lessen the significant 

environmental effects of the Project or (2) be 

infeasible. As such, a more detailed analysis is 

not required. 

An alternative alignment in Tecolote Canyon 

would be infeasible since it would conflict with 

City Council policies 400-13 and 400-14 that 
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prohibit new wastewater forcemains in canyons 

and other environmentally sensitive lands (City 

of San Diego 2002a and City of San Diego 

2002b). This alternative route would also conflict 

with the City’s Sewer Design Guide that 

encourages construction of sewer utilities within 

roadway right-of-way (City of San Diego 2015a). 

F10-2 The comment is noted. The comment does 

not raise specific issues related to the 

adequacy of the environmental analysis in 

the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response 

is provided or required. 

F10-3 The wastewater forcemain would be designed 

and constructed such that the City does not agree 

that potential spills or pipe failure is likely. It 

would be constructed of welded steel pipe that 

has an inner mortar coating that is tape wrapped 

with a mortar shield coating on the outside. The 

pipe will be cathodically protected by an induced 

current to prevent corrosion, which is the primary 

reason for breakage of steel pipes. The pipe 

would be tested to a pressure that is 1.5 times 

higher than the proposed operational pressure to 

ensure structural integrity.  
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 As described in Section 3.5.2 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS, in the unlikely case of pipe failure, the 

North City Pure Water Facility (NCPWF) would 

be shut down until the pipe is repaired. In the 

event the NCPWF is shut down for any purpose, 

the Morena Pump Station will also be shut 

down and go into a by-pass mode directing 

flows to the Point Loma Wastewater Treatment 

Plant. This information is further discussed in 

Section 6.7, Geology and Soils, of the Draft 

EIR/EIS. The Morena Pump Station has several 

features incorporated into Project design to 

minimize risk from earthquakes and faulting, 

and more generally, pipeline breakage. Such 

features include vibratory alarms to trigger 

pump station shut down when sensing 

excessive vibrations or substantial changes in 

pressure, flexible connections between the 

Morena Pump Station and the Morena 

Wastewater Forcemain and Brine/Centrate Line 

(Morena Pipelines) in the event of differential 

settlement, pump station shut down in the 

event of a break in the pipeline, and structural 

setbacks outside of the fault zone. Specifically, a 

forcemain break or blockage triggers the 

immediate shutdown of the Morena Pump 

Station, and a break in the brine/centrate line 
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triggers the immediate shutdown of the 

NCPWF. The automatic shutdown of the 

Morena Pump Station in the event of pipe 

breakage would prevent substantial wastewater 

spills from occurring. 

 As a final precaution, the City has in place a 

Sewer Overflow Response and Tracking Plan 

(described in Section 5.9, Health and 

Safety/Hazards), to be implemented in the 

event of sanitary sewer overflow or spills. The 

Sewer Overflow Response and Tracking Plan 

documents the processes and procedures that 

ensure that all sanitary sewer overflows/spill 

are identified, responded to, investigated, and 

reported in an effective and timely manner (City 

of San Diego 2014). 

 The City has a successful history of conveying 

wastewater in pressurized forcemains. Over an 

approximate 7-year period (2010 through 2017), 

the City experienced approximately 4,525 

gallons of wastewater released from pressurized 

forcemain breaks (City of San Diego 2017c). For 

the sake of reference, the City pumps over 100 

million gallons of wastewater to the Point Loma 

Wastewater Treatment Plant each day; hence, 
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the City’s history with preventing forcemain leaks 

has been highly successful. Therefore, in 

addition to the North City Project design and 

Sewer Overflow Response and Tracking Plan, the 

City firmly believes that wastewater spills would 

not be likely. 

F10-4  The comment is noted. The comment does 

not raise specific issues related to the 

adequacy of the environmental analysis in 

the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response 

is provided or required. 

F10-5 The commenter’s objections to the Project are 

noted and will be included in the administrative 

record for the Project as part of the Final EIR/EIS. 
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INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
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Response to Comment Letter F11 

Janay Kruger 

November 19, 2017 

F11-1 Comment noted. 

F11-2 The commenter’s preference for an alternative 

alignment for the Morena Pipelines is noted 

and will be included in the administrative 

record for the Project as part of the Final 

EIR/EIS. A reasonable range of alternatives has 

been provided in the Draft EIR/EIS in 

compliance with the CEQA Guidelines Section 

15126.6(a). The City of San Diego has 

considered a variety of alternative routes for 

each of the proposed pipeline alignments, 

including the Morena Pipelines, as summarized 

in Section 3.7.2, Current Alternative Screening. 

However, modifications to the route of the 

Morena Pipelines were determined to (1) not 

substantially lessen the significant 

environmental effects of the Project or (2) be 

infeasible. As such, a more detailed analysis is 

not required. 

The alternative routes proposed by the 

University Community Planning Group (UCPG) 
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would not substantially lessen the 

environmental effects of the Project. The UCPG 

alignment labeled as “Route 52 & 805” and the 

one labeled as the “Claremont Mesa 

Boulevard” alignment would follow the same 

route for the first two-thirds of the alignment 

and would result in similar significant and 

unavoidable traffic and noise impacts related 

to the construction of the Morena Pipelines. 

The “SDG&E” alignment would have various 

geotechnical constraints, would result in 

greater air quality and noise impacts from 

additional tunneling, and would have 

potentially greater wetland impacts at 

entrance and exit pit locations along the 

trenchless tunnels.  

 Additionally, pipeline construction within 

freeway right-of-way would require California 

Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 

approval; City communications with Caltrans 

has determined that this approval would not 

be granted (Caltrans XXXX). As such, the 

feasibility for an alternative route within 

freeway right-of-way is limited. Alternative 

alignments in canyons or SDG&E right-of-way 

would similarly be infeasible since it would 
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conflict with City Council policies 400-13 and 

400-14 that prohibit new wastewater force 

mains in canyons and other environmentally 

sensitive lands (City of San Diego 2002a and 

City of San Diego 2002b) and/or the City’s 

Sewer Design Guide that encourages 

construction of sewer utilities within roadway 

right-of-way (City of San Diego 2015a). 

F11-3 Water pipes fail much more frequently than 

sewage pipes and are not a good 

representation of the potential for failure of 

the Morena Pipelines. The wastewater 

forcemain would be designed and constructed 

such that the City does not agree that potential 

spills or pipe failure is likely. It would be 

constructed of welded steel pipe that has an 

inner mortar coating that is tape wrapped with 

a mortar shield coating on the outside. The 

pipe will be cathodically protected by an 

induced current to prevent corrosion, which is 

the primary reason for breakage of steel pipes. 

The pipe would be tested to a pressure that is 

1.5 times higher than the proposed 

operational pressure to ensure structural 

integrity. The City has provided this additional 

clarification of the wastewater forcemain 
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design within Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/EIS. 

Minor revisions made do not affect the 

conclusions of the Final EIR/EIS. In accordance 

with CEQA Section 15088.5(b), the addition of 

new information that clarifies, amplifies, or 

makes insignificant modifications does not 

require recirculation. 

 As described in Section 3.5.2 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS, in the unlikely case of pipe failure, the 

North City Pure Water Facility (NCPWF) would 

be shut down until the pipe is repaired. In the 

event the NCPWF is shut down for any 

purpose, the Morena Pump Station will also be 

shut down and go into a by-pass mode 

directing flows to the Point Loma Wastewater 

Treatment Plant. This information is further 

discussed in Section 6.7, Geology and Soils, of 

the Draft EIR/EIS. The Morena Pump Station 

has several features incorporated into Project 

design to minimize risk from earthquakes and 

faulting, and more generally, pipeline 

breakage. Such features include vibratory 

alarms to trigger pump station shut down 

when sensing excessive vibrations, flexible 

connections between the Morena Pump 

Station and the Morena Wastewater Forcemain 
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and Brine/Centrate Line (Morena Pipelines) in 

the event of differential settlement, pump 

station shut down in the event of a break in the 

pipeline, and structural setbacks outside of the 

fault zone. Specifically, a forcemain break or 

blockage triggers the immediate shutdown of 

the Morena Pump Station, and a break in the 

brine/centrate line triggers the immediate 

shutdown of the NCPWF. The automatic 

shutdown of the Morena Pump Station in the 

event of pipe breakage would prevent 

substantial wastewater spills from occurring. 

 As a final precaution, the City has in place a 

Sewer Overflow Response and Tracking Plan 

(described in Section 5.9, Health and 

Safety/Hazards), to be implemented in the 

event of sanitary sewer overflow or spills. The 

Sewer Overflow Response and Tracking Plan 

documents the processes and procedures that 

ensure that all sanitary sewer overflows/spill 

are identified, responded to, investigated, and 

reported in an effective and timely manner 

(City of San Diego 2014). 
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F11-4 Potential impacts of the Proposed Action on 

traffic circulation are fully analyzed in Section 

6.16, Transportation, Circulation, and Parking, 

of the Draft EIR/EIS. As discussed in the Draft 

EIR/EIS, construction of proposed pipelines 

alignments would consist of daytime, 

nighttime, modified/reduced, or weekend work 

hours based on surrounding land uses and to 

avoid peak hour traffic to the extent feasible. 

Please refer to Section 5.16.2 for a detailed 

discussion of proposed construction and work 

hours within roadways. 

As discussed in Section 6.14, Public Services, of 

the Draft EIR/EIS, construction of pipelines 

would have the potential to temporarily and 

partially affect emergency access. In all cases, 

pipeline construction within roadways would 

result only in temporary partial closures, with 

movement along the roadway and access to 

surrounding properties maintained at all 

times. Additionally, as discussed in Section 

6.16, Transportation, Circulation, and Parking, 

of the Draft EIR/EIS, a traffic control 

plan/permit will be submitted per the City of 

San Diego requirements for all roadway 

segments where construction will occur. As per 
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the requirements of the traffic control 

plan/permit, the contractor shall notify police 

and fire departments 5 working days prior to 

starting work. Additionally, all construction 

contracts have conditions mandating 

emergency access into and through the site at 

all times. 
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INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
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Response to Comment Letter F12 

Briggs Law Corporation 

Cory J. Briggs 

November 19, 2017 

F12-1 Comment noted. This comment introduces 

specific attached comments that are 

responded to individually below. 
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F12-2 Section 15141 of the CEQA Guidelines merely 

suggests page limits for the text of draft EIRs, 

and the suggested limits are not a regulatory 

requirement. The Draft EIR/EIS is a 

combination EIR and EIS prepared for two 

different lead agencies and addresses a 

complex range of issues. The City has 

determined that the length of the Draft EIR/EIS 

is necessary to present a thorough discussion 

of all relevant environmental issues.  

F12-3 Again, the CEQA Guidelines merely suggests 

general “Writing” guidelines in Section 15140. 

The Draft EIR/EIS discusses especially technical 

issues related to water and wastewater 

treatment and associated processes. The City 

has made every attempt to present this 

information in accessible language and to use 

graphics where feasible to further the 

understanding of readers. 

F12-4 In compliance with Section 15201 of the 

CEQA Guidelines, the City made every 

provision possible to ensure for wide public 

involvement, including posting the Draft 

EIR/EIS in two locations on the City website: 

http://www.sandiego.gov/city-clerk/officialdocs/ 
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notices/index.shtml and https://www.sandiego.gov/ 

water/purewater/purewatersd/reports.  

 In compliance with Section 15082 of the CEQA 

Guidelines, the City’s Development Services 

Department circulated the Notice of 

Preparation and Scoping Letter to interested 

agencies, groups, and individuals on August 4, 

2016, for a 30-day public scoping period. In 

addition, public scoping meetings were held on 

August 23, 2016, at the Scripps Miramar Ranch 

Public Library, and on August 25, 2016, at the 

City’s Public Utilities Department, to gather 

additional public input. Comments received 

during the Notice of Preparation public scoping 

period and meetings were considered during 

the preparation of this Draft EIR/EIS and are 

included in Appendix A of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

 The Development Services Department 

published and distributed the Public Notice of 

a Draft EIR on September 7, 2017. The 

Development Services Department granted a 

request to extend the review period to 

November 21, 2017. The additional time is in 

accordance with San Diego Municipal Code 

Section 128.0307, which allows for an 
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additional review period not to exceed 14 

calendar days. In addition, a public workshop 

was held on October 11, 2017, at the Public 

Utilities Department. Public comments were 

received both orally (recorded via court 

reporter) and in writing at the workshop.    

 The City of San Diego has conducted 

numerous public outreach efforts related to 

the Pure Water Program, including the North 

City Project, beyond the required noticing for 

the Draft EIR/EIS. These efforts include, but are 

not limited to, community planning group 

meeting presentations, tours of the Pure Water 

Facility (since 2011), staffing booths at 

community events throughout San Diego (both 

past and future), distribution of Project 

information within the annual Drinking Water 

Quality Report that is mailed to addresses 

within San Diego, and outreach through social 

media. Further information regarding public 

outreach for the Pure Water Program can be 

found at the following website: 

https://www.sandiego.gov/water/purewater/ 

purewatersd/involvement. 

 Refer also to responses F12-2 and F12-3. 
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F12-5 Please refer to responses F12-2 and F12-3. It 

should also be noted that the City granted a 

14-day extension to the public review period in 

order to allow additional time for review of the 

document under CEQA. Additionally, the 

federal public review period under NEPA 

closed on January 8, 2018. 

F12-6 Comment noted. 
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F12-7 This comment accurately describes the route 

of the Morena Wastewater Forcemain and 

Brine/Centrate Pipeline (Morena Pipelines), a 

component of the Project, as presented in the 

Draft EIR/EIS.  

F12-8 As discussed in Chapter 3, Alternatives, of the 

Draft EIR/EIS, CEQA requires a discussion of 

alternatives to the project be provided. 

Specifically, Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA 

Guidelines states that an EIR shall, “[d]escribe a 

range of reasonable alternatives to the project, 

or to the location of the project, which would 

feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the 

project but would avoid or substantially lessen 

any of the significant effects of the project, and 

evaluate the comparative merits of the 

alternatives.” Section 15126.6(f) further states, 

“The range of alternatives required in an EIR is 

governed by a ‘rule of reason’ that requires the 

EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary 

to permit a reasoned choice.” This is defined in 

the same section of the CEQA Guidelines as not 

meaning every conceivable alternative to the 

project, but only a reasonable range of 

potentially feasible alternatives.  
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 Additionally, an EIR must consider a 

reasonable range of alternatives to the project, 

or to the location of the project, which (1) offer 

substantial environmental advantages over the 

project proposal and (2) may be feasibly 

accomplished in a successful manner 

considering the economic, environmental, 

social, and technological factors involved 

(South County Citizens for Smart Growth v. 

County of Nevada, 221 Cal.App.4th 316 (2013)). 

 The City of San Diego disagrees that a 

reasonable range of alternatives was not 

considered in the Draft EIR/EIS. The City has 

conducted an extensive analysis of alternative 

routes for each of the proposed pipeline 

alignments as summarized in Section 3.7.2, 

Current Alternative Screening, including the 

Morena Pipelines.  

 The comment is unclear which specific suggested 

alternative routes are referenced. However, 

based on the comment letter provided by the 

University Community Planning Group (UCPG), 

three alternative routes for the Morena Pipelines 

are proposed by UCPG.  
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 The first alternative alignment proposed by 

UCPG is labeled as the “Route 52 & 805” 

alignment and is shown in blue on the graphic 

provided by UCPG. This alternative alignment 

would follow the same route along the 

southern two-thirds of the alignment and 

would likely result in the same noise and traffic 

impacts as the proposed alignment within this 

area; therefore, this alternative route would 

not alleviate the significant and unavoidable 

impacts that would result with construction of 

the Morena Pipelines. Noise and traffic impacts 

occurring within the UCPG area would merely 

be transferred east to other communities and 

would also result in significant and 

unavoidable impacts. Additionally, this 

alternative alignment would require 

longitudinal encroachments in California 

Department of Transportation (Caltrans) right-

of-way for construction of the pipelines within 

both State Route 52 (SR-52) and Interstate 805 

(I-805). As stated in the Caltrans Encroachment 

Manual, Chapter 5, Section 606.1, “Caltrans’ 

policy prohibits the placement of longitudinal 

encroachments within controlled access rights-

of-way…[r]equests for placement of 

longitudinal encroachments are permitted only 
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when approved through Caltrans’ design 

exception process, and approved by the DOD 

[Division of Design], Chief, when no other 

reasonable alternative is available, and it has 

been determined that there is available space” 

(Caltrans 2018a). Proposed longitudinal 

encroachments within the access control right-

of-way of freeways or expressways on a 

highway identified as part of the freeway and 

expressway system are also prohibited per the 

Caltrans Project Development Procedures 

Manual, Chapter 17 (Caltrans 2018b). These 

policies and practices have been confirmed 

through City communications with Caltrans 

(Caltrans 2017). Therefore, this alternative 

alignment is not considered feasible. 

 The second alternative alignment proposed by 

UCPG is labeled as the “SDG&E” alignment and is 

shown in yellow on the graphic provided by 

UCPG. This route was considered and evaluated 

by the City for its potential to reduce impacts to 

the community, in particular construction-

related impacts associated with noise and traffic. 

However, this alternative would require 

tunneling along its entire length, and extreme 

low points along the alignment would require 
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excavation of very deep tunnel shafts. Therefore, 

there is an elevated risk that the pipeline could 

be impacted by geotechnical conditions. There is 

also an increased risk to existing facilities due to 

settlement or vibration from the tunneling work. 

Tunneling methods involve machinery that is 

more energy intensive and hence would result in 

greater air quality impacts during construction. 

Tunneling equipment would also result in higher 

noise and vibration levels. Further, this 

alternative route would have wetland and other 

biological impacts within sensitive canyon areas 

at entrance and exit pit locations along the 

trenchless tunnels. This alternative would 

increase the potential for impacts to unknown 

buried cultural resources.  As such, this 

alternative alignment would not substantially 

lessen the significant environmental effects of 

the Project. Additionally, the alternative 

alignment would be infeasible since it would 

conflict with City Council policies 400-13 and 400-

14 that prohibit new wastewater forcemains in 

canyons and other environmentally sensitive 

lands (City of San Diego 2002a, 2002b). This 

alternative route would also conflict with the 

City’s Sewer Design Guide that encourages 

construction of sewer utilities within roadway 
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right-of-way (City of San Diego 2015a). This 

alternative would also require easements from 

both SDG&E and Marine Corps Air Station 

(MCAS) Miramar. MCAS Miramar would not 

support a new utility easement and directed the 

City to research areas along existing easements 

for future projects. 

 The final alternative alignment proposed by 

UCPG is labeled as the “Clairemont Mesa 

Boulevard” alignment and is shown in green on 

the graphic provided by UCPG.  Similar to the 

first alternative alignment proposed by UCPG, 

this alternative would not substantially reduce 

traffic or noise impacts. The route would be 

the same for the first two-thirds of the 

alignment and would result in similar 

significant and unavoidable traffic and noise 

impacts related to the construction of the 

Morena Pipelines. Traffic and noise impacts 

along Genesee Avenue for the northern 

portion of the route would merely be 

transferred east along Clairemont Mesa 

Boulevard. Additionally, the alignment would 

impact wetlands and other environmentally 

sensitive resources on MCAS Miramar along 

the Landfill Gas (LFG) Pipeline route. As such, 
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this alternative alignment would not 

substantially lessen the significant 

environmental effects of the Project. 

F12-9 It is unclear which alternative pipeline 

alignment is being referred to in this comment, 

although it is assumed the commenter is 

referring to Alternative Alignment No. 2 (the 

“SDG&E Alignment”). Refer to response F12-8 

regarding this suggested alternative alignment. 

As described in response F12-8, cost is not the 

only variable when determining the proposed 

alignment. In addition to the environmental 

reasons, other variables for consideration of 

pipeline alignments include length, 

construction duration, hydraulic profile, 

operation and maintenance limitations, utility 

conflict, and community effects.  
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F12-10 Refer to response F12-8. The Plant Siting and 

Pipe Alignment Study, dated February 2, 2015, 

prepared by Brown and Caldwell, as well as 

Appendix B of the 10% Design Report (MWH 

Americas and Brown and Caldwell 2016), which 

contain additional information regarding the 

City’s evaluation of alternative pipeline 

alignments for the Morena Pipelines, were 

cited in Section 3.7.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS. As 

stated in the Public Notice of a Draft EIR, 

technical reports and documents, including all 

of those cited in the Draft EIR/EIS, were 

available to the public by request and were 

provided to UCPG in response to their request. 

F12-11 Please refer to responses F12-8 and F12-10. An 

EIR must only present a reasonable range of 

alternatives, and not all feasible alternatives.  

F12-12 The City acknowledges that the alternative routes 

proposed by the UCPG along I-805. Please refer 

to response F12-8 regarding this suggested 

alternative. Suggested modifications to the 

alignment of the Morena Pipelines are not 

considerably different to the alignment already 

analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS and therefore, a 

more detailed analysis is not required.  
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F12-13 Although cost is one factor the City considered in 

determining the feasibility of the proposed 

pipeline alignments, other technical and 

environmental considerations were also 

considered. Refer to responses F12-8 and F12-12.  

F12-14  The commenter’s preference for an alternative 

alignment is noted and will be included in the 

administrative record for this project. Impacts 

related to noise, traffic, and disruption of 

ecological habitats are analyzed in Sections 

6.12, 6.16, and 6.4, respectively. The City would 

like to note that the commenter is incorrect 

regarding the potential impacts resulting from 

implementation of the proposed Morena 

Pipelines alignment. As discussed in Section 

6.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR/EIS, 

the Morena Pipelines would not impact 

wetlands. Additionally, the Morena Pipelines 

would not result in the removal of trees. 
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F12-15 This comment accurately summarizes the 

Project objectives as listed in Chapter 1 of the 

Draft EIR/EIS. While the City agrees that 

alternative alignments for the Morena 

Pipelines would meet the Project objectives, 

the City does not concur that these alternative 

alignments would substantially lessen the 

significant effects of the Project.    

F12-16 Please refer to response F12-8. The City 

would like to note that the commenter is 

incorrect regarding the potential impacts 

resulting from implementation of the 

proposed Morena Pipelines alignment. As 

discussed in Section 6.4, Biological 

Resources, of the Draft EIR/EIS, the Morena 

Pipelines would not impact wetlands. 

F12-17 Please refer to response F12-8. 
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F12-18 Section 15364 of the CEQA Guidelines defines 

“feasible” as “capable of being accomplished in 

a successful manner within a reasonable 

period of time, taking into account economic, 

environmental, legal, social, and technological 

factors.” Please note that many different 

alternative alignments may be considered 

“feasible” to engineer; however, that does not 

always translate to feasible to implement. 

Other factors, such as lack of reduction of 

environmental impacts, as described in 

responses F12-8 and F12-9, render the 

suggested alternative infeasible. 

F12-19 Please refer to responses F12-8 and F12-13. 

F12-20 Please refer to response F12-13. The City has 

determined that no clarification or revisions 

are required to the Draft EIR/EIS as a result of 

this comment; the Draft EIR/EIS meets all 

CEQA requirements.  

F12-21 Comment noted. The comment cites prior case 

law, and does not require further response. 
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F12-22 Comment noted. The comment cites portions of 

the Draft EIR/EIS’s noise section (Section 6.12) 

pertaining to the construction noise impacts, 

and does not require further response. 

F12-23 Construction noise impacts were addressed in 

Section 6.12.3.2 (Impacts) of the Draft EIR/EIS, 

as well as in Section 5.0 (Project Impacts 

Analysis) of the North City EIR/EIS Noise 

Technical Report (Appendix H of the Draft 

EIR/EIS). As stated in these documents, the 

nearest noise-sensitive receptors would be 

located along the North City Pipeline and the 

Morena Pipelines. The relevant information as 

it relates to residents within the University City 

neighborhoods is the estimated noise levels 

from the Morena Pipelines Project component, 

in which the nearest residences would be 

located approximately 150 feet from the 

alignment, at which time the loudest 

construction noise levels would be 

approximately 76 A-weighted decibels 

equivalent sound level (dBA Leq). It was 

acknowledged in the Draft EIR/EIS and Noise 

Technical Report that construction noise levels 

could exceed the City of San Diego’s noise 

standard for construction of 75 dBA Leq over a 
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12-hour period, and that slightly more than 

half of the Morena Pipeline work is anticipated 

to take place during nighttime hours. This 

would occur under special permit in order to 

reduce temporary traffic congestion or avoid 

inconveniences to neighboring businesses. 

Noise levels during pipeline construction could 

therefore create temporary substantial noise 

increases and result in short-term exceedance 

of construction noise standards, thereby 

resulting in an adverse impact to nearby noise-

sensitive receivers. 

 It was further recognized and acknowledged 

(Section 6.12.4, Level of Impact After 

Mitigation) that even with implementation of 

construction noise mitigation measures MM-

NOI-1 through MM-NOI-3,1 the noise impacts 
                                                 
1
  Mitigation measure MM-NOI-1 provides a listing of best management practices including (but not limited to) the requirement that 

mufflers, silencers, shrouds be in operating condition meeting or exceeding original factory specification; that idling of equipment be 

minimized; that stockpiles, staging areas and parking/maintenance areas be located as far as practicable from noise-sensitive uses, and 

that stationary equipment be shielded from noise-sensitive uses using barriers or enclosures. MM-NOI-1 also requires that 

construction hours, allowable workdays, and the phone number of the job superintendent be clearly posted to allow surrounding 

property owners to contact the job superintendent if necessary. In the event the City receives a complaint, appropriate corrective 

actions shall be implemented and a report of the action provided to the reporting party. MM-NOI-2 specifies that construction activities 

shall not occur between the hours of 7:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. or on legal holidays or on Sundays unless a permit has been applied for 

and granted beforehand by the Noise Abatement and Control Administrator, in accordance with City of San Diego Municipal Code 

Section 59.5.0404. All terms and conditions of said permit shall be complied with. MM-NOI-3 specifies that in order to avoid daytime 
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related to construction activities under both 

the Miramar Reservoir Alternative and San 

Vicente Reservoir Alternative would remain 

significant and unavoidable.   

 With this acknowledgment, however, it should 

also be recognized that for the most part, 

construction work along the pipeline alignment 

would be relatively brief at any one location.  

As stated in Section 5.4.1, Mitigation Measures, 

of the North City EIR Noise Technical Report, 

“Temporary noise impacts (typically, two to 

three days at any one location) would occur at 

noise sensitive receivers within 200 feet during 

construction of the North City and San Vicente 

Pipelines during trenched and trenchless 

construction and the Morena Pipeline during 

trenched construction.” Because the pace of 

pipeline alignment work is generally quite 

rapid, any particular residence would only 

experience significant noise impacts for a 

period of several days. 

F12-24 Comment noted. The comment cites portions 

of the Draft EIR/EIS’s public services section 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                         

traffic jams or service outages, nighttime work will be planned to minimize the number and type of operating equipment, restrict the 

movement of equipment adjacent to the noise-sensitive receivers, and minimize noise from back-up alarms. 
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(Section 6.14.3) pertaining to fire protection 

and emergency personnel response times, and 

does not require further response. 

F12-25 Traffic control plans are incorporated into 

Project design and are described in Section 

3.4.6, Traffic Control Plan, of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

As stated in Section 3.4.6, the traffic control 

plans would include provisions for coordinating 

with emergency service providers regarding 

construction times and to ensure emergency 

vehicle passage at all times, and include signage 

and flaggers when necessary to allow the heavy 

equipment to utilize surrounding streets. The 

traffic control plans would include provisions 

for coordinating with local school hours and 

emergency service providers regarding 

construction times. The City does not have a 

standalone standard for traffic control plans, 

but does require all traffic control plans to 

comply with http://www.dot.ca.gov/trafficops/ 

camutcd/standards. 

 Additionally, as presented in Section 6.14, Public 

Services, in all cases, pipeline construction within 

roadways would result only in temporary partial 

closures, with movement along the roadway and 
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access for emergency vehicles to surrounding 

properties maintained at all times. Additionally, 

all construction contracts have conditions 

mandating emergency access into and through 

the site at all times. Therefore, the Draft EIR/EIS 

provides evidence to support adequate 

emergency access during pipeline construction 

with roadways.  

F12-26 Please refer to response F12-25. 

F12-27 The commenter has identified a typographical 

error within the Draft EIR/EIS. In response to 

this comment, Section 6.14, Public Services, of 

the Final EIR/EIS has been revised to correct 

the section cross reference.  

Minor revisions made do not affect the 

conclusions of the Draft EIR/EIS. In accordance 

with CEQA Section 15088.5(b), the addition of 

new information that clarifies, amplifies or 

makes insignificant modifications does not 

require recirculation. 

F12-28 Please refer to responses F12-24 and F12-27. 

F12-29 Please refer to response F12-25. Traffic is 

discussed in Sections 5.16 and 6.16 of the Draft 
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EIR/EIS. Refer to Table 5.16-1, which outlines 

proposed construction work hours along the 

Morena Pipelines. As shown in the table, the 

majority of Genesee Avenue construction 

would take place during nighttime hours to 

avoid AM and PM peak traffic hours. Therefore, 

the potential combined daytime/commute 

traffic, construction traffic, and emergency 

vehicle traffic would be avoided along the 

majority of Genesee Avenue. In any case, 

emergency vehicle access would be required to 

be maintained at all times. 

F12-30 Comment noted. 
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F12-31 Discussion regarding potential changes to 

landform resulting from the San Vicente 

Reservoir Alternative is found in Section 6.2.3 

of the Draft EIR/EIS. Please refer to Subsection 

6.2.3.3, Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting, 

for discussion regarding the potential 

significant and unavoidable impacts to 

landform resulting from the Mission Trails 

Booster Station and reasons for absence of 

feasible mitigation. Therefore, the disclosure 

and analysis of potential landform alteration 

presented in the Draft EIR/EIS is in compliance 

with the CEQA Guidelines.  

F12-32 Discussion regarding potential utility conflicts 

resulting from the Morena Pipelines is found in 

Section 6.15, Public Utilities, of the Draft 

EIR/EIS. As stated in Section 6.15, the Morena 

Pipelines and North City Pipeline would both 

be located primarily within existing roadways, 

which are areas of highly congested utilities. 

Careful consideration and a number of design 

changes have been implemented to both 

pipeline alignments to avoid conflicts with 

existing utilities. Existing utilities were identified 

using the SanGIS database and all utilities equal 

to and greater than 8 inches, as well as high-
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pressure gas lines, were included in the plan 

and profile sheets for the pipeline designs. The 

City has already field verified locations of 

existing utilities via potholing, the actions of 

which are exempt from CEQA. Design plans and 

preliminary studies have shown that placement 

of the Morena Pipelines within existing 

roadways is feasible. 

 As disclosed in Section 6.15 of the Draft EIR/EIS, 

design guidelines have incorporated the 

Department of Health Services, Department of 

Drinking Water’s Guidance Memo No. 2003-02: 

Guidance Criteria for the Separation of Water 

Mains and Non-Potable Pipelines. Despite 

careful consideration of the pipeline 

placements, in some cases, design standards 

requiring minimum separation of utilities may 

not be able to be met and could result in an 

adverse impact. Therefore, mitigation measure 

MM-PU-1 is incorporated, which requires 

consultation and special design considerations 

to ensure protection of utility lines. Therefore, 

a utility investigation requiring physical 

excavation of roadways as suggested by the 

commenter is not required. The City believes 

that the Draft EIR/EIS adequately analyzes 
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potential utility conflicts and that preliminary 

design properly considers known utilities 

available within databases, without the need of 

physical inspection. 

F12-33 Please refer to response F12-32. 

F12-34 The commenter’s objections to the North City 

Project are noted and will be included in the 

administrative record for this Project.  
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F12-35 The commenter has attached nine exhibits, 

which are excerpts from the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Please see responses above related to these 

exhibits. No additional response is necessary.  
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Response to Comment Letter F13 

Tom Donnelly 

November 19, 2017 

F13-1 The commenter’s preference for an alternative 

alignment for the Morena Pipelines is noted 

and will be included in the administrative 

record for the Project as part of the Final 

EIR/EIS. A reasonable range of alternatives has 

been provided in the Draft EIR/EIS in 

compliance with the CEQA Guidelines Section 

15126.6(a). The City of San Diego has 

considered a variety of alternative routes for 

each of the proposed pipeline alignments, 

including the Morena Pipelines, as summarized 

in Section 3.7.2, Current Alternative Screening. 

However, modifications to the route of the 

Morena Pipelines were determined to (1) not 

substantially lessen the significant 

environmental effects of the Project or (2) be 

infeasible. As such, a more detailed analysis is 

not required. 

An alternative route in Rose Canyon would be 

infeasible since it would conflict with City 

Council policies 400-13 and 400-14 that 
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prohibit new wastewater forcemains in 

canyons and other environmentally sensitive 

lands (City of San Diego 2002a and City of San 

Diego 2002b). This alternative route would also 

conflict with the City’s Sewer Design Guide that 

encourages construction of sewer utilities 

within roadway right-of-way (City of San Diego 

2015a). An alternative route along the SDG&E 

alignment would also conflict with the City’s 

Sewer Design Guide that encourages 

construction of sewer utilities within roadway 

right-of-way (City of San Diego 2015a). 

Additionally, it would require trenchless 

tunneling construction methods that would 

result in increased air quality, geology, and 

noise impacts, as well as the potential for 

additional biological resources impacts. 
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Response to Comment Letter F14 

Louis Rodolico, Letter 2 

November 20, 2017 

F14-1 Comment noted. The City does not agree 

that the transport of sewage under 

pressurized conditions poses a significant 

risk of upset or leaks, and therefore, no 

mitigation would be required. 

The wastewater forcemain would be 

constructed of welded steel pipe that has an 

inner mortar coating that is tape wrapped with 

a mortar shield coating on the outside. The pipe 

will be cathodically protected by an induced 

current to prevent corrosion, which is the 

primary reason for breakage of steel pipes. The 

pipe would be tested to a pressure that is 1.5 

times higher than the proposed operational 

pressure to ensure structural integrity.  

As described in Section 3.5.2 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS, in the unlikely case of pipe failure, the 

North City Pure Water Facility (NCPWF) would 

be shut down until the pipe is repaired. In the 

event the NCPWF is shut down for any purpose, 

the Morena Pump Station will also be shut 
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down and go into a by-pass mode directing 

flows to the Point Loma Wastewater Treatment 

Plant. This information is further discussed in 

Section 6.7, Geology and Soils, of the Draft 

EIR/EIS. The Morena Pump Station has several 

features incorporated into Project design to 

minimize risk from earthquakes and faulting, 

and more generally, pipeline breakage. Such 

features include vibratory alarms to trigger 

pump station shutdown when sensing 

excessive vibrations or substantial changes in 

pressure, flexible connections between the 

Morena Pump Station and the Morena 

Wastewater Forcemain and Brine/Centrate Line 

(Morena Pipelines) in the event of differential 

settlement, pump station shutdown in the 

event of a break in the pipeline, and structural 

setbacks outside of the fault zone. Specifically, a 

forcemain break or blockage triggers the 

immediate shutdown of the Morena Pump 

Station, and a break in the brine/centrate line 

triggers the immediate shutdown of the 

NCPWF. The automatic shutdown of the 

Morena Pump Station in the event of pipe 

breakage would prevent substantial wastewater 

spills from occurring. 
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 As a final precaution, the City has in place a Sewer 

Overflow Response and Tracking Plan (described 

in Section 5.9, Health and Safety/Hazards), to be 

implemented in the event of sanitary sewer 

overflow or spills. The Sewer Overflow Response 

and Tracking Plan documents the processes and 

procedures that ensure that all sanitary sewer 

overflows/spill are identified, responded to, 

investigated, and reported in an effective and 

timely manner (City of San Diego 2014). 

 The City has a successful history of conveying 

wastewater in pressurized forcemains. Over an 

approximate 7-year period (2010 through 

2017), the City experienced approximately 4,525 

gallons of wastewater released from 

pressurized forcemain breaks (City of San Diego 

2017). For the sake of reference, the City pumps 

over 100 million gallons of wastewater to the 

Point Loma Wastewater Treatment Plant each 

day; hence, the City’s history with preventing 

forcemain leaks has been highly successful. 

Therefore, in addition to the North City Project 

design and Sewer Overflow Response and 

Tracking Plan, the City firmly believes that 

wastewater spills would not be likely.  
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F14-2 The commenter’s preference for an alternative 

alignment for the Morena Pipelines is noted 

and will be included in the administrative 

record for the Project as part of the Final 

EIR/EIS. A reasonable range of alternatives has 

been provided in the Draft EIR/EIS in 

compliance with CEQA Guidelines Section 

15126.6(a). The City of San Diego has 

considered a variety of alternative routes for 

each of the proposed pipeline alignments, 

including the Morena Pipelines, as summarized 

in Section 3.7.2, Current Alternative Screening. 

However, modifications to the route of the 

Morena Pipelines were determined to (1) not 

substantially lessen the significant 

environmental effects of the Project or (2) be 

infeasible. As such, a more detailed analysis is 

not required. 

 As stated above, the City does not concur that 

the transport of sewage under pressurized 

conditions poses a significant risk of upset or 

leaks. Therefore, while an alternative route may 

meet the basic objectives of the Project, no 

significant effects related to this issue would 

result that could be lessened by an alternative. 

As stated in the Caltrans Encroachment Manual, 
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Chapter 5, Section 606.1, “Caltrans’ policy 

prohibits the placement of longitudinal 

encroachments within controlled access rights-

of-way…[r]equests for placement of longitudinal 

encroachments are permitted only when 

approved through Caltrans’ design exception 

process, and approved by the DOD [Division of 

Design], Chief, when no other reasonable 

alternative is available, and it has been 

determined that there is available space” 

(Caltrans 2018a). Proposed longitudinal 

encroachments within the access control right-

of-way of freeways or expressways on a highway 

identified as part of the freeway and expressway 

system are also prohibited per the Caltrans 

Project Development Procedures Manual, 

Chapter 17 (Caltrans 2018b). These policies and 

practices have been confirmed through City 

communications with Caltrans (Caltrans 2017). 

As such, the feasibility for an alternative route 

within freeway right-of-way is limited, and since 

impacts would not be substantially reduced, are 

not considered further. Additionally, 

construction within Rose Canyon would have 

additional wetland and other biological impacts 

and would conflict with City Council policies 400-

13 and 400-14 that prohibit new wastewater 



NORTH CITY PROJECT EIR/EIS 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

February 2018 F14-6 9420-04 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

force mains in canyons and other 

environmentally sensitive lands (City of San 

Diego 2002a, City of San Diego 2002b). This 

alternative route would also conflict with the 

City’s Sewer Design Guide that encourages 

construction of sewer utilities within roadway 

right-of-way (City of San Diego 2015).  

 Water hammer, or transient analysis, was not 

used as a criteria for selection of the most 

appropriate alignment for the Morena 

Pipelines. Transient flow protection was 

discussed in the 10% Design Report (Brown and 

Caldwell 2015). Transient flow conditions could 

result in a worst-case scenario during which a 

loss of power occurs when running four pumps 

at the peak flow rate. Wastewater being 

pumped uphill would reach a speed of zero, 

then flow backward until the Morena Pump 

Station’s check valves close. Flow further along 

the alignment would continue to flow toward 

North City Water Reclamation Plant (NCWRP), 

creating a vacuum condition at the pipeline’s 

high points. A water hammer condition could 

form during this condition; however, it would 

have no adverse impact on the pipeline or 

valves. The vacuum conditions would be 
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addressed by attaching flywheels on the 

pump/motor trains to increase the rotational 

moment of inertia and allow additional air into 

the pipeline. Additional locations for air 

vacuum/air release assemblies will be 

determined during final design.  

F14-3 Refer to response F14-2. An alternative route 

within the SDG&E alignment would reduce but 

not eliminate potential traffic impacts, 

including cumulative, by locating the pipeline 

outside of roadway right-of-way; however, this 

is contradictory to the City’s Sewer Design 

Guide which prioritizes the construction of 

sewer facilities within roadway right-of-way 

(City of San Diego 2015). Additionally, this 

alternative route would require trenchless 

tunneling construction methods to construct 

the Morena Pipelines along most of the route, 

which would result in increased air quality and 

noise impacts when compared to the 

proposed alignment. Extreme low points along 

the alignment would require very deep tunnel 

shafts. Therefore, there is an elevated risk that 

the pipeline could be impacted by geotechnical 

conditions. There is also an increased risk to 

existing facilities due to settlement or vibration 
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from the tunneling work. This alternative route 

would also have potential wetland and other 

biological impacts at entrance and exit pit 

locations along the trenchless tunnels and 

would conflict with City Council policy related 

to locating sewer facilities outside of canyons 

and other environmentally sensitive lands. 

F14-4 Refer to response F14-3.  

F14-5 Refer to response F14-2. The City conducted an 

extensive alternative alignments analysis and 

chose a preferred alignment based on factors 

including, but not limited to, environmental 

impacts, community disruption, traffic impacts, 

and the potential necessity for property and 

easement acquisitions   

F14-6 Refer to responses F14-2 and F14-5, above, 

regarding City Council policies 400-13 and 

400-14 that prohibit new wastewater 

forcemains in canyons and other 

environmentally sensitive lands.  

F14-7 Refer to response F14-2.  

F14-8 Refer to responses F14-2.  
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F14-9 The comment does not raise specific issues 

related to the adequacy of the environmental 

analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS; therefore, no 

additional response is provided or required. 

Also refer to response F14-2. 

F14-10 The comment does not raise specific issues 

related to the adequacy of the environmental 

analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS; therefore, no 

additional response is provided or required. 

Also refer to response F14-2.  

F14-11 Please refer to response F14-2. 
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F14-12 Please refer to responses F14-1 and F14-2. The 

commenter is suggesting to process all 

wastewater near the proposed Morena Pump 

Station rather than at the NCWRP. As described 

in Chapter 3, Alternatives, the City is proposing 

to expand the capacity of the NCWRP. In order 

to accomplish the commenter’s suggestion, an 

entirely new water reclamation plant would be 

required near the proposed Morena Pump 

Station to treat wastewater to a tertiary level, 

rather than expanding an existing facility. An 

entirely new Pure Water Facility and similar 

pipeline alignments would still be required 

under the commenter’s suggested alternative. 

The commenter’s suggested alternative would 

result in environmental impacts related to 

construction of a new water reclamation plant 

and hence not reduce or eliminate potentially 

significant impacts for issue areas such as 

traffic, air quality, or greenhouse gas emissions. 

Therefore, the commenter’s suggested 

alternative is not considered further. 

F14-13 Please refer to response F14-2. 



NORTH CITY PROJECT EIR/EIS 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

February 2018 F14-11 9420-04 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

F14-14 As stated in the Public Notice of a Draft EIR, 

technical reports and documents were 

available to the public by request. 

F14-15 The Draft EIR/EIS is a combination EIR and EIS 

prepared for two different lead agencies and 

addresses a complex range of issues. The City 

has determined that the length of the EIR/EIS is 

necessary to present a thorough discussion of 

all relevant environmental issues. 

F14-16 The comment does not raise specific issues 

related to the adequacy of the environmental 

analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS; therefore, no 

additional response is provided or required. 

F14-17  Please refer to response F14-2.  

F14-18 Please refer to responses F14-2 and F14-3. 

F14-19 Please refer to response F14-1. 

F14-20 The comment does not raise specific issues 

related to the adequacy of the environmental 

analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS; therefore, no 

additional response is provided or required. 

F14-21 Please refer to response F14-1. 
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F14-22 Please refer to response F14-1. 

F14-23  Please refer to response F14-1. 

F14-24 Please refer to response F14-2. This alternative 

alignment would follow the same route along 

the southern two-thirds of the alignment and 

would likely result in the same noise and traffic 

impacts as the proposed alignment within this 

area; therefore, this alternative route would 

not alleviate the significant and unavoidable 

impacts that would result with construction of 

the Morena Pipelines. Noise and traffic impacts 

occurring within the University Community 

Planning Group area would merely be 

transferred east to other communities and 

would also result in significant and 

unavoidable impacts.  

F14-25  The Torrey pines within the median along 

Genesee Avenue were planted and are not 

considered a native population. Only native 

populations of this species are covered by the 

Multiple Species Conservation Program as 

stated in Attachment A of the San Diego 

Municipal Code, Land Development Code—

Biology Guidelines. Additionally, the Project 
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would not result in conflicts with City Policy 

900-19 because none of the trees in the 

median are designated as Heritage/Conserved 

or Parkway Resource Trees. The Torrey pines 

within the median along Genesee Avenue are 

not protected, and the Morena Pipelines would 

not result in direct impacts to these trees. 

F14-26 Please refer to response F14-1. Sewage spill 

statistics are posted on the City’s website and can 

be accessed here: https://www.sandiego.gov/ 

mwwd/sewerspill/stats.  

F14-27 The commenter’s support of the Project and 

opposition to the current design and 

proposed route for the Morena Wastewater 

Forcemain is noted and will be included in the 

administrative record. Please refer to 

responses F14-1 and F14-15. 
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Response to Comment Letter F15 

Rey Yturralde Jr. 

November 20, 2017 

F15-1 Comment noted. 

F15-2 Chapter 2, Environmental Setting, of the Draft 

EIR/EIS summarizes the extensive testing and 

monitoring activities that have occurred at the 

Water Purification Demonstration Project 

facility. The water quality of the purified water 

has been compared to regulatory limits to 

verify that purified water met all applicable 

water quality standards in almost 30,000 tests. 

The commenter is referred specifically to Draft 

EIR/EIS pages 2-23 and 2-24, which explain the 

testing for contaminants of emerging concern 

and unregulated contaminants (which includes 

pharmaceuticals). The referenced Drinking 

Water Equivalent Level or the U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency-identified 

Health Reference Level are the most 

appropriate benchmark against which to 

compare results and are set extremely low 

based on appropriate toxicological studies and 

conservative assumptions. Further information 
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on the Water Purification Demonstration 

Project Testing and Monitoring can be found 

on the City’s website at 

https://www.sandiego.gov/water/purewater/

purewatersd/reports.  

F15-3 The comment is noted. The comment does not 

raise specific issues related to the adequacy of 

the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; 

therefore, no additional response is provided 

or required. 

F15-4 Section 6.5, Environmental Justice, of the Draft 

EIR/EIS analyzes whether the North City Project 

would result in disproportionately high 

adverse effects on minority and/or low-income 

populations. As stated in this section, “No 

adverse effects would be borne 

disproportionately by a minority or low-income 

population related to short-term construction 

effects or long-term operational effects for 

either Project Alternative.”  

F15-5 The wastewater forcemain would be designed 

and constructed such that the City does not 

agree that potential spills or pipe failure are 

likely. It would be constructed of welded steel 
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pipe that has an inner mortar coating that is 

tape wrapped with a mortar shield coating on 

the outside. The pipe will be cathodically 

protected by an induced current to prevent 

corrosion, which is the primary reason for 

breakage of steel pipes. The pipe would be 

tested to a pressure that is 1.5 times higher 

than the proposed operational pressure to 

ensure structural integrity. The City has 

provided this additional clarification of the 

wastewater forcemain design within Chapter 3 

of the Final EIR/EIS. Minor revisions made do 

not affect the conclusions of the Final EIR/EIS. 

In accordance with CEQA Section 15088.5(b), 

the addition of new information that clarifies, 

amplifies, or makes insignificant modifications 

does not require recirculation. 

 As described in Section 3.5.2 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS, in the unlikely case of pipe failure, the 

North City Pure Water Facility (NCPWF) would 

be shut down until the pipe is repaired. In the 

event the NCPWF is shut down for any 

purpose, the Morena Pump Station will also be 

shut down and go into a by-pass mode 

directing flows to the Point Loma Wastewater 

Treatment Plant. This information is further 
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discussed in Section 6.7, Geology and Soils, of 

the Draft EIR/EIS. The Morena Pump Station 

has several features incorporated into Project 

design to minimize risk from earthquakes and 

faulting, and more generally, pipeline 

breakage. Such features include vibratory 

alarms to trigger pump station shut down 

when sensing excessive vibrations, flexible 

connections between the Morena Pump 

Station and the Morena Wastewater Forcemain 

and Brine/Centrate Line (Morena Pipelines) in 

the event of differential settlement, pump 

station shut down in the event of a break in the 

pipeline, and structural setbacks outside of the 

fault zone. Specifically, a forcemain break or 

blockage triggers the immediate shutdown of 

the Morena Pump Station, and a break in the 

brine/centrate line triggers the immediate 

shutdown of the NCPWF. The automatic 

shutdown of the Morena Pump Station in the 

event of pipe breakage would prevent 

substantial wastewater spills from occurring. 

 As a final precaution, the City has in place a 

Sewer Overflow Response and Tracking Plan 

(described in Section 5.9, Health and 

Safety/Hazards), to be implemented in the 
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event of sanitary sewer overflow or spills. The 

Sewer Overflow Response and Tracking Plan 

documents the processes and procedures that 

ensure that all sanitary sewer overflows/spill 

are identified, responded to, investigated, and 

reported in an effective and timely manner 

(City of San Diego 2014). 
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F15-6 The commenter’s preference for an alternative 

project is noted and will be included in the 

administrative record for this Project as part of 

the Final EIR/EIS. 
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Response to Comment Letter F16 

Shepard Mullin 

Christopher B. Neils 

November 20, 2017 

F16-1 Comment noted. The proposed pipeline 

location within the Scripps Ranch Technology 

Park (SRTP) is also noted. 

F16-2 This comment presents a history of 

communications between the Murphy 

Development Company Inc. (Murphy) and the 

City of San Diego (City) and will be included in the 

administrative record. The City acknowledges the 

commenter’s opposition to the location of the 

North City Pipeline within SRTP.  
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F16-3 The commenter’s support of the Project is 

noted and will be included in the 

administrative record. 

F16-4 As discussed in Chapter 3, Alternatives, of the 

Draft EIR/EIS, CEQA requires a discussion of 

alternatives to the project be provided. 

Specifically, Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA 

Guidelines states that an EIR shall, “[d]escribe 

a range of reasonable alternatives to the 

project, or to the location of the project, 

which would feasibly attain most of the basic 

objectives of the project but would avoid or 

substantially lessen any of the significant 

effects of the project, and evaluate the 

comparative merits of the alternatives.” 

Section 15126.6(f) further states, “The range 

of alternatives required in an EIR is governed 

by a ‘rule of reason’ that requires the EIR to 

set forth only those alternatives necessary to 

permit a reasoned choice.” This is defined in 

the same section of the CEQA Guidelines as 

not meaning every conceivable alternative to 

the project, but only a reasonable range of 

potentially feasible alternatives. 
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 Additionally, an EIR must consider a 

reasonable range of alternatives to the project, 

or to the location of the project, which (1) offer 

substantial environmental advantages over the 

project proposal and (2) may be feasibly 

accomplished in a successful manner 

considering the economic, environmental, 

social, and technological factors involved 

(South County Citizens for Smart Growth versus 

County of Nevada, 221 Cal. App. 4th 316 (2013)). 

The City of San Diego disagrees that a 

reasonable range of alternatives was not 

considered in the Draft EIR/EIS. The City has 

conducted an extensive analysis of alternative 

routes for each of the proposed pipeline 

alignments as summarized in Section 3.7.2, 

Current Alternative Screening, including the 

North City Pipeline. Three alignments (shown 

on Figure 3-31A of the Draft EIR/EIS) were 

initially evaluated for the North City Pipeline, 

and “Alternative B” was advanced to the 10% 

Design Phase. During the 30% and 60% design 

efforts, further refinements were made to 

Alternative B for both technical and 

environmental reasons.  

 



NORTH CITY PROJECT EIR/EIS 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

February 2018 F16-4 9420-04 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Additionally, in response to discussions with 

Murphy over concerns of the pipeline route 

through the SRTP, the City evaluated nine 

alternative routes for the North City Pipeline 

between Scripps Ranch Boulevard and 

Miramar Reservoir (as shown on Figure 3-31B 

of the Draft EIR/EIS). An early alignment 

(shown in an attachment to an email from Jeff 

Soriano to Kaitlin Arduino on August 16, 2016, 

at 8:23 a.m.) was rerouted to Meanley Drive to 

avoid impacts to parcels 4 through 8 of the 

SRTP, thus only impacting parcel 3 of the SRTP. 

Impacts to parcel 3 of the SRTP would be 

within the landscape setback of the parcel and 

would not prohibit or conflict with planned 

development. This alignment was later refined 

to follow Hoyt Park Drive to Meanley Drive, 

then cross Assessor’s Parcel Number 319-170-

22, and was ultimately chosen by the City as 

their preferred alignment and was analyzed as 

part of the Project in the Draft EIR/EIS. In 

addition, the City changed the construction 

hours for this part of the alignment to be 

during the nighttime hours as a means to 

reduce impacts to local businesses. 
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 The Murphy Alternative Location One is similar 

to the Scripps Lake Drive Alternative, as shown 

on Figure 3-31B of the Draft EIR/EIS, which 

follows Alignment C to Alignment A3. The 

Murphy Alternative Location One is also similar 

to the Scripps Ranch Planning Group’s 

proposed alternative route south of Scripps 

Lake Drive. The proposed alternative is located 

south of Scripps Lake Drive outside of the 

roadway right-of-way (ROW). The “North City 

Pure Water Pipeline Alignment Analysis” (City 

of San Diego 2017a) identifies numerous 

engineering constraints associated with the 

SRPG’s proposed alternative route south of 

Scripps Lake Drive, including, but not limited 

to, the following: construction outside of the 

ROW would require considerable grading and 

backfill within the existing slope to support the 

pipeline; approval from the State Division of 

Safety of Dams (DSOD) would be required to 

backfill over critical drainage infrastructure 

south of Scripps Lake Drive; long stretches of 

tunneling would be required to avoid conflicts 

with other utilities; tunneling would occur in 

the Santiago Peak Volcanic Formation geologic 

unit, which is difficult to bore through and 

would require blasting; blasting may damage 
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San Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA) 

large-diameter aqueducts located within the 

roadway ROW; construction duration would be 

increased; the receiving shaft of the tunnel 

would need to be located in the Scripps Ranch 

Library parking lot, and additional staging and 

work space would be needed to ensure safety 

of the public; tunneling would be located 

directly in front of the earthen dam supporting 

Miramar Reservoir, approval of which would 

be required from DSOD; and crossing of 

SDCWA property would occur at an angle, 

which would complicate approval.  

 These technical constraints all limit the 

feasibility of the proposed Murphy Alternative 

Location One and result in increased potential 

environmental impacts related to air quality 

(from longer construction duration and more 

tunneling), biological resources (from fill in 

canyon areas and re-grading of the slope 

which could impact wetlands), geologic 

impacts (from blasting for tunnels), noise (from 

increased tunneling), and public utilities (from 

additional conflicts with DSOD and SDCWA 

infrastructure). Additionally, significant and 

unavoidable short-term traffic impacts 
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associated with construction of the North City 

Pipeline would not be alleviated as a result of 

this alternative route. Therefore, Murphy 

Alternative Location One would have limited 

feasibility and would not lessen the significant 

environmental effects of the Project.  

F16-5 Please refer to responses F16-14 through F16-

29 for responses to the comments contained 

in Attachment 5. 

F16-6 Please refer to response F16-4. The Murphy 

Alternative Location Two follows the same 

alignment as Murphy Alternative One with the 

exception of continuing along south of Scripps 

Lake Drive just east of Evans Pond before 

turning north. The commenter notes that this 

alternative would alleviate conflicts with 

SDCWA facilities. While this may be true, the 

Murphy Alternative Location Two would still be 

considered infeasible for all other reasons 

described in response F16-4 for Murphy 

Alternative Location One. 

F16-7 Please refer to response F16-4; the City does 

not concur that Murphy Alternative Location 

One requires further analysis in the Final 
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EIR/EIS. This comment relates to cost 

comparisons of alternative pipeline routes and 

does not raise specific issues related to the 

adequacy of the environmental analysis in the 

Draft EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response 

is provided or required. 
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F16-8 Comment regarding eminent domain is noted. 

This comment does not raise specific issues 

related to the adequacy of the environmental 

analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS; therefore, no 

additional response is provided or required. 

F16-9 Comment regarding disruption to businesses 

is noted. Sections 6.12 and 6.16 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS adequately analyze potential impacts 

related to noise, and transportation, circulation 

and parking. Additionally, as noted above in 

response F16-4, the City changed the 

construction hours for this part of the 

alignment to be during the nighttime hours as 

a means to reduce impacts to local businesses. 

Access to these properties for tenants and 

property owners is to be retained on a 24-hour 

basis during construction. 

F16-10 This comment is noted and will be included in 

the administrative record for the Project. 

F16-11 Please refer to response F16-4. 

F16-12 Please refer to response F16-4. The City has 

evaluated a reasonable range of alternatives in 

the Draft EIR/EIS. Modifications to the pipeline 

route would not result in a considerably different 
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alternative to those already analyzed in the Draft 

EIR/EIS, and therefore, do not require more 

detailed analysis in the Final EIR/EIS. No 

clarification or revisions are required. 
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F16-13 Attachment 1 is an exhibit showing a general 

site plan of the SRTP 55-acre Corporate 

Campus. The comment does not raise specific 

issues related to the adequacy of the 

environmental analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS; 

therefore, no additional response is provided 

or required. This exhibit will be included in the 

administrative record for the Project. 

Attachment 2 is an exhibit showing the 

alignment of the North City Pipeline as analyzed 

in the Draft EIR/EIS, as well as the two alternative 

routes proposed by Murphy. Please refer to 

response F16-4 for a discussion of these 

alternative routes. This comment does not raise 

specific issues related to the adequacy of the 

environmental analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS; 

therefore, no additional response is provided or 

required. This exhibit will be included in the 

administrative record for the Project.  

Attachment 3 contains copies of the email 

dialogue between Murphy and the City and 

does not contain specific issues related to the 

adequacy of the environmental analysis in the 

Draft EIR/EIS. Please also refer to response 

F16-2. This comment will be included in the 
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administrative record for the Project. 

Attachment 4 contains copies of the letters 

submitted to the City by attorney James Sandler 

and does not contain specific issues related to 

the adequacy of the environmental analysis in 

the Draft EIR/EIS. This comment will be included 

in the administrative record for the Project.  
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F16-14 Please refer to responses F16-15 through F16-29. 

F16-15 Please refer to responses F16-4 and F16-12. 

F16-16 The Draft EIR/EIS is not required to analyze every 

feasible alternative route or facility site for all 

Project components within a Project Alternative.  

The siting of the Dechlorination Facility was 

determined by the location of the proposed 

North City Pipeline alignment, as opposed to 

the siting of the Dechlorination Facility 

determining the alignment. As such, potential 

siting of the Dechlorination Facility relied on 

the routing of feasible alignments; please refer 

to response C3-24 regarding feasibility and 

practicality of suggested potential North City 

Pipeline routing alternatives. Within the 

proposed North City Pipeline alignment, two 

possible locations for the Dechlorination 

Facility were identified during 10% design. 

These locations include in the south shore of 

Miramar Reservoir on the Miramar Water 

Treatment Plant (Miramar WTP) site, and the 

Miramar Recycled Water Storage Tank and 

North City Pump Station site, located 

approximately 2,000 feet downstream of the 
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Miramar WTP site. Both sites are existing site 

facilities and properties. Requirements for the 

Dechlorination Facility site include an 

approximately 22-foot by-22-foot bermed or 

sunken secondary containment area with 

allowance for truck access. The design requires 

a sodium bisulfite chemical storage or a 7,500-

gallon high-density polyethylene (HDPE) tank 

to provide 14 days of storage, metering 

pumps, transfer pump, emergency shower and 

eyewash, and control panel. As design 

progressed, the City eliminated the Miramar 

WTP site because it would result in an impact 

on public parking to Miramar Reservoir, or 

impact an area of the Miramar WTP set aside 

for future plant improvements. It would also 

not provide adequate response time. 

 Regarding response time, the sodium bisulfite 

will react with purified water within a relatively 

short distance. The measurement of chlorine 

residual and oxygen reduction potential will 

measure the residual chlorine in the North City 

Pure Water Pipeline after the static mixer 

located in Meanley Drive. An additional 

distance from the static mixer to the Miramar 

Reservoir is needed to allow City Forces the 
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ability to properly shutdown the North City 

Pump Station and prevent off-spec 

(chlorinated) purified water from entering 

Miramar Reservoir. Five minutes was selected 

as a minimum response time (1,200 feet) at 

maximum speed velocity of 4 feet per second. 

For these reasons, the Miramar WTP site was 

not selected. 

F16-17 This comment correctly identifies the potential 

vibration impacts to the Meanley complex 

from directional drilling beneath Evans Pond, 

as discussed in Section 6.10 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS; these impacts would be less than 

significant with mitigation. The City assumes 

the commenter is referring to the Scripps Lake 

Drive Alignment alternative in this comment. 

Given the approximate distance between the 

proposed alignment and suggested alternative, 

the City believes that potential vibration 

impacts would still occur. Please refer to 

response F16-4 regarding feasibility of the 

suggested alternative. 
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F16-18 Potential impacts to land use and planning is 

found in Section 6.1, Land Use, of the Draft 

EIR/EIS. Specifically, consistency with applicable 

environmental goals, objectives, and 

recommendations of the City’s General Plan, 

Municipal Code, and other applicable plans is 

found in Section 6.1.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The 

Industrial Park (IP-2-1) zone allows for research 

and development uses with some limited 

manufacturing; as noted in Section 5.1.2.2 of 

the Draft EIR/EIS, dechlorination facilities are 

not expressly permitted. However, as 

described in Section 6.1.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS, 

given the concentration of existing industrial 

uses in the immediate area, including water 

utilities, construction and operation of the 

Dechlorination Facility would be a compatible 

land use within its existing setting. Similar to 

the Dechlorination Facility, research and 

development, light manufacturing, and high 

technology uses permitted in the Industrial 

Employment and Industrial Park land use 

designations may also store chemicals on site. 

For these reasons, and additional reasons 

provided in Section 6.1.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS, 

no adverse effects between the Dechlorination 

Facility and the applicable environmental 
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goals, objectives, and recommendations of the 

City of San Diego General Plan would occur. 

F16-19 As stated in Section 6.1.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS, 

the significance thresholds for analyzing 

potential land use impacts are as follows: 

1. Be inconsistent with or conflict with the 

environmental goals, objectives, and 

recommendations of the City of San Diego 

General Plan (General Plan), the City of San 

Diego Municipal Code, the various 

community plans where the project would 

be located, or other applicable land use 

plans including the [Marine Corps Air 

Station] MCAS Miramar Integrated Natural 

Resources Management Plan?  

2. Conflict with adopted environmental plans 

for the area including an adopted local 

habitat conservation plan? 

 The analysis of potential impacts presented in 

Section 6.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS then focuses on 

consistency with the environmental goals, 

objectives, and recommendations of the 

General Plan, the City of San Diego Municipal 

Code, the various community plans where the 
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Project would be located, or other applicable 

land use plans, rather than explicit 

compatibility with existing land uses. In order 

to evaluate consistency with applicable plans 

and ordinances, the existing land use 

designations, zoning, planning areas, and 

applicable codes are described in Section 5.1 

of the Draft EIR/EIS and shown on Figures 5.1-

1A through 5.1-5C. Existing land uses and 

descriptions of the area surrounding the 

proposed Dechlorination Facility are also 

described in various places in the Draft EIR/EIS, 

including Sections 5.1, 5.2, and 6.1. A specific 

lot-by-lot description of this area is not 

required to provide adequate analysis of 

consistency with applicable plans and 

ordinances per the significance thresholds. In 

addition, compatibility with existing and 

surrounding land uses associated with the 

Dechlorination Facility is discussed in Section 

6.1.3; please refer to Response to Comment 

F16-21. Therefore, the City believes that the 

analysis of potential land use impacts of the 

Dechlorination Facility is adequate as 

presented in the Draft EIR/EIS. 
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 Regarding construction staging and access, as 

stated in Section 3.4.5 of the Draft EIR/EIS, 

staging areas for facilities and pump stations, 

which includes the Dechlorination Facility, 

would be located within the facility footprints. 

Pipeline staging areas will be located within 

developed parking lots or other developed and 

disturbed areas to minimize traffic and road 

disruptions and would move frequently as 

construction progresses along the alignment. 

Access to properties surrounding pipeline 

alignments would be maintained at all times 

during construction. It should also be noted 

that construction of this segment of the North 

City Pipeline within the public ROW would 

occur at nighttime (see Table 5.16-3 of the 

Draft EIR/EIS); these work hours would avoid 

causing disruptions to access during normal 

business hours of the surrounding properties. 

Construction outside of the public ROW on 

private property would occur during typical 

allowable daytime construction hours; 

construction on private property would not 

impede access to surrounding properties. 

F16-20 Please refer to Section 3.3 for a description of 

the additional easement required for the 
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proposed Landfill Gas Pipeline. Additionally, as 

stated in Section 3.5.2, permanent easements 

along pipeline alignments would allow access 

for inspection and maintenance. The potential 

economic effects resulting from land use 

easement adjustments are not required to be 

analyzed under CEQA 15131(a). 

F16-21 The North City Project would not result in 

substantial restriction in access to publicly or 

privately owned land. Please refer to response 

F16-22 below regarding construction access. As 

described in Section 3.4.5 of the Draft EIR/EIS, 

staging areas for facilities and pump stations 

would be located within the facility footprints; 

therefore, facilities and pump station 

construction and operation would not restrict 

access to other properties. Pipeline staging 

areas will be located within developed parking 

lots or other developed and disturbed areas to 

minimize traffic and road disruptions and 

would move frequently as construction 

progresses along the alignment. Traffic Control 

Plans have been incorporated into Project 

design as described in Section 3.4.6 of the 

Draft EIR/EIS. In all cases, pipeline construction 

within roadways would result only in 
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temporary partial closures, with movement 

along the roadway and access to surrounding 

properties maintained at all times. In response 

to this comment, Section 6.16 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS has been revised to include additional 

discussion regarding access to private and 

public lands. Minor revisions made do not 

affect the conclusions of the Final EIR/EIS. In 

accordance with CEQA Sections 15088.5(b), the 

addition of new information that clarifies, 

amplifies, or makes insignificant modifications 

does not require recirculation. 

F16-22 The existing biological resources, including 

vegetation communities, sensitive species, 

and jurisdictional resources, found within 

the North City Pipelines alignment and 

Dechlorination Facility site are described in 

Section 5.4.2.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Please 

also refer to Tables 5.4-10, 5.4-11, and 5.4-

17 for acreage summaries of biological 

resources within these components. See 

also Figures 5.4-1L and 5.4-1M for a visual 

display of biological resources within and 

around Evans Pond and the SRTP. Please 

also refer to the Biological Resources Report 

for the North City Project, City of San Diego, 
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California prepared by Dudek, dated 

September 2017 (provided as Appendix C). 

As stated in Section 6.4 of the Draft EIR/EIS, 

direct impacts from construction of the North 

City Pipeline include open-cut trenching, 

excavation of jacking and receiving pits, staging 

areas, and the subaqueous pipeline staging 

and laydown area. The North City Pipeline 

would result in 38.19 acres of temporary 

impacts and 0.06 acre of permanent impacts. 

Impacts to sensitive vegetation communities, 

as defined by the City’s biological guidelines, 

include non-native grassland, 0.10 acre. All 

wetlands and other sensitive vegetation that 

cross the pipeline alignment would be avoided 

using trenchless construction methods. Please 

also refer to Figure 6.4-1M of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Therefore, the Draft EIR/EIS adequately 

discusses potential biological impacts within 

the area identified by the commenter. 

F16-23 Specific biological impacts related to the North 

City Pipeline can be found throughout the 

analysis presented in Section 6.4 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS. As stated in Section 6.4.3.1, the North 

City Pipeline would result in 38.19 acres of 
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temporary impacts and 0.06 acre of 

permanent impacts. Impacts to sensitive 

vegetation communities, as defined by the 

City’s biological guidelines, include non-native 

grassland, 0.10 acre. All wetlands and other 

sensitive vegetation that cross the pipeline 

alignment would be avoided using trenchless 

construction methods. As stated in 

Section 6.4.4.1, the design of the North City 

Pipeline has taken into careful consideration 

the location of jurisdictional aquatic resources 

and has been designed to avoid these 

resources through the use of trenchless 

construction methods; therefore, no direct 

impacts would occur to jurisdictional aquatic 

resources associated with the construction and 

installation of the North City Pipeline. As stated 

in Section 6.5.4.1, no sensitive wildlife species 

were observed or have a moderate to high 

potential to occur in the North City Pipeline 

footprint. However, 1.38 acres of eucalyptus 

woodland would be temporarily impacted by 

the North City Pipeline alignment. The tables 

provided throughout Section 6.4 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS provide a summary of the biological 

impacts from each alternative as a whole, and 

Figure 6.4-1 shows the impact area as 
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associated with biological resources. 

Therefore, the Draft EIR/EIS provides adequate 

information related to biological resources 

impacts to determine significance under CEQA.  

F16-24 It is unclear which portion of the Draft EIR/EIS is 

referred to by this comment. The terms 

“wetland” or “wetland buffer” do not appear on 

page 6.4-4 of the Draft EIR/EIS. However, as 

stated in Section 6.4 of the Draft EIR/EIS, all 

wetlands and other sensitive vegetation that 

cross the pipeline alignment would be avoided 

using trenchless construction methods. Impacts 

would occur from the North City Pipeline’s work 

area easement within 100 feet of Evan’s Pond, as 

stated in Section 6.4.4.1 on page 6.4-44. 

However, impacts from the North City Pipeline 

would occur within an existing roadway, as 

shown on Figure 6.4-1M, which does not provide 

valuable transitional upland habitat that serves 

in slowing and absorbing flood waters for flood 

and erosion control, sediment filtration, water 

purification, or groundwater recharging. 

Therefore, construction of the North City 

Pipeline is not expected to impact the wetland 

buffer around Evan’s Pond. 
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F16-25 Access during pipeline construction is 

discussed in several sections of the Draft 

EIR/EIS. Section 3.4.6, Traffic Control Plan, 

describes traffic control plans for pipeline 

construction to specifically address 

construction traffic within the City’s public 

ROWs. The traffic control plans would include 

provisions for construction times and control 

plans for allowance of access throughout 

construction. Additionally, as further specified 

in Section 6.14, Public Services, pipeline 

construction within roadways would result only 

in temporary partial closures, with movement 

along the roadway and access to surrounding 

properties maintained at all times. This 

includes properties along the North City 

Pipeline alignment within the SRTP. Therefore, 

access to surrounding properties has be 

adequately analyzed within the Draft EIR/EIS. 

F16-26 For the traffic impact analysis during 

construction of the North City Pipelines, please 

refer to Table 6.16-9 of the Draft EIR/EIS which 

displays near-term roadway traffic volumes 

with and without construction traffic. Note that 

Table 6.16-9 includes a column labeled 

“Functional Classification,” which accounts for 
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lane closures. Table 6.16-10 also provides a 

summary of impact duration during 

construction of the North City Pipeline. 

As shown in Table 6.16-9, the following five 

roadway segments are projected to operate at 

substandard Level of Service (LOS) E or F both 

with and without construction traffic under 

near-term conditions: 

 Eastgate Mall, between the North City Pure 

Water Facility (NCPWF) and North City Water 

Reclamation Plant (NCWRP) driveway and 

Miramar Road – LOS F 

 Miramar Road, between Eastgate Mall and 

Camino Santa Fe – LOS F 

 Miramar Road, between Carroll Road and 

Camino Ruiz – LOS E 

 Miramar Road, between Camino Ruiz and 

Black Mountain Road – LOS F  

 Miramar Road, between Black Mountain 

Road and Kearny Villa Road – LOS F 

 Of the five segments listed above, one exceeds 

the thresholds in Table 6.16-9, and therefore, 

meets the threshold criteria for a significant 
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impact: Eastgate Mall between NCPWF and 

NCWRP driveway and Miramar Road. 

 A Traffic Control Plan, as described in Section 

3.4.6 of the Draft EIR/EIS, is incorporated into 

Project design and is not a mitigation measure. 

The analysis presented within Section 6.16 of 

the Draft EIR/EIS accounts for the preparation 

of a traffic control plan for the North City 

Pipeline. MM-TRAF-1 provides feasible 

mitigation beyond the Project design feature 

traffic control plan to reduce construction traffic 

impacts. However, even with a traffic control 

plan and incorporation of feasible mitigation, 

impacts would remain significant and 

unavoidable during construction of the North 

City Pipeline. Therefore, the Draft EIR/EIS 

properly analyzed traffic impacts resulting from 

lane closures from the North City Pipeline. 

F16-27 Please refer to Response to Comment F16-26. 

Table 6.16-9 of the Draft EIR/EIS which displays 

near-term roadway traffic volumes with and 

without construction traffic and accounts for 

lane closures. Table 6.16-9 and Appendix I of 

the Draft EIR/EIS provides LOS analysis during 

construction. One segment exceeds the 
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thresholds in Table 6.16-9, and therefore, 

meets the threshold criteria for a significant 

impact: Eastgate Mall between NCPWF and 

NCWRP driveway and Miramar Road.  

 The commenter notes that many land uses in 

the area of SRTP contribute to traffic 

congestion during the daytime and AM/PM 

commute hours. However, as noted in Table 

5.16-3 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the segments of 

concern of the North City Pipeline would have 

nighttime construction work hours to avoid 

peak travel times.  

 With the incorporation of a traffic control plan, 

nighttime work hours, and the analysis 

presented in Table 6.16-9, the City believes that 

the statement “roadways should function at 

reasonable operations even with the lane 

closure” is justified within the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Please note, that despite this statement, the 

Draft EIR/EIS discloses a potentially significant 

and unavoidable impact due to pipeline 

construction. Therefore, the Draft EIR/EIS 

properly analyzed traffic impacts resulting from 

lane closures from the North City Pipeline. 
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F16-28 Please refer to Responses to Comment F16-25 

and F16-27 regarding access and circulation 

during construction of the North City Pipeline. 

Construction information is provided in Section 

3.4 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Additionally, 

construction hours and duration related to 

proposed pipelines can be found in Section 

5.16 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

F16-29 Please refer to Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR/EIS 

for a detailed description of trenchless 

construction methods. A fracking and blasting 

plan have not been prepared and are not 

expected to be required. 



NORTH CITY PROJECT EIR/EIS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

February 2018 F16-54 9420-04 

F16-30  This comment discusses the assumptions for 

the cost comparison included in the City memo 

titled “Pure Water Pipeline Alignment 

Alternatives” dated July 27, 2017, and does not 

raise specific issues related to the adequacy of 

the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Please refer to responses F16-4 and F16-16 for 

additional information regarding the Murphy 

Alternative Locations.  
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Response to Comment Letter F17 

Carole Pietras 

November 20, 2017 

F17-1 The commenter’s opposition to the proposed 

Morena Pipelines alignment is noted and will 

be included in the administrative record for the 

Final EIR/EIS. 

F17-2 Traffic is discussed in Sections 5.16 and 6.16 of 

the Draft EIR/EIS. Refer to Table 5.16-1, which 

outlines proposed construction work hours 

along the Morena Pipelines. As shown in the 

table, the majority of Genesee Avenue 

construction within the public right-of-way 

would take place during nighttime hours to 

avoid AM and PM peak traffic hours.  

F17-3 Please refer to Response to Comment F17-2 

regarding traffic.  
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F17-4 The Draft EIR/EIS analyzes potential cumulative 

impacts in Chapter 7. Due to the broad 

geographical extent of the North City Project 

area, the cumulative impact analysis in the Draft 

EIR/EIS relies primarily on adopted planning 

documents consistent with Section 

15130(b)(1)(B) of the CEQA Guidelines and NEPA 

requirements. In addition, certain projects have 

been determined to have a high potential for 

cumulative impacts due to their nature, location, 

or scale, and therefore, are also discussed in 

Chapter 7. 

F17-5 Refer to response F17-2. The comment does 

not raise specific issues related to the 

adequacy of the environmental analysis in the 

Draft EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response 

is provided or required. 

F17-6 The wastewater forcemain would be designed 

and constructed such that the City does not 

agree that potential spills or pipe failure is 

likely. It would be constructed of welded steel 

pipe that has an inner mortar coating that is 

tape wrapped with a mortar shield coating on 

the outside. The pipe will be cathodically 

protected by an induced current to prevent 
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corrosion, which is the primary reason for 

breakage of steel pipes. The pipe would be 

tested to a pressure that is 1.5 times higher 

than the proposed operational pressure to 

ensure structural integrity.  

As described in Section 3.5.2 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS, in the unlikely case of pipe failure, the 

North City Pure Water Facility (NCPWF) would 

be shut down until the pipe is repaired. In the 

event the NCPWF is shut down for any 

purpose, the Morena Pump Station will also be 

shut down and go into a by-pass mode 

directing flows to the Point Loma Wastewater 

Treatment Plant. This information is further 

discussed in Section 6.7, Geology and Soils, of 

the Draft EIR/EIS. The Morena Pump Station 

has several features incorporated into Project 

design to minimize risk from earthquakes and 

faulting, and more generally, pipeline 

breakage. Such features include vibratory 

alarms to trigger pump station shut down 

when sensing excessive vibrations or 

substantial changes in pressure, flexible 

connections between the Morena Pump 

Station and the Morena Wastewater Forcemain 

and Brine/Centrate Line (Morena Pipelines) in 
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the event of differential settlement, pump 

station shut down in the event of a break in the 

pipeline, and structural setbacks outside of the 

fault zone. Specifically, a forcemain break or 

blockage triggers the immediate shutdown of 

the Morena Pump Station, and a break in the 

brine/centrate line triggers the immediate 

shutdown of the NCPWF. The automatic 

shutdown of the Morena Pump Station in the 

event of pipe breakage would prevent 

substantial wastewater spills from occurring. 

 As a final precaution, the City has in place a 

Sewer Overflow Response and Tracking Plan 

(described in Section 5.9, Health and 

Safety/Hazards), to be implemented in the 

event of sanitary sewer overflow or spills. The 

Sewer Overflow Response and Tracking Plan 

documents the processes and procedures that 

ensure that all sanitary sewer overflows/spill 

are identified, responded to, investigated, and 

reported in an effective and timely manner 

(City of San Diego 2014). 

 The City has a successful history of conveying 

wastewater in pressurized forcemains. Over an 

approximate 7-year period (2010 through 
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2017), the City experienced approximately 

4,525 gallons of wastewater released from 

pressurized forcemain breaks (City of San 

Diego 2017c). For the sake of reference, the 

City pumps over 100 million gallons of 

wastewater to the Point Loma Wastewater 

Treatment Plant each day; hence, the City’s 

history with preventing forcemain leaks has 

been highly successful. Therefore, in addition 

to the North City Project design and Sewer 

Overflow Response and Tracking Plan, the City 

firmly believes that wastewater spills would 

not be likely 
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Response to Comment Letter F18 

KATIE RODOLICO, LETTER 1 

November 21, 2017 

F18-1 Comment noted. 

F18-2 The wastewater forcemain would be designed 

and constructed such that the City does not 

agree that a risk of spills or upset are likely. It 

would be constructed of welded steel pipe that 

has an inner mortar coating that is tape 

wrapped with a mortar shield coating on the 

outside. The pipe will be cathodically protected 

by an induced current to prevent corrosion, 

which is the primary reason for breakage of 

steel pipes. The pipe would be tested to a 

pressure that is 1.5 times higher than the 

proposed operational pressure to ensure 

structural integrity.  

As described in Section 3.5.2 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS, in the unlikely case of pipe failure, the 

North City Pure Water Facility (NCPWF) would 

be shut down until the pipe is repaired. In the 

event the NCPWF is shut down for any 

purpose, the Morena Pump Station will also be 



NORTH CITY PROJECT EIR/EIS 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

February 2018 F18-2 9420-04 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

shut down and go into a by-pass mode 

directing flows to the Point Loma Wastewater 

Treatment Plant. This information is further 

discussed in Section 6.7, Geology and Soils, of 

the Draft EIR/EIS. The Morena Pump Station 

has several features incorporated into Project 

design to minimize risk from earthquakes and 

faulting, and more generally, pipeline 

breakage. Such features include vibratory 

alarms to trigger pump station shut down 

when sensing excessive vibrations or 

substantial changes in pressure, flexible 

connections between the Morena Pump 

Station and the Morena Wastewater Forcemain 

and Brine/Centrate Line (Morena Pipelines) in 

the event of differential settlement, pump 

station shut down in the event of a break in the 

pipeline, and structural setbacks outside of the 

fault zone. Specifically, a forcemain break or 

blockage triggers the immediate shutdown of 

the Morena Pump Station, and a break in the 

brine/centrate line triggers the immediate 

shutdown of the NCPWF. The automatic 

shutdown of the Morena Pump Station in the 

event of pipe breakage would prevent 

substantial wastewater spills from occurring. 
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 As a final precaution, the City has in place a Sewer 

Overflow Response and Tracking Plan (described 

in Section 5.9, Health and Safety/Hazards), to be 

implemented in the event of sanitary sewer 

overflow or spills. The Sewer Overflow Response 

and Tracking Plan documents the processes and 

procedures that ensure that all sanitary sewer 

overflows/spill are identified, responded to, 

investigated, and reported in an effective and 

timely manner (City of San Diego 2014). 

 The City has a successful history of conveying 

wastewater in pressurized forcemains. Over an 

approximate 7-year period (2010 through 2017), 

the City experienced approximately 4,525 

gallons of wastewater released from pressurized 

forcemain breaks (City of San Diego 2017c). For 

the sake of reference, the City pumps over 100 

million gallons of wastewater to the Point Loma 

Wastewater Treatment Plan each day; hence, the 

City’s history with preventing forcemain leaks 

has been highly successful. Therefore, in 

addition to the North City Project design and 

Sewer Overflow Response and Tracking Plan, the 

City firmly believes that wastewater spills would 

not be likely. 
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F18-3 Please refer to response F18-2 regarding 

potential risk of upset. A reasonable range of 

alternatives has been provided in the Draft 

EIR/EIS in compliance with the CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15126.6(a). The City of San Diego has 

considered a variety of alternative routes for 

each of the proposed pipeline alignments, 

including the Morena Pipelines, as summarized 

in Section 3.7.2, Current Alternative Screening. 

However, modifications to the route of the 

Morena Pipelines were determined to (1) not 

substantially lessen the significant 

environmental effects of the Project or (2) be 

infeasible. As such, a more detailed analysis is 

not required. 

 An alternative alignment in the SDG&E 

easement would likely reduce potential traffic 

impacts; however it would merely transfer 

noise impacts to other areas within the 

community. Additionally, because it would 

require trenchless tunneling construction 

along the majority of the alignment, air quality 

and noise impacts would be increased. 

Extreme low points along the alignment would 

require very deep tunnel shafts. Therefore, 

there is an elevated risk that the pipeline could 
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be impacted by geotechnical conditions. There 

is also an increased risk to existing facilities 

due to settlement or vibration from the 

tunneling work. This alternative would also 

have potential wetland and other biological 

impacts at entrance and exit pit locations along 

the trenchless tunnels and would conflict with 

City Council policies 400-13 and 400-14 that 

prohibit new wastewater forcemains in 

canyons and other environmentally sensitive 

lands (City of San Diego 2002a, 2002b). This 

alternative route would also conflict with the 

City’s Sewer Design Guide that encourages 

construction of sewer utilities within roadway 

right-of-way (City of San Diego 2015a).    

F18-4 As stated in Section 5.16 of the Draft EIR/EIS, 

based on information provided by City of San 

Diego Public Utilities Department and 

Construction Management and Field Services, 

the construction of several segments within the 

public right-of-way is proposed to take place 

during the nighttime, between 9:00 p.m. and 

5:00 a.m., with daytime construction along some 

segments of the pipeline alignment. Table 5.16-1 

provides the work hours proposed for the 

roadway segments analyzed for the Morena 
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Pipelines construction. Nighttime work hours 

may be modified/reduced or work may be 

performed during weekends on roadways near 

residential areas. 

F18-5 As discussed in mitigation measure MM-HAZ-4 

in Section 6.9.5.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS, all 

applicable procedures outlined in the City of San 

Diego’s “WHITEBOOK” Part 1 – General 

Provisions (A), Section 7-22, Encountering or 

Releasing Hazardous Substances will be followed 

(City of San Diego 2015) to ensure that 

appropriate investigation, sampling and 

remedial actions are taken where the potential 

to encounter hazardous substances or 

recognized environmental conditions. 

Compliance with these procedures would 

adequately mitigate any potential risk and would 

ensure that at risk groups such as seniors and 

children are not exposed to contaminated soil 

and/or vapors. 

 The City has adequately disclosed potential 

impacts resulting from vapor intrusion in the 

Draft EIR/EIS in Section 6.9.5. As cited in the 

Draft EIR/EIS, Phase I Environmental Site 

Assessments (ESAs) were prepared for the 
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Morena Pump Station, WW Force Main and 

Brine Conveyance (Allied Geotechnical 

Engineers Inc. 2015a); Miramar Pipeline/Pump 

Station (Allied Geotechnical Engineers Inc. 

2016); and the North City to San Vicente 

Reservoir Pipeline Project (Allied Geotechnical 

Engineers Inc. 2015b). The conclusions of the 

Phase I ESAs are consistent with those found in 

the Draft EIR/EIS as they related to potential 

vapor intrusion. 

F18-6 The North City Project Traffic Impact Study 

(provided as Appendix I to the Draft EIR/EIS) 

and Sections 5.16 and 6.16, Transportation, 

Circulation, and Parking of the Draft EIR/EIS 

have been prepared consistent with the City of 

San Diego Traffic Impact Study Manual 

Guidelines and standard traffic engineering 

practice for the San Diego region. The impact 

analysis addresses potential impacts to the 

level of service (LOS) and roadway volumes 

from construction. 

 The comment specifically notes that the traffic 

analysis does not consider impacts during 

evening rush hour along Genesee and 

surrounding roadways. Proposed construction 
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work hours for the Morena Pipeline are 

detailed in Table 5.16-1 of the Draft EIR/EIS. As 

shown on the table, all construction along 

Genesee Avenue, with the exception of 

southbound Genesee Avenue between 

Appleton Street and Clairemont Mesa 

Boulevard, is proposed to occur during 

nighttime, with the intent to avoid traffic 

commute peak hours. 

 For the traffic impact analysis during 

construction of the Morena Pipelines, please 

refer to Table 6.16-6 of the Draft EIR/EIS which 

displays Near-Term roadway traffic volumes with 

and without construction traffic. Note that Table 

6.16-6 includes a column labeled “Functional 

Classification” which accounts for lane closures. 

Therefore, the Draft EIR/EIS properly analyzed 

traffic impacts resulting from lane closures in 

addition to estimated construction worker trips 

from the Morena Pipelines. 

F18-7 The construction schedule disclosed within the 

Draft EIR/EIS was determined through 

discussions between City of San Diego traffic 

engineers, pipeline engineers, and the traffic 

consultants based on typical construction 
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practices and feasibility. The Draft EIR/EIS used 

a standard production rate of 75 feet per day 

for all pipelines. The construction schedule 

shown at the presentation at the UCPG 

meeting displayed a more general construction 

schedule including initial traffic control 

noticing, pavement markings, utility field 

locating, and site preparation. Actual road 

closures are anticipated to align with the 

construction schedule disclosed in the EIR/EIS.   

F18-8 Emergency access and response is discussed 

Section 6.14, Public Services, of the Draft 

EIR/EIS. Emergency access would be 

maintained at all times. As discussed in Section 

6.14, in all cases, pipeline construction within 

roadways would result only in temporary 

partial closures, with movement along the 

roadway and access to surrounding properties 

maintained at all times. Prior to pipeline 

construction that requires encroachment into 

public roadways, a traffic control plan would 

be prepared by the City in conformance with 

the City’s traffic control regulations. The traffic 

control plan would be prepared to ensure that 

all access, including emergency access, would 

not be restricted. Additionally, as described in 
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Section 3.4.2 and detailed in Section 6.16 of the 

Draft EIR/EIS, nighttime work hours would be 

implemented within certain high traffic 

roadways to avoid peak traffic times. 

Additionally, all construction contracts have 

conditions mandating emergency access into 

and through the site at all times. 

F18-9 The Torrey pines within the median along 

Genesee Avenue were planted and are not 

considered a native population. Only native 

populations of this species are covered by the 

MSCP as stated in Attachment A of the San 

Diego Municipal Code, Land Development 

Code—Biology Guidelines. Additionally, the 

Project would not result in conflicts with City 

Policy 900-19 because none of the trees in the 

median are designated as Heritage/Conserved 

or Parkway Resource Trees. The Torrey pines 

within the median along Genesee Avenue are 

not protected, and the Morena Pipelines would 

not result in direct impacts to these trees. 

F18-10 Due to the broad geographical extent of the 

North City Project area, the cumulative impact 

analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS relies primarily on 

adopted planning documents consistent with 
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Section 15130(b)(1)(B) of the CEQA Guidelines as 

well as NEPA requirements. In addition, certain 

projects have been determined to have a high 

potential for cumulative impacts due to their 

nature, location or scale, and therefore, are also 

discussed in Chapter 7.  

 In response to this comment, the following 

cumulative projects have been added to 

Section 7.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS for purposes of 

cumulative analysis: North Torrey Pines Living 

and Learning Neighborhood Project, Westfield 

Redevelopment Project, and Mesa House 

Nuevo West and East Projects. Minor revisions 

made do not affect the conclusions of the Final 

EIR/EIS. In accordance with CEQA Sections 

15088.5(b), the addition of new information 

that clarifies, amplifies or makes insignificant 

modifications does not require recirculation. 

F18-11 Please refer to response F18-10. The 

commenters concern of ongoing construction 

in the area is noted and will be included in the 

administrative record for the Project as part of 

the Final EIR/EIS. 
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INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
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Response to Comment Letter F19 

Katie Rodolico, Letter 2 

November 21, 2017 

F19-1 Comment is noted and will be included in the 

administrative record for the Project as part of 

the Final EIR/EIS. 

F19-2 Distribution and notification of the Draft 

EIR/EIS was completed in compliance with 

CEQA. In response to this comment, the City 

will add these addresses to all future 

notifications related to the North City Project. 
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INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
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Response to Letter F20 

Pat Cramer, Letter 1 

November 21, 2017 

F20-1 The commenter’s preference for desalinated 

water and for an “alternate route B,” rather 

than the proposed route for the Morena 

Pipelines is noted and will be included in the 

administrative record for the Project as part of 

the Final EIR/EIS. Alternate route B is not a 

naming convention that has been used in the 

Draft EIR/EIS or other City technical 

documents; thus, it is unclear as to the 

specific alignment the commenter is referring 

to, and therefore, no specific response related 

to this route is provided. 

A reasonable range of alternatives has been 

provided in the Draft EIR/EIS in compliance 

with the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a). 

The City of San Diego has considered a variety 

of alternative routes for each of the proposed 

pipeline alignments, including the Morena 

Pipelines, as summarized in Section 3.7.2, 

Current Alternative Screening. However, 

modifications to the route of the Morena 
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Pipelines were determined to (1) not 

substantially lessen the significant 

environmental effects of the Project or (2) be 

infeasible. As such, a more detailed analysis is 

not required. 

F20-2 The comment is noted. The comment does 

not raise specific issues related to the 

adequacy of the environmental analysis in 

the Draft EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional 

response is provided or required. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER F21 

PAT CRAMER, LETTER 2 

NOVEMBER 21, 2017 

F21-1 The commenter’s preference for desalinated 

water and for “alternate route B,” rather than 

the proposed route for the Morena Pipelines is 

noted and will be included in the 

administrative record for the Project as part of 

the Final EIR/EIS. Alternate route B is not a 

naming convention that has been used in the 

Draft EIR/EIS or other City technical 

documents; therefore, it is unclear as to the 

specific alignment the commenter is referring 

to, and no specific response related to this 

route is provided.  

A reasonable range of alternatives has been 

provided in the Draft EIR/EIS in compliance 

with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a). The 

City of San Diego has considered a variety of 

alternative routes for each of the proposed 

pipeline alignments, including the Morena 

Pipelines, as summarized in Section 3.7.2, 

Current Alternative Screening. However, 

modifications to the route of the Morena 
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Pipelines were determined to (1) not 

substantially lessen the significant 

environmental effects of the Project or (2) be 

infeasible. As such, a more detailed analysis is 

not required. 

F21-2 The wastewater forcemain would be designed 

and constructed such that the City does not 

agree that potential spills or pipe failure is likely. 

It would be constructed of welded steel pipe 

that has an inner mortar coating that is tape 

wrapped with a mortar shield coating on the 

outside. The pipe will be cathodically protected 

by an induced current to prevent corrosion, 

which is the primary reason for breakage of 

steel pipes. The pipe would be tested to a 

pressure that is 1.5 times higher than the 

proposed operational pressure to ensure 

structural integrity.  

As described in Section 3.5.2 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS, in the unlikely case of pipe failure, the 

North City Pure Water Facility (NCPWF) would 

be shut down until the pipe is repaired. In the 

event the NCPWF is shut down for any purpose, 

the Morena Pump Station will also be shut 

down and go into a by-pass mode directing 
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flows to the Point Loma Wastewater Treatment 

Plant. This information is further discussed in 

Section 6.7, Geology and Soils, of the Draft 

EIR/EIS. The Morena Pump Station has several 

features incorporated into Project design to 

minimize risk from earthquakes and faulting, 

and more generally, pipeline breakage. Such 

features include vibratory alarms to trigger 

pump station shut down when sensing 

excessive vibrations or substantial changes in 

pressure, flexible connections between the 

Morena Pump Station and the Morena 

Wastewater Forcemain and Brine/Centrate Line 

(Morena Pipelines) in the event of differential 

settlement, pump station shut down in the 

event of a break in the pipeline, and structural 

setbacks outside of the fault zone. Specifically, a 

forcemain break or blockage triggers the 

immediate shutdown of the Morena Pump 

Station, and a break in the brine/centrate line 

triggers the immediate shutdown of the 

NCPWF. The automatic shutdown of the 

Morena Pump Station in the event of pipe 

breakage would prevent substantial wastewater 

spills from occurring. 

As a final precaution, the City has in place a 
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Sewer Overflow Response and Tracking Plan 

(described in Section 5.9, Health and 

Safety/Hazards), to be implemented in the 

event of sanitary sewer overflow or spills. The 

Sewer Overflow Response and Tracking Plan 

documents the processes and procedures that 

ensure that all sanitary sewer overflows/spills 

are identified, responded to, investigated, and 

reported in an effective and timely manner (City 

of San Diego 2014). 

The City has a successful history of conveying 

wastewater in pressurized forcemains. Over an 

approximate 7-year period (2010 through 2017), 

the City experienced approximately 4,525 

gallons of wastewater released from pressurized 

forcemain breaks (City of San Diego 2017c). For 

the sake of reference, the City pumps over 100 

million gallons of wastewater to the Point Loma 

Wastewater Treatment Plant each day; hence, 

the City’s history with preventing forcemain leaks 

has been highly successful. Therefore, in 

addition to the North City Project design and 

Sewer Overflow Response and Tracking Plan, the 

City firmly believes that wastewater spills would 

not be likely. 
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Section 6.16 of the Draft EIR/EIS addresses 

potential traffic impacts and community 

disruption during construction of the Project 

pipelines. Section 6.12 of the Draft EIR/EIS 

addresses construction noise. 

F21-3 Transient flow protection was discussed in the 

10% Design Report (Brown and Caldwell 2015). 

Transient flow conditions could result in a 

worst-case scenario during which a loss of 

power occurs when running four pumps at the 

peak flow rate. Wastewater being pumped 

uphill would reach a speed of zero, then flow 

backward until the Morena Pump Station’s 

check valves close. Flow further along the 

alignment would continue to flow toward the 

North City Water Reclamation Plant, creating a 

vacuum condition at the pipeline’s high points. 

A water hammer condition would form during 

this condition; however, it would have no 

adverse impact on the pipeline or valves. The 

vacuum conditions would be addressed by 

attaching flywheels on the pump/motor trains 

to increase the rotational moment of inertia 

and allow additional air into the pipeline. 

Additional locations for air vacuum/air release 

assemblies will be determined during final 
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design and will reduce potential noise impacts 

from this condition. 

F21-4 The Torrey pines within the median along 

Genesee Avenue were planted and are not 

considered a native population. Only native 

populations of this species are covered by the 

Multiple Species Conservation Program as 

stated in Attachment A of the San Diego 

Municipal Code, Land Development Code—

Biology Guidelines. Additionally, the Project 

would not result in conflicts with City Policy 

900-19 because none of the trees in the 

median are designated as Heritage/Conserved 

or Parkway Resource Trees. The Torrey pines 

within the median along Genesee Avenue are 

not protected, and the Morena Pipelines would 

not result in direct impacts to these trees. 

F21-5 A reasonable range of alternatives has been 

provided in the Draft EIR/EIS in compliance 

with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a). The 

City of San Diego has considered a variety of 

alternative routes for each of the proposed 

pipeline alignments, including the Morena 

Pipelines, as summarized in Section 3.7.2, 

Current Alternative Screening. However, 
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modifications to the route of the Morena 

Pipelines were determined to (1) not 

substantially lessen the significant 

environmental effects of the Project or (2) be 

infeasible. As such, a more detailed analysis is 

not required. 

F21-6 In compliance with Section 15085 of the CEQA 

Guidelines, the City’s Development Services 

Department filed a copy of the Notice of 

Completion with the Office of Planning and 

Research on September 7, 2017. In addition, in 

compliance with Section 15086 of the CEQA 

Guidelines, the City circulated the notice to 

interested local government organizations, 

community groups, planning groups, and 

individuals. The notice and copies of the Draft 

EIR/EIS were made available at seven libraries 

as well as online. The City also held a public 

workshop on October 11, 2017, at the Public 

Utilities Department.  

F21-7 Comment noted. 
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Response to Comment Letter F22 

Steve W 

November 21, 2017 

F22-1 The wastewater forcemain would be designed 

and constructed such that the City does not 

agree that potential spills or pipe failure is 

likely. It would be constructed of welded steel 

pipe that has an inner mortar coating that is 

tape wrapped with a mortar shield coating on 

the outside. The pipe will be cathodically 

protected by an induced current to prevent 

corrosion, which is the primary reason for 

breakage of steel pipes. The pipe would be 

tested to a pressure that is 1.5 times higher 

than the proposed operational pressure to 

ensure structural integrity.  

As described in Section 3.5.2 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS, in the unlikely case of pipe failure, the 

North City Pure Water Facility (NCPWF) would 

be shut down until the pipe is repaired. In the 

event the NCPWF is shut down for any 

purpose, the Morena Pump Station will also be 

shut down and go into a by-pass mode 

directing flows to the Point Loma Wastewater 
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Treatment Plant. This information is further 

discussed in Section 6.7, Geology and Soils, of 

the Draft EIR/EIS. The Morena Pump Station 

has several features incorporated into Project 

design to minimize risk from earthquakes and 

faulting, and more generally, pipeline 

breakage. Such features include vibratory 

alarms to trigger pump station shut down 

when sensing excessive vibrations or 

substantial changes in pressure, flexible 

connections between the Morena Pump 

Station and the Morena Wastewater Forcemain 

and Brine/Centrate Line (Morena Pipelines) in 

the event of differential settlement, pump 

station shut down in the event of a break in the 

pipeline, and structural setbacks outside of the 

fault zone. Specifically, a forcemain break or 

blockage triggers the immediate shutdown of 

the Morena Pump Station, and a break in the 

brine/centrate line triggers the immediate 

shutdown of the NCPWF. The automatic 

shutdown of the Morena Pump Station in the 

event of pipe breakage would prevent 

substantial wastewater spills from occurring. 

 As a final precaution, the City has in place a 

Sewer Overflow Response and Tracking Plan 



NORTH CITY PROJECT EIR/EIS 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

February 2018 F22-3 9420-04 

(described in Section 5.9, Health and 

Safety/Hazards), to be implemented in the 

event of sanitary sewer overflow or spills. The 

Sewer Overflow Response and Tracking Plan 

documents the processes and procedures that 

ensure that all sanitary sewer overflows/spill 

are identified, responded to, investigated, and 

reported in an effective and timely manner 

(City of San Diego 2014). 

 The City has a successful history of conveying 

wastewater in pressurized forcemains. Over an 

approximate 7-year period (2010 through 

2017), the City experienced approximately 

4,525 gallons of wastewater released from 

pressurized forcemain breaks (City of San 

Diego 2017c). For the sake of reference, the 

City pumps over 100 million gallons of 

wastewater to the Point Loma Wastewater 

Treatment Plant each day; hence, the City’s 

history with preventing forcemain leaks has 

been highly successful. Therefore, in addition 

to the North City Project design and Sewer 

Overflow Response and Tracking Plan, the City 

firmly believes that wastewater spills would 

not be likely. 
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F22-2 The commenter’s preference for an alternative 

alignment for the Morena Pipelines and 

alternate “processing plant” site is noted and will 

be included in the administrative record for the 

Project as part of the Final EIR/EIS. An alternative 

alignment in Rose Canyon would be infeasible 

since it would conflict with City Council policies 

400-13 and 400-14 that prohibit new wastewater 

force mains in canyons and other 

environmentally sensitive lands (City of San 

Diego 2002a, City of San Diego 2002b). This 

alternative route would also conflict with the 

City’s Sewer Design Guide that encourages 

construction of sewer utilities within roadway 

right-of-way (City of San Diego 2015a). 

 A reasonable range of alternatives has been 

provided in the Draft EIR/EIS in compliance 

with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a). The 

City of San Diego has considered a variety of 

alternative routes for each of the proposed 

pipeline alignments, including the Morena 

Pipelines, as summarized in Section 3.7.2, 

Current Alternative Screening. However, 

modifications to the route of the Morena 

Pipelines were determined to (1) not 

substantially lessen the significant 
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environmental effects of the Project or (2) be 

infeasible. As such, a more detailed analysis is 

not required. 

F22-3 The City acknowledges the commenter’s 

opposition to construction of the Morena 

Pipelines alignment within roadway right-of-way 

in Claremont. Section 6.16 of the Draft EIR/EIS 

provides analysis of construction impacts related 

to traffic for all proposed pipelines. 

F22-4 The Torrey pines within the median along 

Genesee Avenue were planted and are not 

considered a native population. Only native 

populations of this species are covered by the 

Multiple Species Conservation Program as 

stated in Attachment A of the San Diego 

Municipal Code, Land Development Code—

Biology Guidelines. Additionally, the project 

would not result in conflicts with City Policy 

900-19 because none of the trees in the 

median are designated as Heritage/Conserved 

or Parkway Resource Trees. The Torrey pines 

within the median along Genesee Avenue are 

not protected and the Morena Pipelines would 

not result in direct impacts to these trees. 
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F22-5 Please refer to response F22-2. 

F22-6 The comment is noted. The comment does not 

raise specific issues related to the adequacy of 

the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; 

therefore, no additional response is provided 

or required. 
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Response to Comment Letter F23 

Jean Hammerl 

November 21, 2017 

F23-1 The commenter’s opposition to the proposed 

route for the Morena Pipelines is noted and 

will be included in the administrative record as 

part of the Final EIR/EIS. 

F23-2 The comment regarding the hiring of an attorney 

is noted. The issues raised by the commenter are 

addressed in several sections of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Potential traffic impacts are discussed in Sections 

5.16 and 6.16 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Materials to be 

used during construction are described to the 

best knowledge available in Chapter 3 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS and throughout the rest of the document. 

Potential impacts from operation of the Project 

are also analyzed as required by CEQA and NEPA 

throughout Chapter 6 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The 

City would like to note that there no longer is a 

“Water Department”; instead, the department is 

now known as Public Utilities. 

F23-3 The commenter’s preference for an alternative 

alignment for the Morena Pipelines is noted 

and will be included in the administrative 
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record for the Project as part of the Final 

EIR/EIS. A reasonable range of alternatives has 

been provided in the Draft EIR/EIS in 

compliance with the CEQA Guidelines Section 

15126.6(a). The City of San Diego has 

considered a variety of alternative routes for 

each of the proposed pipeline alignments, 

including the Morena Pipelines, as summarized 

in Section 3.7.2, Current Alternative Screening. 

However, modifications to the route of the 

Morena Pipelines were determined to (1) not 

substantially lessen the significant 

environmental effects of the Project or (2) be 

infeasible. Since no specific alternative routes 

are provided by the commenter, no additional 

clarifications or rationale can be provided. 

F23-4 The comment is noted. The comment does not 

raise specific issues related to the adequacy of 

the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS; 

therefore, no additional response is provided 

or required. 

F23-5 Comment noted. Please refer to response F23-3. 
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Response to Letter F24 

Deanna Ratnikova 

November 21, 2017 

F24-1 The wastewater forcemain would be designed 

and constructed such that the City does not 

agree that a risk of spills or upset are likely. It 

would be constructed of welded steel pipe that 

has an inner mortar coating that is tape 

wrapped with a mortar shield coating on the 

outside. The pipe will be cathodically protected 

by an induced current to prevent corrosion, 

which is the primary reason for breakage of 

steel pipes. The pipe would be tested to a 

pressure that is 1.5 times higher than the 

proposed operational pressure to ensure 

structural integrity.  

As described in Section 3.5.2 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS, in the unlikely case of pipe failure, the 

North City Pure Water Facility (NCPWF) would 

be shut down until the pipe is repaired. In the 

event the NCPWF is shut down for any 

purpose, the Morena Pump Station will also be 

shut down and go into a by-pass mode 

directing flows to the Point Loma Wastewater 
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Treatment Plant. This information is further 

discussed in Section 6.7, Geology and Soils, of 

the Draft EIR/EIS. The Morena Pump Station 

has several features incorporated into Project 

design to minimize risk from earthquakes and 

faulting, and more generally, pipeline 

breakage. Such features include vibratory 

alarms to trigger pump station shut down 

when sensing excessive vibrations or 

substantial changes in pressure, flexible 

connections between the Morena Pump 

Station and the Morena Wastewater Forcemain 

and Brine/Centrate Line (Morena Pipelines) in 

the event of differential settlement, pump 

station shut down in the event of a break in the 

pipeline, and structural setbacks outside of the 

fault zone. Specifically, a forcemain break or 

blockage triggers the immediate shutdown of 

the Morena Pump Station, and a break in the 

brine/centrate line triggers the immediate 

shutdown of the NCPWF. The automatic 

shutdown of the Morena Pump Station in the 

event of pipe breakage would prevent 

substantial wastewater spills from occurring. 

 As a final precaution, the City has in place a 

Sewer Overflow Response and Tracking Plan 
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(described in Section 5.9, Health and 

Safety/Hazards), to be implemented in the 

event of sanitary sewer overflow or spills. The 

Sewer Overflow Response and Tracking Plan 

documents the processes and procedures that 

ensure that all sanitary sewer overflows/spill 

are identified, responded to, investigated, and 

reported in an effective and timely manner 

(City of San Diego 2014). 

 The City has a successful history of conveying 

wastewater in pressurized forcemains. Over an 

approximate 7-year period (2010 through 

2017), the City experienced approximately 

4,525 gallons of wastewater released from 

pressurized forcemain breaks (City of San 

Diego 2017c). For the sake of reference, the 

City pumps over 100 million gallons of 

wastewater to the Point Loma Wastewater 

Treatment Plant each day; hence, the City’s 

history with preventing forcemain leaks has 

been highly successful. Therefore, in addition 

to the North City Project design and Sewer 

Overflow Response and Tracking Plan, the City 

firmly believes that wastewater spills would 

not be likely. 
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F24-2 Potential impacts related to traffic from 

construction of the Project are discussed in 

Section 6.16 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

F24-3 Potential impacts related to noise from 

construction of the Project are discussed in 

Section 6.12 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

F24-4 Transient flow protection was discussed in the 

10% Design Report (Brown and Caldwell 2015). 

Transient flow conditions could result in a 

worst-case scenario during which a loss of 

power occurs when running four pumps at the 

peak flow rate. Wastewater being pumped 

uphill would reach a speed of zero, then flow 

backward until the Morena Pump Station’s 

check valves close. Flow further along the 

alignment would continue to flow toward the 

North City Water Reclamation Plant, creating a 

vacuum condition at the pipeline’s high points. 

A water hammer condition would form during 

this condition; however, it would have no 

adverse impact on the pipeline or valves. The 

vacuum conditions would be addressed by 

attaching flywheels on the pump/motor trains 

to increase the rotational moment of inertia 

and allow additional air into the pipeline. 
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Additional locations for air vacuum/air release 

assemblies will be determined during final 

design and will reduce potential noise impacts 

from this condition. 

F24-5 The Torrey pines within the median along 

Genesee Avenue were planted and are not 

considered a native population. Only native 

populations of this species are covered by the 

Multiple Species Conservation Program as 

stated in Attachment A of the San Diego 

Municipal Code, Land Development Code—

Biology Guidelines. Additionally, the Project 

would not result in conflicts with City Policy 

900-19 because none of the trees in the 

median are designated as Heritage/Conserved 

or Parkway Resource Trees. The Torrey pines 

within the median along Genesee Avenue are 

not protected, and the Morena Pipelines would 

not result in direct impacts to these trees. 

F24-6 A reasonable range of alternatives has been 

provided in the Draft EIR/EIS in compliance with 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a). The City of 

San Diego has considered a variety of alternative 

routes for each of the proposed pipeline 

alignments, including the Morena Pipelines, as 
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summarized in Section 3.7.2, Current Alternative 

Screening. However, modifications to the route 

of the Morena Pipelines were determined to (1) 

not substantially lessen the significant 

environmental effects of the Project or (2) be 

infeasible. As such, a more detailed analysis is 

not required. Since no specific alternative routes 

are provided by the commenter, no additional 

clarifications or rationale can be provided. 

 

 



NORTH CITY PROJECT EIR/EIS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

February 2018 F25-1 9420-04 

Response to Letter F25 

David Hogan 

November 21, 2017 

F25-1 Commented noted. 

F25-2 As discussed in Chapter 3, Alternatives, of the 

Draft EIR/EIS, CEQA requires a discussion of 

alternatives to the project be provided. 

Specifically, Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA 

Guidelines states that an EIR shall, “[d]escribe a 

range of reasonable alternatives to the project, 

or to the location of the project, which would 

feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the 

project but would avoid or substantially lessen 

any of the significant effects of the project, and 

evaluate the comparative merits of the 

alternatives.” Section 15126.6(f) further states, 

“The range of alternatives required in an EIR is 

governed by a ‘rule of reason’ that requires the 

EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary 

to permit a reasoned choice.” This is defined in 

the same section of the CEQA Guidelines as not 

meaning every conceivable alternative to the 

project, but only a reasonable range of 

potentially feasible alternatives. 
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 The City of San Diego has considered a variety 

of alternative sites for the North City Pure 

Water Facility (NCPWF). There is a substantial 

increase in efficiency to locating the NCPWF 

adjacent to the North City Water Reclamation 

Plant (NCWRP). By locating the NCPWF adjacent 

to the NCWRP, less energy is required to pump 

recycled water from the NCWRP to the NCPWF, 

which thereby results in fewer greenhouse gas 

emissions. By locating the facilities adjacent to 

each other, staff and other operations and 

management requirements can be shared. The 

components required of the NCPWF could not 

be located within the existing NCWRP site due to 

space requirements; in order for the proposed 

NCPWF to be located within the existing NCWRP 

site, the majority of the parking lot and adjacent 

open space would be required, potentially 

resulting in additional biological impacts. 

Biological surveys were conducted on multiple 

parcels (Pueblo North, Pueblo Central, Pueblo 

South, and SANDER East) and Pueblo North 

was chosen due to the lack resources (i.e., 

there are no listed species present; it is 

comprised mostly of non-native grassland; and 

it is more disturbed by trash and off-roading 

activity) compared to the other sites as well as 
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its proximity to the NCWRP, as stated in 

Section 4.1.2 of Appendix C.  Therefore, there 

are no other feasible alternative NCPWF sites.  

F25-3 The City disagrees that the proposed 

mitigation for all Project impacts to biological 

resources is inadequate to reduce impacts to 

less than significant. The Draft EIR/EIS has 

demonstrated that the mitigation for all 

impacts to sensitive resources is feasible, 

appropriate, and therefore adequate to make 

a less-than-significant determination under 

CEQA for each alternative. Additional details 

are provided in responses below. 

F25-4 Content of comment is accurately summarized 

from the Draft EIR/EIS.  

F25-5 The determination that vernal pools are of 

limited biological value is based on the vernal 

pool branchiopod protocol-level surveys 

conducted on the NCPWF site, which 

determined that no San Diego fairy shrimp 

(Branchinecta sandiegonensis) were present on 

the site, as stated in Section 4.3.6 of Appendix 

C of the Draft EIR/EIS. These vernal pools are of 

limited biological value due to the presence 
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versatile fairy shrimp in several pools, the lack 

of sensitive plant species, and due to the 

presence of non-native species. The vernal 

pools mapped on the NCPWF site are 

considered isolated from navigable waters with 

no federal nexus that would allow these pools 

to be considered jurisdictional wetlands by the 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) under the 

federal Clean Water Act (Appendix B of 

Appendix C). These pools are mainly within the 

dirt road that runs through the site indicating 

that any natural pools that may have existed 

have been destroyed/reconfigured by off-

roading activity. Furthermore, there is no U.S. 

Fish and Wildlife (USFWS) Critical Habitat for 

San Diego fairy shrimp within the NCPWF site, 

and the site is excluded from conservation 

under the Vernal Pool Habitat Conservation 

Plan (VPHCP; City of San Diego 2017) and from 

the Multi-Habitat Planning area (MHPA). It 

should be noted that the boundaries for the 

MHPA were established in 1990s, and even 

then the NCPWF site did not contain enough 

high-quality resources to be considered for 

inclusion within the MHPA. Therefore, not all 

pools, especially those within disturbed habitat 

containing versatile fairy shrimp (Branchinecta 
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lindahli), as is the case on the NCPWF site, are 

considered high quality. 

F25-6 As stated in Section 4.2.4 of Appendix C, the 

NCPWF and associated components, which are 

located just north of the expansion, would 

impact native habitat within Biological Core 

Area 15. This area is highly constrained by 

surrounding development such as Interstate (I-) 

805, a small substation, commercial facilities, 

and the existing reclamation plant. The entire 

site is currently fenced, creating a barrier for 

wildlife movement (refer to Figure F25-1, 

Wildlife Movement Corridors for the Pure Water 

Project). The site itself supports limited 

movement and live-in habitat for smaller 

wildlife species. Habitat to the north of the 

proposed NCPWF would remain for such 

species to utilize. The area immediately south of 

the NCPWF site, within MCAS Miramar, would 

still be accessible after the development of the 

NCPWF through the use of the utility corridor to 

the east of the NCPWF. However, the Veteran’s 

Administration (VA) Miramar National Cemetery 

currently contains an 8-foot-tall chain -ink fence 

topped with barbed wire along Miramar Road, 

preventing connectivity to the NCPWF site. 
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Fencing cannot be removed along military 

property. Therefore, construction of the NCPWF 

would not result in any changes to the existing 

corridor usage of Biological Core Area 15. 

Furthermore, the core and linkages map was 

established by the San Diego County Multiple 

Species Conservation Program (MSCP) and as 

stated in Section 2.2 of the County MSCP:  

 The core and linkages map was developed as 

an analytical tool to assist in testing preserve 

design criteria and levels of species 

conservation. It is not a regulatory map…While 

the entire acreage within a core area may not 

be important for preservation, the core and 

linkage configuration assists in visualizing a 

framework for a regional preserve network. 

Jurisdictions and other agencies prepared 

subarea plans with specific preserve 

boundaries by maximizing inclusion of 

unfragmented core resource areas and 

linkages in their preserve designs, given other 

parameters and objectives…Although this map 

was used to identify important biological areas 

and linkages, the habitat evaluation map is not 

intended to replace site-specific field survey 
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data and evaluations. 

 Therefore, since the City of San Diego has 

developed the City Subarea Plan with specific 

preserve boundaries; the NCPWF site is 

outside these preserve areas (MHPA); and 

construction of the NCPWF would not result in 

any changes to the existing corridor usage, no 

significant impacts to Biological Core Area 15 

are expected from Project implementation. 

F25-7 Content of comment is accurately summarized 

from the Draft EIR/EIS. However, there is no 

additional mitigation requirement for impacts 

within a Biological Core Area.   

F25-8 See response to comment F25-5 above for the 

justification for classifying the vernal pools on the 

NCPWF site as having limited biological value.  

F25-9 Currently, the NCPWF site is highly disturbed 

by both trash and off-roading activity despite 

having been fenced. A review of historical 

aerials show that the majority of the site was 

graded in the early 1970s; therefore the 

comment inaccurately states that the pools on 

the NCPWF site are only moderately damaged. 

Due to the presence of versatile fairy shrimp, 
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which can outcompete and replace San Diego 

fairy shrimp, and its proximity to MCAS 

Miramar, which contains San Diego fairy 

shrimp, the NCPWF would be unsuitable for 

restoration. Additionally, a survey effort was 

conducted on the NCPWF site in 1995 to 

determine whether the site would be suitable 

to satisfy mitigation requirements for the 

Fiesta Island Replacement Project/Northern 

Sludge Processing Facility. It was concluded 

during this effort that the NCPWF site was not 

suitable for mitigation due to the property not 

meeting the vernal pool criteria. The pools 

lacked one or more of the following: vernal 

pool indicator species, vernal pool hydrology, 

or occurrence within a natural setting with 

correct underlying soil conditions (i.e., 

hardpan). The NCPWF site is located outside 

and with no connection to the MHPA, the site 

was not included within the VPHCP conservation 

area, and was not identified in the USFWS 

Recovery Plan as habitat necessary to stabilize 

San Diego fairy shrimp species. Mitigation for 

impacts on the NCPWF would be provided 

through restoration of vernal pools and 

adjacent uplands at the SANDER Vernal Pool 

and Upland Mitigation site, as stated in MM-
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BIO-1b in Section 5.1 in Appendix C. The 

SANDER site is within both the VPHCP hard line 

preserve and the MHPA. Protocol-level vernal 

pool branchiopod surveys completed on the 

SANDER mitigation site determined that the 

site is occupied by San Diego fairy shrimp. 

Although current surveys on the NCPWF site 

determined that San Diego fairy shrimp were 

not present, conservation of the SANDER site, 

which contains San Diego fairy shrimp, would 

further promote and help achieve the USFWS 

mandate for this species. 

F25-10 See response to comment F25-6. 

F25-11 See response to comment F25-2. 

F25-12 Although the SANDER site is currently 

preserved, the City disagrees that the SANDER 

site is therefore not suitable for mitigation. The 

VPHCP does not prohibit mitigation from 

occurring on preserved pools. Additionally, the 

MHPA focuses restoration efforts within its 

boundaries as a condition of its Subarea Plan 

(City of San Diego 1997). The SANDER site was 

not in the MHPA until the City’s Public Utilities 

Department initiated the MHPA boundary line 
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adjustment, which was approved by the MSCP, 

USFWS, and the California Department of Fish 

and Wildlife (CDFW) on July 12, 2017. This 

project will formalize the boundary line 

adjustment and include the entire SANDER 

east parcel in the MHPA minus the landfill 

area. Additionally, the VPHCP identifies the 

SANDER site as a preapproved mitigation area 

for the Pure Water Program. The SANDER site 

will be 100% protected and receive restoration 

that will greatly enhance the ecological 

function and viability of resources with the 

approval of this Project. The SANDER site 

provides adequate mitigation for the NCPWF 

impacts; see response to comment F25-9. The 

mitigation ratios are consistent with the 

VPHCP, which fixed the ratio at 2:1 for the 

vernal pools on the NCPWF site regardless of 

the presence of San Diego fairy shrimp, and 

are appropriate for what is being impacted on 

the NCPWF site (City of San Diego 2017d); see 

response to comment F25-3. The SANDER 

Vernal Pool Mitigation Plan (Appendix R of 

Appendix C) outlines how there is adequate 

capacity and sufficient hydrology to support 

additional vernal pools. 
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F25-13 The SANDER mitigation site currently contains 

vernal pools; however, many of these vernal 

pools are degraded from anthropogenic 

disturbance despite having been fenced, 

including road ruts, as stated in the SANDER 

Vernal Pool Mitigation Plan (Appendix R of 

Appendix C). The mitigation plan outlines how 

these degraded vernal pools will be repaired 

and enhanced, and describes the creation of 

new basins. As stated in response F25-12, 

there is adequate capacity and sufficient 

hydrology to support additional vernal pools. 

All mitigation work would be implemented in 

accordance with ACOE/Regional Water Quality 

Control Board (RWQCB)/CDFW/City guidelines 

including the VPHCP, and the required agency 

permits would be obtained.  

F25-14 See responses F25-2, F25-11, F25-12, and F25-13. 

F25-15 See response to comments F25-3, F25-6, 

and F25-10. 

F25-16 The total acreage for all vernal pools mapped 

on the NCPWF includes the greatest extent of 

ponding observed in 2017, which was a record 
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rain year. This 2017 mapping accurately 

represents the total acreage of vernal pools 

currently present on the NCPWF and is the 

basis for mitigation. The I 12 vernal pool 

complex is based on historical mapping and 

does not reflect the current configuration of 

vernal pools. Additionally, the I 12 mapping 

would have a significantly lower total acreage 

than current acreage of 0.38 acre. The 

mitigation ratio is consistent with the VPHCP, 

which fixed the ratio at 2:1 for the vernal pools 

on the NCPWF site regardless of the presence 

of San Diego fairy shrimp (City of San Diego 

2017d); see response to comment F25-3.  

F25-17 The SANDER site provides adequate mitigation 

for impacts to vernal pools occurring on the 

NCPWF; see response to comment F25-9. See 

response to comment F25-13 and Appendix R 

of Appendix C, for specifics on the proposed 

grading occurring on the SANDER site. All 

mitigation work would be implemented in 

accordance with ACOE/RWQCB/CDFW/City 

guidelines including the VPHCP, and the 

required agency permits would be obtained. 

The comment does not raise specific issues 

related to the adequacy of the environmental 
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analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS; therefore, no 

additional response is provided or required. 

F25-18 Surveys for sensitive plants were conducted in 

March/April, May/June, and October of 2016 

and 2017 to capture species during their 

respective blooming periods, as discussed in 

Section 2.3.1 of Appendix C. Orcutt’s 

spineflower (Chorizanthe orcuttiana) was a 

target species during the plant surveys but was 

not observed during the April survey pass for 

either year. The potential for Orcutt’s 

spineflower to occur within the Project area is 

discussed in Appendix L of Appendix C and is 

not further discussed in Appendix C because 

no direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts are 

expected. Furthermore, there are no California 

Natural Diversity Database locations near the 

Metro Biosolids Center, and this area is not a 

possible pipeline route. All impacts would 

occur within the existing Metro Biosolids 

Center; see Figure 4-3D in Appendix C. The 

occurrence referred to in the comment is from 

the Recovery and Management of Orcutt’s 

Spineflower Final Report (Bauder 2000), and is 

based on 1967 collection, in which Bauder 

(2000) determines the site to be “presumably 
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lost to the I-805/Clairemont Mesa Boulevard 

interchange.” There were no occurrences 

mapped by the Chaparral Lands in 2015, 2016 

or 2017 within the project site.  

F25-19 This comment includes all attachments to the 

comment letter. Attachments 1 and 2 are 

figures from the Biological Resources Report. 

Attachment 3 is a map of vernal pool habitat 

on Pueblo Lands. Attachment 4 is a report on 

the Orcutt’s Spineflower Project Cooperative 

Endangered Species Fund. These attachments 

are noted and will be included in the 

administrative record for the Project as part of 

the Final EIR/EIS.  
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 Response to Letter F26 

Catherine Spangler 

November 22, 2017 

F26-1 The commenter’s preference for desalination 

and/or alternatives to the proposed pipeline 

routes and facility locations is noted and will be 

included in the administrative record for the 

Project as part of the Final EIR/EIS. A reasonable 

range of alternatives has been provided in the 

Draft EIR/EIS in compliance with CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15126.6(a). The City of San 

Diego has considered a variety of alternative 

routes for each of the proposed pipeline 

alignments, including the Morena Pipelines, as 

summarized in Section 3.7.2, Current 

Alternative Screening. However, modifications 

to the route of the Morena Pipelines were 

determined to (1) not substantially lessen the 

significant environmental effects of the Project 

or (2) be infeasible. As such, a more detailed 

analysis is not required. Please also refer to 

response F26-7. 

F26-2 A cumulative analysis is included in Chapter 7, 

Cumulative Impacts, of the Draft EIR/EIS and 
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reflects a hybrid approach which relies 

primarily on adopted planning documents 

consistent with Section 15130(b)(1)(B) of the 

CEQA Guidelines, in addition to relevant and 

reasonably foreseeable projects. While the City 

believes the approach to the cumulative 

impact analysis is appropriate and in 

compliance with CEQA, Chapter 7, Cumulative 

Impacts, of the Final EIR/EIS has been revised 

to include additional projects located in the 

University City area. Revisions made to the 

Final EIR/EIS are for clarification purposes only 

and do not result in any substantial changes in 

the analysis or changes to the significance 

conclusions presented in the document. In 

accordance with CEQA Section 15088.5(b), the 

addition of new information that clarifies, 

amplifies, or makes insignificant modifications 

does not require recirculation. 

F26-3 As stated in Section 5.16 of the Draft EIR/EIS, 

based on information provided by City of San 

Diego Public Utilities Department and 

Construction Management and Field Services,  

construction of several segments within the 

public right-of-way is proposed to take place 

during the nighttime, between 9:00 p.m. and 
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5:00 a.m., with daytime construction along 

some segments of the pipeline alignment. 

Nighttime work hours may be 

modified/reduced or work may be performed 

during weekends on roadways near residential 

areas. Additionally, traffic control plans have 

been incorporated into project design. The 

traffic control plans would include provisions 

for coordinating with local school hours and 

emergency service providers regarding 

construction times. Additionally, all 

construction contracts have conditions 

mandating emergency access into and through 

the site at all times. 

F26-4 The wastewater forcemain would be designed 

and constructed such that the City does not 

agree that potential leaks or pipe failure is 

likely. It would be constructed of welded steel 

pipe that has an inner mortar coating that is 

tape wrapped with a mortar shield coating on 

the outside. The pipe will be cathodically 

protected by an induced current to prevent 

corrosion, which is the primary reason for 

breakage of steel pipes. The pipe would be 

tested to a pressure that is 1.5 times higher 

than the proposed operational pressure to 
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ensure structural integrity.. 

 As described in Section 3.5.2 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS, in the unlikely case of pipe failure, the 

North City Pure Water Facility (NCPWF) would 

be shut down until the pipe is repaired. In the 

event the NCPWF is shut down for any purpose, 

the Morena Pump Station will also be shut 

down and go into a by-pass mode directing 

flows to the Point Loma Wastewater Treatment 

Plant. This information is further discussed in 

Section 6.7, Geology and Soils, of the Draft 

EIR/EIS. The Morena Pump Station has several 

features incorporated into Project design to 

minimize risk from earthquakes and faulting, 

and more generally, pipeline breakage. Such 

features include vibratory alarms to trigger 

pump station shut down when sensing 

excessive vibrations, flexible connections 

between the Morena Pump Station and the 

Morena Wastewater Forcemain and 

Brine/Centrate Line (Morena Pipelines) in the 

event of differential settlement, pump station 

shut down in the event of a break in the 

pipeline, and structural setbacks outside of the 

fault zone. Specifically, a forcemain break or 

blockage triggers the immediate shutdown of 
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the Morena Pump Station, and a break in the 

brine/centrate line triggers the immediate 

shutdown of the NCPWF. The automatic 

shutdown of the Morena Pump Station in the 

event of pipe breakage would prevent 

substantial wastewater spills from occurring. 

 As a final precaution, the City has in place a 

Sewer Overflow Response and Tracking Plan 

(described in Section 5.9, Health and 

Safety/Hazards), to be implemented in the 

event of sanitary sewer overflow or spills. The 

Sewer Overflow Response and Tracking Plan 

documents the processes and procedures that 

ensure that all sanitary sewer overflows/spill 

are identified, responded to, investigated, and 

reported in an effective and timely manner (City 

of San Diego 2014). 

 The City has a successful history of conveying 

wastewater in pressurized forcemains. Over an 

approximate 7-year period (2010 through 2017), 

the City experienced approximately 4,525 

gallons of wastewater released from pressurized 

forcemain breaks (City of San Diego 2017c). For 

the sake of reference, the City pumps over 100 

million gallons of wastewater to the Point Loma 
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Wastewater Treatment Plant each day; hence, 

the City’s history with preventing forcemain leaks 

has been highly successful. Therefore, in 

addition to the North City Project design and 

Sewer Overflow Response and Tracking Plan, the 

City firmly believes that wastewater spills would 

not be likely. 

F26-5 Please refer to response F26-3 regarding 

cumulative impacts. 

F26-6 The Torrey pines within the median along 

Genesee Avenue were planted and are not 

considered a native population. Only native 

populations of this species are covered by the 

Multiple Species Conservation Program as 

stated in Attachment A of the San Diego 

Municipal Code, Land Development Code—

Biology Guidelines. Additionally, the Project 

would not result in conflicts with City Policy 

900-19 because none of the trees in the 

median are designated as Heritage/Conserved 

or Parkway Resource Trees. The Torrey pines 

within the median along Genesee Avenue are 

not protected, and the Morena Pipelines would 

not result in direct impacts to these trees. 
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F26-7 Please refer to response F26-1. An alternative 

alignment in a canyon would be infeasible 

since it would conflict with City Council policies 

400-13 and 400-14 that prohibit new 

wastewater force mains in canyons and other 

environmentally sensitive lands (City of San 

Diego 2002a, City of San Diego 2002b). This 

alternative route would also conflict with the 

City’s Sewer Design Guide that encourages 

construction of sewer utilities within roadway 

right-of-way (City of San Diego 2015a).   

F26-8 The comment is noted. The comment does 

not raise specific issues related to the 

adequacy of the environmental analysis in 

the Draft EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional 

response is provided or required.  

F26-9 Please refer to response F26-3 regarding 

cumulative impacts. The commenter’s 

opposition to the Project is noted and will be 

included in the administrative record. 
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Response to Letter F27 

Joseph Satriano 

November 22, 2017 

F27-1 The wastewater forcemain would be designed 

and constructed such that the City does not 

agree that potential spills or pipe failure is 

likely. It would be constructed of welded steel 

pipe that has an inner mortar coating that is 

tape wrapped with a mortar shield coating on 

the outside. The pipe will be cathodically 

protected by an induced current to prevent 

corrosion, which is the primary reason for 

breakage of steel pipes. The pipe would be 

tested to a pressure that is 1.5 times higher 

than the proposed operational pressure to 

ensure structural integrity.  

As described in Section 3.5.2 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS, in the unlikely case of pipe failure, the 

North City Pure Water Facility (NCPWF) would 

be shut down until the pipe is repaired. In the 

event the NCPWF is shut down for any 

purpose, the Morena Pump Station will also be 

shut down and go into a by-pass mode 

directing flows to the Point Loma Wastewater 
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Treatment Plant. This information is further 

discussed in Section 6.7, Geology and Soils, of 

the Draft EIR/EIS. The Morena Pump Station 

has several features incorporated into Project 

design to minimize risk from earthquakes and 

faulting, and more generally, pipeline 

breakage. Such features include vibratory 

alarms to trigger pump station shut down 

when sensing excessive vibrations or 

substantial changes in pressure, flexible 

connections between the Morena Pump 

Station and the Morena Wastewater Forcemain 

and Brine/Centrate Line (Morena Pipelines) in 

the event of differential settlement, pump 

station shut down in the event of a break in the 

pipeline, and structural setbacks outside of the 

fault zone. Specifically, a forcemain break or 

blockage triggers the immediate shutdown of 

the Morena Pump Station, and a break in the 

brine/centrate line triggers the immediate 

shutdown of the NCPWF. The automatic 

shutdown of the Morena Pump Station in the 

event of pipe breakage would prevent 

substantial wastewater spills from occurring. 

 As a final precaution, the City has in place a 

Sewer Overflow Response and Tracking Plan 
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(described in Section 5.9, Health and 

Safety/Hazards), to be implemented in the 

event of sanitary sewer overflow or spills. The 

Sewer Overflow Response and Tracking Plan 

documents the processes and procedures that 

ensure that all sanitary sewer overflows/spill 

are identified, responded to, investigated, and 

reported in an effective and timely manner 

(City of San Diego 2014). 

 The City has a successful history of conveying 

wastewater in pressurized forcemains. Over an 

approximate 7-year period (2010 through 

2017), the City experienced approximately 

4,525 gallons of wastewater released from 

pressurized forcemain breaks (City of San 

Diego 2017c). For the sake of reference, the 

City pumps over 100 million gallons of 

wastewater to the Point Loma Wastewater 

Treatment Plant each day; hence, the City’s 

history with preventing forcemain leaks has 

been highly successful. Therefore, in addition 

to the North City Project design and Sewer 

Overflow Response and Tracking Plan, the City 

firmly believes that wastewater spills would 

not be likely. 
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F27-2 This comment is unclear and does not appear 

to raise specific issues related to the adequacy 

of the environmental analysis in the Draft 

EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is 

provided or required.  

F27-3 Please refer to response F27-1.  

F27-4 The Draft EIR/EIS is a combination EIR and EIS 

prepared for two different lead agencies and 

addresses a complex range of issues. The City 

has determined that the length of the EIR/EIS is 

necessary to present a thorough discussion of 

all relevant environmental issues. 

F27-5 A reasonable range of alternatives has been 

provided in the Draft EIR/EIS in compliance 

with the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a). 

The City of San Diego has considered a variety 

of alternative routes for each of the proposed 

pipeline alignments, including the Morena 

Pipelines, as summarized in Section 3.7.2, 

Current Alternative Screening. However, 

modifications to the route of the Morena 

Pipelines were determined to (1) not 

substantially lessen the significant 

environmental effects of the Project or (2) be 
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infeasible. As such, a more detailed analysis is 

not required. 

 This comment proposes locating a reclamation 

plant at or near the sewage collection site (e.g., 

between Friars Road and Pacific Highway), then 

pumping reclaimed “pure” water to the 

reservoirs. The City does not agree that the 

Morena Pipelines pose a risk of spills or leaks, 

and therefore, does not agree that an 

alternative to the Morena Pipelines would be 

necessary as a result (please also refer to 

response F27-1). Additionally, locating a new 

reclamation plant near the sewage collection 

site would reduce the many efficiencies gained 

by using the existing North City Water 

Reclamation Plant. Rather than upgrading the 

capacity of an existing plant, an entirely new 

plant would need to be constructed, along with 

an advanced water purification facility. This 

would result in additional impacts in almost all 

environmental issue areas. Additionally, 

sufficient available land for a facility of this 

magnitude is not available proximate to the 

proposed Morena Pump Station. 
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Response to Letter F28 

Deke Clinger 

November 27, 2017 

F28-1 Comment noted. 

F28-2 The Draft EIR/EIS is a combination EIR and EIS 

prepared for two different lead agencies and 

addresses a complex range of issues. The City 

has determined that the length of the EIR/EIS is 

necessary to present a thorough discussion of 

all relevant environmental issues.  

F28-3 The wastewater forcemain would be designed 

and constructed such that the City does not 

agree that potential spills or pipe failure are 

likely. It would be constructed of welded steel 

pipe that has an inner mortar coating that is 

tape wrapped with a mortar shield coating on 

the outside. The pipe will be cathodically 

protected by an induced current to prevent 

corrosion, which is the primary reason for 

breakage of steel pipes. The pipe would be 

tested to a pressure that is 1.5 times higher 

than the proposed operational pressure to 

ensure structural integrity. The City has 

provided this additional clarification of the 
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wastewater forcemain design within Chapter 3 

of the Final EIR/EIS. Minor revisions made do 

not affect the conclusions of the Final EIR/EIS. 

In accordance with CEQA Section 15088.5(b), 

the addition of new information that clarifies, 

amplifies or makes insignificant modifications 

does not require recirculation. 

 As described in Section 3.5.2 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS, in the unlikely case of pipe failure, the 

North City Pure Water Facility (NCPWF) would 

be shut down until the pipe is repaired. In the 

event the NCPWF is shut down for any 

purpose, the Morena Pump Station will also be 

shut down and go into a by-pass mode 

directing flows to the Point Loma Wastewater 

Treatment Plant. This information is further 

discussed in Section 6.7, Geology and Soils, of 

the Draft EIR/EIS. The Morena Pump Station 

has several features incorporated into Project 

design to minimize risk from earthquakes and 

faulting, and more generally, pipeline 

breakage. Such features include vibratory 

alarms to trigger pump station shut down 

when sensing excessive vibrations, flexible 

connections between the Morena Pump 

Station and the Morena Wastewater Forcemain 
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and Brine/Centrate Line (Morena Pipelines) in 

the event of differential settlement, pump 

station shut down in the event of a break in the 

pipeline, and structural setbacks outside of the 

fault zone. Specifically, a forcemain break or 

blockage triggers the immediate shutdown of 

the Morena Pump Station, and a break in the 

brine/centrate line triggers the immediate 

shutdown of the NCPWF. The automatic 

shutdown of the Morena Pump Station in the 

event of pipe breakage would prevent 

substantial wastewater spills from occurring. 

 As a final precaution, the City has in place a 

Sewer Overflow Response and Tracking Plan 

(described in Section 5.9, Health and 

Safety/Hazards), to be implemented in the 

event of sanitary sewer overflow or spills. The 

Sewer Overflow Response and Tracking Plan 

documents the processes and procedures that 

ensure that all sanitary sewer overflows/spill 

are identified, responded to, investigated, and 

reported in an effective and timely manner 

(City of San Diego 2014). 

F28-4 Please refer to response F28-3.  
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Response to Comment Letter EIS-A 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 

David Zoutendyk 

January 8, 2018 

EIS-A-1 The City appreciates (USFWS’s review of the 

Draft EIR/EIS. This comment accurately 

summarizes the Project as presented in the 

Draft EIR/EIS. Please refer to responses EIS-A-2 

through EIS-A-15 below for additional 

responses related to the USFWS’s concerns 

regarding the Project. 
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EIS-A-2 This comment correctly summarizes the 

conclusions of the Draft EIR/EIS, which states 

that surveys completed recently (2015/2016 

and 2017) concluded that the North City Pure 

Water Facility (NCPWF) site is not occupied by 

San Diego fairy shrimp (Branchinecta 

sandiegonensis). In 2016, the City contacted 

USFWS for any previous survey reports 

completed on the NCPWF; no known survey 

data for the NCPWF site was available at that 

time. At the preliminary consultation between 

the Bureau of Reclamation and USFWS 

regarding the Pure Water North City Project, 

on November 14, 2017, USFWS provided the 

City with survey reports for vernal pool 

branchiopods from 2001 and 2006.  

Neither the 2001 or the 2006 survey efforts 

meet the requirements for a complete survey 

according to USFWS survey protocol (i.e., 

sampling did not take place across an entire 

wet season, and two surveys were not 

conducted within a 3-year period). The wet 

season survey conducted in 2001 consisted of 

only one day (April 21, 2001) of sampling and 

only two pools (V2 and V5) were inundated. 

The dry season survey conducted in 2006 only 
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sampled from two pools (33 and 34). However, 

the survey reports from 2001 and 2006 state 

that San Diego fairy shrimp occurred in two 

pools (V2 and 33) on the NCPWF site (Figure 

EIS-A-1, North City Pure Water Facility – Vernal 

Pool Resources). Pool V2 was found to be 

occupied by San Diego fairy shrimp in 2001. 

Pool V2 was not surveyed during the 

2015/2016 wet season because it did not 

inundate nor was it recorded as a potential 

pool in 2017 even though both 2015/2016 and 

2017 were larger rainfall years than 2000/2001. 

Dudek biologist Paul Lemons (TE-051248-5) 

conducted a site visit on December 7, 2017, to 

document the current conditions of pool V2. 

The pool is located within the northern part of 

the dirt road that runs through the site. It is 

not anticipated that this area will pond due to 

the slope of the road and existing cover of 

vegetation. It is likely that off-roading activity 

may have changed the site and damaged this 

pool so that it no longer exists.  

 Pool 33 was considered occupied by San Diego 

fairy shrimp in 2006, and this pool occurs 

within PW56, which was surveyed during 

2015/2016. Only versatile fairy shrimp 
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(Branchinecta lindahli) was observed during 

both the wet and dry season surveys 

conducted in 2015/2016. Additionally, a 

collection effort for the genetic testing of 

versatile fairy shrimp (Bohonak 2004; Appendix 

H of the 2002/2003 Vernal Pool Inventory) was 

completed within Pueblo 2, which also 

overlaps PW56. According to Andrew Bohonak, 

author of the genetic testing report, San Diego 

fairy shrimp does not occur within this pool. 

Versatile fairy shrimp is known to occur in 

disturbed sites, and the continual disturbance 

of off-roading vehicles has increased the 

distribution of the species in San Diego County 

(USFWS 2008). Hybridization or competition 

between species, depletion of the San Diego 

fairy shrimp cyst bank, replacement by 

versatile fairy shrimp, sample contamination, 

or misidentification of one or more samples 

are all possible explanations for the apparent 

discrepancy or possible elimination of San 

Diego fairy shrimp within this pool (USFWS 

2008). It should be noted that the 2002/2003 

Vernal Pool Inventory (City of San Diego 2003) 

did not conduct protocol-level surveys on the 

NCPWF site, which is referred to in that 

document as Pueblo Lands (I 12). A mapping 
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effort was conducted sometime between 2002 

and 2003 for the site, and it was determined by 

a visual inspection (no sampling was done by a 

permitted biologist) that three road ruts 

contained fairy shrimp. Although Section 3.2.4 

of the 2002/2003 Vernal Pool Inventory (City of 

San Diego 2003) states that the Pueblo Lands (I 

12) pools are occupied by San Diego fairy 

shrimp, protocol-level surveys were not 

conducted to verify the species present. 

Additionally, Table 1 in Appendix H of the 

2002/2003 Vernal Pool Inventory (City of San 

Diego 2003) states that the Pueblo complex 

was used as a collection site for genetic testing 

of versatile fairy shrimp. This was confirmed 

through email correspondence with Andrew 

Bohonak, author of the genetic testing report 

(Bohonak, pers. comm. 2017).  

 Other data taken into account by the City 

regarding the vernal pools on the NCPWF site 

includes precipitation during each survey year 

and vernal pool indicator species based on 

Appendix A of the San Diego Vernal Pool 

Habitat Conservation Plan (VPHCP; City of San 

Diego 2017). Average annual rainfall for San 

Diego between 2000 and 2017 is 
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approximately 9.40 inches (NOAA 2017). Wet 

season surveys were conducted in 2001 and 

2015/2016; dry season surveys were 

conducted in 2006, 2016, and 2017, and a 

visual inspection for fairy shrimp was 

conducted during the 2002/2003 Vernal Pool 

Inventory. The rainfall totals for each survey 

effort year on the NCPWF include the 

following: 6.69 inches from November 2000 

through June 2001; 11.30 inches from 

November 2002 through June 2003; 7.31 

inches from November 2005 through June 

2006; 10.64 inches from November 2015 

through June 2016; and 15.80 inches from 

November 2016 through June 2017. Vernal 

pool indicator species were mapped within all 

13 vernal pools identified in 2001. Vernal pool 

indicator species were not mapped during the 

2006 survey effort; however, pool V33 overlaps 

two pools mapped during more recent 

surveys, which did have indicator species 

present. Vernal pool indicator species were 

mapped within all features recorded during 

the 2015/2016 and 2017 surveys on the 

NCPWF. All pool locations are displayed on 

Figure EIS-A-1.  
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 Based on the information provided above, the 

City disagrees that the NCPWF site is currently 

occupied by San Diego fairy shrimp. Based on 

the most current survey results, which were 

the only complete protocol-level surveys 

conducted on the NCPWF, there are no 

federally listed vernal pool branchiopod 

species occurring within the NCPWF site. 

EIS-A-3 The City has partnered with USFWS to finalize 

the City of San Diego VPHCP. The Project is 

included as a covered project under the 

VPHCP, and impacts to vernal pools at the 

NCPWF are covered under the VPHCP.  

EIS-A-4 Figures 5.4-1H and 5.4-1I of the Draft EIR/EIS 

include basins mapped by Marine Corps Air 

Station (MCAS) Miramar to show that all impacts 

to these features will be avoided. MCAS Miramar 

provided data for both vernal pools and road 

ruts and requested that all these features be 

characterized as basins. Since all impacts to the 

basins provided by MCAS Miramar will be 

avoided, basins were combined. The figures 

have been revised to show which basins are 

occupied by San Diego fairy shrimp.  
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EIS-A-5 The Biological Resources Report, Appendix C of 

the Draft EIR/EIS, includes discussion on 

trenchless construction in Section 4 and 

Figures 4-2A through 4-2M and 4-3A through 4-

3R include close-ups of the trenchless areas, 

vernal pool avoidance areas, sensitive species 

locations, and Project impacts. Vernal pool 

watersheds mapped by MCAS Miramar have 

been added to figures where appropriate. 

Potential indirect impacts to vernal pools are 

discussed in Section 4.6.4.1, and direct impacts 

to vernal pools are discussed in Section 4.3.6.4 

of Appendix C.  

 Please refer to response EIS-A-9 below; 

additional avoidance and minimization 

measures from the VPHCP have been included 

as appropriate into the Final EIR/EIS.  

EIS-A-6 Focused protocol surveys for coastal California 

gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica) in 

the Project Alternatives study area were 

conducted by Dudek in May through July 2016 

(see Appendix E, 2016 Focused Coastal 

California Gnatcatcher Survey Report, of 

Appendix C of the Draft EIR/EIS). Focused 

protocol surveys for coastal California 
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gnatcatcher on MCAS Miramar were conducted 

separately by MCAS Miramar biologists as part 

of their yearly monitoring, but preliminary 

results showing locations of all coastal 

California gnatcatcher locations within MCAS 

Miramar, vegetation communities, and Project 

impacts are included within the Project 

Alternatives study area shown on Figures 2 

through 8 of Appendix A of Appendix C. The 

results of all surveys overlaid with Project 

impacts are shown on Figures 4-2A through 4-

2M and 4-3A through 4-3R in Appendix C. The 

City does not agree that additional figures are 

necessary showing gnatcatcher locations. A 

coastal California gnatcatcher territory analysis 

for the Miramar Reservoir Alternative, 

including a table detailing project impacts to 

coastal sage scrub, was submitted to the 

USFWS on December 15, 2017.  

EIS-A-7 As stated in Section 4.1.2 in Appendix C and 

Section 6.4.8.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the North 

City Project meets the definition of an Essential 

Public Project as identified in Section IV of the 

City’s Biology Guidelines, in that it is a utility 

project that will serve the community at large 

and is not just a single development project or 
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property. Because the Project is an Essential 

Public Project, deviations from the wetland 

requirements in the Environmentally Sensitive 

Lands Regulations will be considered only if all 

of the criteria listed within Section III (page 22) 

of the City’s Biology Guidelines are met. 

However, as stated in Section 1.3.4 of 

Appendix C, the Project is a covered project 

under the City of San Diego VPHCP, which was 

adopted in January 2018. Upon adoption of the 

VPHCP, a deviation from wetland requirements 

in environmentally sensitive lands is no longer 

required for impacts to vernal pools outside 

the Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) 

provided that mitigation is consistent with the 

VPHCP. Since the vernal pools on the NCPWF 

are outside the MHPA and will be mitigated in 

accordance with Table 2A of the City’s Biology 

Guidelines, which is consistent with the VPHCP 

requirements, the Project meets the 

requirements for impacts to vernal pools 

under the VPHCP.  

EIS-A-8 This comment accurately summarizes 

information from Appendix C; a total of 3.38 

acres of previous mitigation has occurred for 

impacts within the North City Water 
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Reclamation Plant at the Del Mar Mesa 

property (1.16 acres) (City of San Diego 1993), 

the Metro Biosolids Center at the Goat Mesa 

parcel (0.90 acre) (City of San Diego 1996), and 

the Miramar Water Treatment Plant included 

allocation of credits at the Marron Valley 

Cornerstone Lands (1.32 acres) (City of San 

Diego 2002c). All previous mitigation occurred 

within the City’s Multiple Species Conservation 

Program (MSCP) MHPA and is consistent with 

the MSCP, which identifies monitoring and 

management activities. Management activities 

include signage, fencing, trash removal, and 

habitat restoration. The Miramar Water 

Treatment Plant was mitigated through 

credits at Marron Valley Cornerstone Lands 

Bank, and the purchase of credits are placed 

in a special account used to fund maintenance 

and restoration activities. Del Mar Mesa and 

Goat Mesa parcels purchased for mitigation 

within the MSCP MHPA are managed in 

accordance with the City of San Diego MSCP 

Subarea Plan directives (City of San Diego 

1997). The Final EIR/EIS has been revised to 

include documentation for these previously 

mitigated areas.  
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EIS-A-9 This comment lists the VPHCP avoidance and 

minimization measures for covered projects 

and covered activities referenced in comment 

EIS-A-5. All applicable measures were included 

in the Draft EIR/EIS as stated in response EIS-A-

5. However, there were three VPHCP measures

(nos. 1, 8, and 9) that were not included in the 

EIR/EIS for the following reasons: No. 1 states 

that development adjacent to the MHPA shall 

be constructed to slope away from pools; 

however, the Project would not have any 

permanent development adjacent to the 

MHPA. No. 8 requires topsoil salvaging; 

however, the only vernal pools that would be 

permanently impacted are those on the 

NCPWF site which do not contain San Diego 

fairy shrimp, and only a few of the pools are 

occupied by versatile fairy shrimp, which would 

contaminate the San Diego fairy shrimp-

occupied pools on the SANDER mitigation site. 

No. 9 requires permanent fencing along 

development areas; however, all Project 

impacts adjacent to vernal pools would be 

temporary or very minor (<0.01 acre) 

permanent impacts from the air and blow-off 

valves (only if the San Vicente Reservoir 

Alternative is implemented). It should be noted 
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that the numbering of the measures listed in 

the comment varies slightly from the 

numbering in the Final VPHCP. The Final 

EIR/EIS and this response have been updated 

to include the measures numbered according 

to the Final VPHCP.  
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EIS-A-10 Comment noted. The Draft EIR/EIS includes 

mitigation measures to avoid impacts to 

coastal California gnatcatcher, least Bell’s vireo 

(Vireo bellii pusillus), and southwestern willow 

flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus) (see 

mitigation measures MM-BIO-4a, MM-BIO-4b, 

and MM-BIO-6 in Section 6.4 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS). Mitigation required upon Project 

implementation would implement the City’s 

Biology Guidelines, Environmentally Sensitive 

Lands Regulations, and area-specific 

management directives (ASMD’s) for MSCP 

Covered Species. Impacts are mitigated to 

below a level of significance; therefore, 

revisions to MM-BIO-4a, MM-BIO-4b, and MM 

BIO-6 are not warranted.  

EIS-A-11 Comment noted. This revision would be 

infeasible due to lack of access within the 

500 feet of suitable habitat, and it is not 

required under the City’s Biology Guidelines, 

which in lieu of surveys the City can assume 

presence. Furthermore, mitigation measures 

MM-BIO-4a (within the MHPA), MM-BIO-4b 

(exceeding ambient noise on MCAS 

Miramar), and MM-BIO-6 (within and outside 

the MHPA) mitigate for potential noise 
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impacts during nesting season to below a 

level of significance.  

EIS-A-12 The City does concur that the Project will 

impact 10.29 acres of coastal sage scrub; 

however, due to the previous mitigation of 

coastal sage scrub at the North City Water 

Reclamation Plant, the Metro Biosolids Center, 

and the Miramar Water Treatment Plant, the 

total mitigation for impacts to coastal sage 

scrub would be less than the stated 20.58 

acres. Please refer to response EIS-A-8 for 

details on previous mitigation. The Draft 

EIR/EIS states that the Project will either 

permanently impact 2.75 acres and 

temporarily impact 5.13 acres of coastal sage 

scrub under the Miramar Reservoir Alternative, 

or the Project will permanently impact 3.99 

acres and temporarily impact 9.51 acres of 

coastal sage under the San Vicente Reservoir 

Alternative. As stated in MM-BIO-1a in Section 

6.4.3.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS, permanent impacts 

to coastal sage scrub will be mitigated through 

the restoration and preservation of 2.75 acres 

of coastal sage scrub for the Miramar 

Reservoir Alternative or 5.13 acres of coastal 

sage scrub for the San Vicente Reservoir 
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Alternative at the SANDER Vernal Pool and 

Upland Mitigation Site. All mitigation would 

occur within the MSCP’s MHPA and within the 

City of San Diego VPHCP hard line preserve. All 

temporary impacts to coastal sage scrub will 

be restored according to MM-BIO-2. 

Temporary impacts occurring within MCAS 

Miramar will be restored and additional areas 

will be enhanced to satisfy the Integrated 

Natural Resources Management Plan 

requirements. No revisions have been made to 

mitigation measures in the Draft EIR/EIS as a 

result of this comment.  

EIS-A-13 Comment noted. Please refer to response 

EIS-A-10. 
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EIS-A-14 Submittal of a final upland restoration plan to 

USFWS is not required under the City’s Land 

Development Code, Environmentally Sensitive 

Lands Regulations, or MSCP Subarea Plan. The 

Project’s Conceptual Revegetation Plan does 

not serve as a mitigation plan for direct 

impacts to sensitive habitat. MM-BIO-2 address 

implementation of the MSCP Subarea Plan 

Section 1.5.2 Restoration as some areas of 

revegetation occur within the MHPA and are 

subject to the Conception Revegetation Plan 

for 25 months or until success of the 

revegetation effort has been achieved. The 

Conceptual Revegetation Plan (Appendix P of 

Appendix C of the Draft EIR/EIS) outlines the 

topsoil salvaging, planting palettes, irrigation, 

erosion control, contingency measures, and 

the revegetation schedule as required by the 

San Diego Municipal Code, Land Development 

Code—Landscape Standards. The Conceptual 

Revegetation Plan adequately addresses each 

measure listed in the comment. 
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EIS-A-15 The Conceptual Revegetation Plan (Appendix P 

of Appendix C of the Draft EIR/EIS), has been 

revised to state that all restoration work would 

adhere to the requirements of mitigation 

measure MM-BIO-4a when work occurs within 

or adjacent to the MHPA or MM-BIO-4b when 

work occurs within MCAS Miramar. Impacts to 

coastal California gnatcatcher would be 

avoided by conducting preconstruction surveys 

for coastal California gnatcatcher and 

minimizing habitat-disturbing activities 

between March 1 to August 15 (MM-BIO-4a) or 

February 15 and August 31 (MM-BIO-4b).  
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Response to Comment Letter EIS-B 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

Kathleen Martyn Goldforth 

January 8, 2018 

EIS-B-1 The City appreciates the EPA’s review of the 

Draft EIR/EIS. 

EIS-B-2 This comment accurately summarizes the 

Project as presented in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

EIS-B-3 Comment noted. 

EIS-B-4 Comment noted. 

EIS-B-5 The City acknowledges the EPA’s rating as Lack 

of Objections; this information is noted and 

will be included in the administrative record 

for the Project as part of the Final EIR/EIS. 

EIS-B-6 Comment noted. The materials listed will be 

provided to the EPA with the application for 

Water Infrastructure Finance and Innovation 

Act funding.  
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EIS-B-7 The EPA’s support of the Project is noted and 

will be included in the administrative record. 

EIS-B-8 Comment noted. 

EIS-B-9 Comment noted. The Final EIR/EIS will be sent 

as an electronic copy as requested to the email 

address provided.  

EIS-B-10 This comment provides a summary of the 

EPA’s Rating Definitions. The EPA has rated the 

Project “Lack of Objections”, which means that 

the EPA review has not identified any potential 

environmental impacts requiring substantive 

changes to the proposal.  
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INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
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Response to Comment Letter EIS-C 

Adams Broadwell Joseph and Cardozo 

Linda Sobczynski 

November 21, 2017 

EIS-C-1 Comment noted. 
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EIS-C-2 The comment is noted. The comment is 

acknowledged as an introduction to specific 

comments that follow. 
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EIS-C-3  The comment is noted. The comment does not 

specify what significant new information will be 

presented that would justify recirculation; 

therefore, no additional response is provided 

or required. 

EIS-C-4  This comment is noted. 
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EIS-C-5  The comment is noted. The comment does not 

raise specific issues related to the adequacy of 

the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS; 

therefore, no additional response is provided 

or required. 

EIS-C-6 The comment is noted regarding the intent of 

NEPA and EISs. 
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EIS-C-7 The comment is noted regarding the intent of 

CEQA and EIRs. 
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EIS-C-8 The comment is noted regarding the Draft 

EIR/EIS not including high wind events and 

Valley Fever in the region. The comment is 

acknowledged as an introduction to specific 

comments that follow. 

EIS-C-9  The comment is noted regarding the 

discussion of NEPA. 
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EIS-C-10  Please refer to Response to Comment EIS-C-A-

27 for a complete response to this topic. 
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EIS-C-11 Please refer to Response to Comment EIS-C-A-

29 for a complete response to this topic. 

EIS-C-12  Please refer to Response to Comment EIS-C-A-

27 for a complete response to this topic. 
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EIS-C-13 The comment is acknowledged as an 

introduction to specific comments that follow. 
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EIS-C-14  Please refer to Response to Comment EIS-C-A-

9 for a complete response to this topic. 

EIS-C-15 Please refer to Response to Comments EIS-C-A-

27 and EIS-C-A-30 for a complete response to 

this topic. 
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EIS-C-16 Please refer to Response to Comments EIS-C-A-

13 and EIS-C-A-14 for a complete response to 

this topic. 
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EIS-C-17  Please refer to Response to Comment EIS-C-A-

31 for a complete response to this topic. 

EIS-C-18 Please refer to Response to Comments EIS-C-A-

31 and EIS-C-A-37 for a complete response to 

this topic. 
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EIS-C-19  Please refer to Response to Comments EIS-C-A-

31, EIS-C-A-37, and EIS-C-A-40 for a complete 

response to this topic. 

EIS-C-20  Please refer to Response to Comment EIS-C-A-

46 for a complete response to this topic. 

EIS-C-21  Please refer to Response to Comment EIS-C-A-

42 for a complete response to this topic. 
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EIS-C-22  The comment is acknowledged and it is 

noted that it does not appear to relate to 

any physical effect on the environment. The 

comment will be included as part of the Final 

EIR/EIS for review and consideration by the 

decision-makers prior to a final decision on 

the project. No further response is required 

because the comment does not raise an 

environmental issue. 

EIS-C-23 Please refer to Response to Comment EIS-C-A-

42 for a complete response to this topic. 

EIS-C-24  Please refer to Response to Comment EIS-C-A-

44 for a complete response to this topic. 
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EIS-C-25 Please refer to Response to Comments EIS-C-A-

43, EIS-C-A-44, and EIS-C-A-45 for a complete 

response to this topic. 

EIS-C-26 Please refer to Response to Comment EIS-C-A-

27 for a complete response to this topic. 



NORTH CITY PROJECT EIR/EIS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

February 2018 EIS-C-17 9420-04 

EIS-C-27 The comment is acknowledged and it is 

noted that it does not appear to relate to any 

physical effect on the environment. The 

comment will be included as part of the Final 

EIR/EIS for review and consideration by the 

decision-makers prior to a final decision on 

the project. No further response is required 

because the comment does not raise an 

environmental issue. 
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EIS-C-28 Please refer to Response to Comment EIS-C-A-

27 for a complete response to this topic. 
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EIS-C-29 Please refer to Response to Comments EIS-C-A-

50 and EIS-C-A-51 for a complete response to 

this topic. 

EIS-C-30 Please refer to Response to Comments EIS-C-A-

14 and EIS-C-A-49 for a complete response to 

this topic. 
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EIS-C-31 Please refer to Response to Comment EIS-C-A-

16 for a complete response to this topic. 

EIS-C-32 This comment is acknowledged that it is an 

introduction to specific comments that follow. 
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EIS-C-33 Please refer to Response to Comment EIS-C-A-

17 for a complete response to this topic. 

EIS-C-34 Please refer to Response to Comment EIS-C-A-

18 for a complete response to this topic. 

EIS-C-35 Please refer to Response to Comment EIS-C-A-

19 for a complete response to this topic. 

EIS-C-36 Please refer to Response to Comment EIS-C-A-

20 for a complete response to this topic. 

EIS-C-37 Please refer to Response to Comment EIS-C-A-

21 for a complete response to this topic. 
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EIS-C-38 Please refer to Response to Comment EIS-C-A-

22 for a complete response to this topic. 

EIS-C-39 Please refer to Response to Comment EIS-C-A-

23 for a complete response to this topic. 

EIS-C-40 Please refer to Response to Comment EIS-C-A-

25 for a complete response to this topic. 

EIS-C-41 This comment is acknowledged that it is an 

introduction to specific comments that follow. 



NORTH CITY PROJECT EIR/EIS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

February 2018 EIS-C-23 9420-04 

EIS-C-42 Please refer to Response to Comment EIS-C-A-

47 for a complete response to this topic. 
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EIS-C-43 Please refer to Response to Comment EIS-C-A-

48 for a complete response to this topic. 

EIS-C-44 Please refer to Response to Comment EIS-C-A-

49 for a complete response to this topic. 

EIS-C-45 Please refer to Response to Comments EIS-C-A-

49 and EIS-C-A-50 for a complete response to 

this topic. 
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EIS-C-46  Please refer to Response to Comment EIS-C-A-

51 for a complete response to this topic. 

EIS-C-47 Please refer to Response to Comments EIS-C-A-

54 and EIS-C-A-66 for a complete response to 

this topic. 
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EIS-C-48 Please refer to Response to Comment EIS-C-A-

68 for a complete response to this topic. 

EIS-C-49 This comment is acknowledged that it is a 

summary to specific comments that preceded it. 
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INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
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Response to Comment Letter EIS-C-A 

Adams Broadwell Joseph and Cardozo 

Linda Sobczynski 

November 21, 2017 
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EIS-C-A-1 Comment noted regarding the general 

description of the North City Project, which is 

consistent with the information presented in 

the Draft EIR/EIS. 

EIS-C-A-2 The comment is acknowledged as an 

introduction to specific comments that 

follow. The City strongly believes the 

summary and all elements of the Draft 

EIR/EIS are adequate for purposes of 

complying with both CEQA and NEPA. 
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EIS-C-A-3 The comment is noted regarding the length 

of the review period and length of the Draft 

EIR/EIS. The public review period is 

consistent with the CEQA Guidelines. 

EIS-C-A-4 The comment is acknowledged as an 

introduction to specific comments that 

follow. Also refer to response EIS-C-A-3. As 

stated in the Public Notice of a Draft EIR, all 

technical reports and documents 

referenced in the Draft EIR/EIS were 

available to the public by request. Only 

reports prepared specifically to support the 

analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS were included 

as technical appendices. 

EIS-C-A-5 The comment is acknowledged as an 

introduction to specific comments that follow. 

Refer to responses EIS-C-A-3 through EIS-C-A-

5. The City strongly disagrees that the Draft

EIR/EIS is “substantially deficient and does 

not fulfill its mandate as an information 

document under CEQA to inform the public 

of potential impacts.” 
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EIS-C-A-6  The comment is acknowledged as an 

introduction to specific comments that follow. 

EIS-C-A-7  The comment is noted regarding Dr. Fox’s 

resume and relevant experience. 
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EIS-C-A-8 The Draft EIR/EIS was released for public 

review on September 6, 2017, and the latest 

version of the California Emissions Estimator 

Model (CalEEMod; 2016.3.2) wasn’t released 

until October 16, 2017. The following is a list 

of the revisions and additions that are 

included in CalEEMod 2016.3.2 version 

(CAPCOA 2017): 

1. The 2016 update to Title 24 (building

efficiency % reduction - CEC 2015)

was incorporated.

2. A new interactive logging and tracing

feature to capture and report errors was

implemented to provide technical support.

o For a handled error (e.g., when

CalEEMod encounters an error and

recognizes the error), a specific error

message will appear on the screen.

o For an unhandled error (e.g., when

CalEEMod encounters an error, but

does not recognize the error), a pop-

up window will appear on the screen

that offers an option for the user to

contact the development team.
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3. A new and more stable installer wizard,

Windows Installer XML (WiX), has

replaced InstallShield.

4. The installation folder was separated from

the working folder to allow the user to

instantaneously close or exit CalEEMod.

5. A new screen reminder has been added

to the fleet mix screen that will alert the

user if fleet mix total for each Land Use

SubType is above or below 100%.

6. The rolling calendar for construction

phases was corrected.

7. The process of loading/opening an existing

project file was corrected so that the user-

defined fleet mix and user-defined

operational year will be preserved.

8. The presentation of the mitigated

consumer product emissions in the

summer and winter reports was

corrected when Parking Land Use Type is

defined in the project.

9. Issues with generating a report when

carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2E)

greenhouse gas (GHG) is selected or
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user-defined Phase Name is provided, 

were fixed. 

10. Several issues associated with the

comparison of user-defined values against

CalEEMod defaults were corrected.

11. Several issues with the checking/

unchecking the “Default” button

were corrected.

12. Fixed miscalculation of the annual

fugitive dust emissions for PM10 and

PM2.5 (bug caused emissions to be

overestimated for projects with multiple

construction years).

All the updates made to CalEEMod 2016.3.2 

that affect emission results would result in 

lower emissions for the Project. Therefore, 

the current emission estimates using the 

CalEEMod 2016.3.1 are more conservative. 

EIS-C-A-9  The general approach and calculation 

methodology used for the Project is 

summarized in the Air Quality Technical 

Report (Appendix B to the Draft EIR/EIS). It 

clearly states what input assumptions were 

used to run the CalEEMod emissions model. 
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The detailed calculation methodology within 

CalEEMod can be found within Appendix A to 

the CalEEMod User’s Guide, Calculation 

Details for CalEEMod (CAPCOA 2017). The 

CalEEMod is referenced throughout the Air 

Quality Technical Report where applicable. 

The detailed CalEEMod output files provided 

in Appendices A and B to the Air Quality 

Technical Report are the calculation details 

for estimating emissions for the Project. 

They were used to populate the emissions 

summary tables within the Air Quality 

Technical Report. The CalEEMod output files 

provide summary tables indicating daily and 

annual emissions for each year of 

construction and for operation. 

EIS-C-A-10 As discussed in detail in Comment EIS-C-A-9, 

the detailed inputs used for calculating 

emissions with CalEEMod was provided and 

the CalEEMod internal methodology can be 

found within its User’s Guide. 

EIS-C-A-11 The comment is acknowledged, and it is 

noted that it does not appear to relate to any 

physical effect on the environment. The 
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comment will be included in the 

administrative record for the Project as part 

of the Final EIR/EIS for review. No further 

response is required because the comment 

does not raise an environmental issue.  

EIS-C-A-12 The comment is acknowledged as an 

introduction to specific comments that follow. 

EIS-C-A-13  The Draft EIR/EIS used CalEEMod to calculate 

PM10/PM2.5 emissions from construction 

equipment. The following is described in 

Section 4.3, Dust from Material Movement, 

in Appendix A of the CalEEMod Users Guide:  

Fugitive dust is generated by the 

various source activities occurring at a 

construction site. This dust contributes 

PM10 and PM2.5 emissions and for 

detailed emission breakdowns are 

distinguished from exhaust particulate 

matter emissions. The program 

calculates fugitive dust associated with 

the site preparation and grading 

phases from three major activities: 

haul road grading, earth bulldozing, 

and truck loading. As recommended by 
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SCAQMD, the fugitive dust emissions 

from the grading phase are calculated 

using the methodology described in 

USEPA AP-42.  

All input information used for the emissions 

estimations for the Draft EIR/EIS are 

provided in the Air Quality Technical Report 

and its appendices. The CalEEMod output 

files include all detailed information needed 

to input into CalEEMod. Therefore, all 

information needed to estimate these 

emissions were included.  

Furthermore, the CalEEMod and thus the 

Draft EIR/EIS does account for off-road 

emissions from construction equipment. No 

further response is required. 
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EIS-C-A-14  As stated in response to EIS-C-A-13, the Draft 

EIR/EIS does include off-road emissions from 

construction equipment as provided in 

CalEEMod. Further, the calculations provided 

by Dr. Fox would be duplicative and over-

estimating for the activity and emissions 

already accounted for within CalEEMod and 

the Draft EIR/EIS.  

As discussed in mitigation measure MM-AQ-

1, the following best management practices 

will be implemented during construction to 

comply with San Diego Air Pollution Control 

District (SDAPCD) rules and regulations: 

 Best available control measures that

could be implemented during

construction to reduce particulate

emissions and reduce soil erosion and

trackout include the following:

o Cover or water, as needed, any on-site

stockpiles of debris, dirt, or other

dusty material.

o Use adequate water and/or other dust

palliatives on all disturbed areas in

order to avoid particle blow-off. Due to
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current drought conditions, the 

contractor shall consider use of a 

SDAPCD-approved dust suppressant 

where feasible to reduce the amount 

of water to be used for dust control. 

Use of recycled water in place of 

potable water shall also be considered 

provided that the use is approved by 

the City of San Diego and other 

applicable regulatory agencies prior to 

initiation of construction activity.1 Use 

of recycled water shall be in 

compliance with all applicable City of 

San Diego Rules and Regulation for 

Recycled Water (City of San Diego 

2008), particularly for the protection of 

public health per the California Code of 

Regulations, Title 22, Division 4. 

1
The use of recycled water for construction purposes requires approval of the City and other regulatory agencies on a case-by-case 

basis. The permit shall be obtained prior to beginning construction. Recycled water used for construction purposes may only be used 

for soil compaction during grading operations, dust control and consolidation and compaction of backfill in trenches for non-potable 

water, sanitary sewer, storm drain, gas, and electric pipelines. Equipment operators shall be instructed about the requirements 

contained herein and the potential health hazards involved with the use of recycled water. Water trucks, hoses, drop tanks, etc. shall be 

identified as containing non-potable water and not suitable for drinking. Determinations as to specific uses to be allowed shall be in 

accordance with the standards set forth in Title 22, Division 4 of the California Code of Regulations and with the intent of this ordinance 

to preserve the public health. The City may, at its discretion, set forth specific requirements as conditions to providing such services 

and/or require specific approval from the appropriate regulatory agencies (City of San Diego 2008). 
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o Wash down or sweep paved streets as

necessary to control trackout or

fugitive dust.

o Cover or tarp all vehicles hauling dirt

or spoils on public roads if sufficient

freeboard is not available to prevent

material blow-off during transport.

o Use gravel bags and catch basins during

ground-disturbing operations.

o Maintain appropriate soil moisture,

apply soil binders, and/or plant

stabilizing vegetation.

These best management practices will 

reduce fugitive dust generation from 

construction of the Project during high wind 

events. Construction of Project components 

would also be subject to SDAPCD Rule 55 – 

Fugitive Dust Control. This rule requires that 

construction of Project components include 

steps to restrict visible emissions of fugitive 

dust beyond the property line (SDAPCD 

2009). Compliance with Rule 55 would limit 

fugitive dust (PM10 and PM2.5) that may be 

generated during grading and construction 

activities. The MM-AQ-1 covers all fugitive 
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dust sources during construction. No further 

response is required. 

EIS-C-A-15  As described in responses to comments EIS-

C-A-13 and EIS-C-A-14, the Draft EIR/EIS does 

estimate fugitive dust emissions during 

construction and has included mitigation 

within MM-AQ-1. With MM-AQ-1 in place the 

fugitive PM10 emissions are less than 

significant. No further response is required. 
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EIS-C-A-16 As shown in response to comment EIS-C-A-

14, which describes MM-AQ-1, there are 

several measures in place that would reduce 

particulate matter from off-road equipment 

travel on disturbed surfaces including:  

 Use adequate water and/or other dust

palliatives on all disturbed areas in

order to avoid particle blow-off. Due to

current drought conditions, the

contractor shall consider use of a

SDAPCD-approved dust suppressant

where feasible to reduce the amount of

water to be used for dust control. Use

of recycled water in place of potable

water shall also be considered provided

that the use is approved by the City of

San Diego and other applicable

regulatory agencies prior to initiation of

construction activity. Use of recycled

water shall be in compliance with all

applicable City of San Diego Rules and

Regulation for Recycled Water (City of

San Diego 2008), particularly for the

protection of public health per the

California Code of Regulations, Title 22,

Division 4.
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 Maintain appropriate soil moisture, 

apply soil binders, and/or plant 

stabilizing vegetation. 

Also, the watering mitigation assumed within 

the Draft EIR/EIS and the CalEEMod modeling 

runs was twice watering daily, which equates to 

a fugitive dust reduction of 55%, which is the 

CalEEMod default assumption as described in 

Section 12.1, Construction Mitigation Measures 

and Regulatory Adjustments, in Appendix A of 

the CalEEMod Users Guide:  

The mitigation measures in this 

section apply the specified percent 

reduction in PM10 or PM2.5 to the 

applicable fugitive dust calculations. 

Watering of unpaved roads 

recalculates the unpaved road 

equations using the updated values 

supplied by the user in this section. 

These are based on mitigation 

measures described by SCAQMD. 

Therefore, the Draft EIR/EIS assumed a 55% 

fugitive dust reduction from watering twice 

daily based on the CalEEMod default. 



NORTH CITY PROJECT EIR/EIS 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

February 2018 EIS-C-A-18 9420-04 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EIS-C-A-17  The implementation of MM-AQ-1 is 

discussed in detail within Chapter 10, 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 

Program, of the Draft EIR/EIS in accordance 

with Section 21081.6 of CEQA. Table 10-10 

identifies the responsible person for MM-

AQ-1 as the Construction Manager. No 

further response is required. 

EIS-C-A-18 Although no stockpiles were reasonably 

foreseen within the Project construction, the 

requirement of covering or watering 

stockpiles was included as a dust mitigation 

measure in accordance with SDAPCD Rule 

55, which requires all construction activity to 

prevent generation of visible dust emissions 

including active operations, open storage 

piles, and inactive disturbed areas. 

Furthermore, as the comment notes, 

calculation of these emissions requires 

detailed information that is not generally 

available at the CEQA stage. 
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EIS-C-A-19  As discussed in MM-AQ-1 and shown in 

response EIS-C-A-14, the Project will use 

water or dust palliatives for all disturbed 

areas on site, which includes active 

working areas. This mitigation effectively 

resulted in a 55% reduction in particulate 

emissions in accordance with CalEEMod 

default assumptions. 

EIS-C-A-20  This mitigation measure is not intended for 

reducing dust emissions of on-site or off-site 

unpaved areas. This comment is 

acknowledged and will be included in the 

administrative record for the Project as part 

of the Final EIR/EIS for review. No further 

response is required because the comment 

does not raise an environmental issue. 

EIS-C-A-21  This measure is not designed to reduce or 

control dust raised by truck wheels on 

unpaved surfaces. The dust suppression 

measure using water at least twice daily on 

all disturbed surfaces including unpaved 

roads is intended to control dust raised by 

truck wheels on unpaved surfaces. No 

further response is required. 
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EIS-C-A-22 The comment is noted and this measure was 

not intended to control dust from those 

sources. As stated in response EIS-C-A-21, the 

dust suppression measure using water at least 

twice daily on all disturbed surfaces including 

unpaved roads is intended to control dust 

raised by truck wheels on unpaved surfaces. 

No further response is required. 

EIS-C-A-23  The soil can be monitored with use of soil 

moisture sensors ons ite to ensure that the 

optimum use of water and/or soil palliatives 

are used. Also, according to the Fugitive Dust 

Control Handbook prepared by the Western 

Regional Air Partnership (WRAP), following 

the wetting of a soil or other surface 

material, fine particles will move to form a 

surface crust (Western Governors’ 

Association 2006). The surface crust acts to 

hold in soil moisture and resist erosion. The 

degree of protection that is afforded by a 

soil crust to the underlying soil may be 

measured by the modulus of rupture 

(roughly a measure of the hardness of the 

crust) and thickness of the crust. Similarly, 

the WRAP document states that increasing 

soil moisture from 1.4% to 12% decreases 



NORTH CITY PROJECT EIR/EIS 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

February 2018 EIS-C-A-21 9420-04 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM10 emissions by 69% on construction and 

demolition sites. Therefore, soil moisture 

can be controlled on active work areas. 

EIS-C-A-24  The emissions calculated in Comment 1.3 of 

Exhibit A are duplicative of those calculated 

in the Draft EIR/EIS as described in response 

EIS-C-A-14. Regardless, the watering included 

in MM-AQ-1 would reduce fugitive dust 

emissions from the emissions calculated in 

Comment 1.3 by 55% as provided in the 

CalEEMod defaults. 

EIS-C-A-25 This comment states that other air districts 

have additional PM10 mitigation measures 

required for projects. The comment cites the 

BAAQMD 2012 CEQA Guidelines, but 

provides a 2017 date. The BAAQMD’s 2012 

CEQA Guidelines is dated May 2012. The 

BAAQMD’s 2017 CEQA Guidelines is dated 

May 2017. PM10 mitigation measures 

recommended by the BAAQMD are provided 

in Table 8-2 within Section 8.1.2 “Mitigating 

Criteria Air Pollutant Precursors” (not within 

Section 8.2, Greenhouse Gases”). The 

BAAQMD guidelines text quoted in this 

response is derived from the 2017 BAAQMD 
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guidelines (BAAQMD 2017). Section 8.2, 

Greenhouse Gases, describes construction 

related greenhouse gas emissions. Table 8-2 

does provide basic construction mitigation 

measures recommended for all proposed 

projects, and Table 8-3 provides additional 

construction mitigation measures 

recommended for projects with construction 

emissions above the threshold. The 

comment states that the mitigation 

measures in Table 8-2 are required by the 

BAAQMD for all projects. As stated in the 

first paragraph of Section 8.1.2, Mitigating 

Criteria Air Pollutants and Precursors, which 

introduces Table 8-2:  

For all proposed projects, BAAQMD 

recommends the implementation of 

all Basic Construction Mitigation 

Measures, listed in Table 8-2, whether 

or not construction-related emissions 

exceed applicable Thresholds of 

Significance. Appendix B provides 

guidance on quantifying mitigated 

emission reductions using URBEMIS 

and RoadMod. 
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As stated in the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines 

Section 8.1.2, the mitigation measures in 

Table 8-2 are recommended for all projects, 

not required. Similarly, below Table 8-2 is the 

following text regarding use of the mitigation 

measures within Table 8-3. The BAAQMD 

guidance states the mitigation measures are 

recommendations for projects and are not 

mandatory, even if significance thresholds 

are exceeded: 

BAAQMD recommends that all 

proposed projects, where construction-

related emissions would exceed the 

applicable Thresholds of Significance, 

implement the Additional Construction 

Mitigation Measures. Table 8-3 lists the 

Additional Construction Mitigation 

Measures. Appendix B contains more 

detailed guidance on emission 

reductions by source type (i.e., fugitive 

dust and exhaust) for quantification in 

URBEMIS and RoadMod. 

It is also unclear that the mitigation 

measures stated in the comment are from 

the document actually cited, as they do not 
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align with what is actually in the BAAQMD 

CEQA Guidelines. For example, the comment 

states that the following measures are 

required for all projects including: “1) All 

exposed surfaces shall be watered at a 

frequency adequate to maintain minimum 

soil moisture of 12 percent. Moisture can be 

verified by lab samples or moisture probe.” 

This measure is not listed within the 

BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines in Table 8-2 as 

required; it is listed as recommended in 

Table 8-3 for projects exceeding thresholds. 

The comment also included a screen-shot of 

the mitigation measures within Table 8-3 

after they were previously typed, alluding to 

the fact that they are additional from what 

was already stated. It is acknowledged that 

these mitigation measures are included 

within the guidance to reduce emissions 

within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin, 

as stated in Section 1.1, Purpose of 

Guidelines, of the BAAQMD CEQA 

Guidelines. These mitigation measures and 

CEQA Guidance document are not applicable 

to projects within the jurisdiction of the 

SDAPCD and the San Diego Air Basin. 
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EIS-C-A-26 The comment is acknowledged as an 

introduction to specific comments that follow. 

EIS-C-A-27 The Draft EIR/EIS provides the acres graded, 

number of truck trips, and wind speed in the 

appendices to the Air Quality Technical 

Report (Appendix B to the Draft EIR/EIS). 

Each component of the Miramar Reservoir 

Alternative and San Vicente Reservoir 

Alternatives were modeled separately and 

thus have individual outputs. Each output 

provides that information used for that 

component of the project. 

It is recognized that high wind events including 

Santa Ana winds do occur within Southern 

California and San Diego County. There have 

been 254 days of Santa Ana wind events 

documented from August 1, 1950, through 

August 31, 2017 (NOAA 2017). This historical 

record suggests that on average a Santa Ana 

wind event occurs once every 3.8 years. 

Although San Diego County has a history of 

high wind events, the infrequent occurrence 

would suggest that the Santa Ana winds do 

not occur regularly. The wind speed assumed 

within CalEEMod, as discussed in Chapter 2 of 
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Appendix A of the CalEEMod Users Guide 

(CAPCOA 2017), is the default wind speed for 

San Diego County which is taken from data 

from the Gillespie Field meteorological station 

and includes data from 1996 through 2006 

(WRCC 2017). This dataset includes hourly 

wind data as recorded by that station for that 

time period, which includes high-wind events. 

Therefore, the fugitive dust emissions 

calculated within CalEEMod account for high-

wind events within its results. 

From historical records, Santa Ana winds can 

easily exceed 50 miles per hour, and during 

a high-wind event, earth-disturbing work 

would not occur. This would be a standard 

approach by the contractor to comply with 

SDAPCD Rules 55 (Fugitive Dust), 50 (Visible 

Emissions), and 51 (Nuisance). As stated 

within the Draft EIR/EIS, the Project will 

comply with all SDAPCD applicable rules. 

Specifically, the Project would be prevented 

from allowing emissions during a high-wind 

event by SDAPCD Rule 50, which states:  

a person shall not discharge into the 

atmosphere from any single source of 
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emissions whatsoever any air 

contaminant for a period or periods 

aggregating more than three minutes 

in any period of 60 consecutive 

minutes which is darker in shade than 

that designated as Number 1 on the 

Ringelmann Chart. 

Coccidioidomycosis, more commonly known 

as “Valley Fever,” is an infection caused by 

inhalation of the spores of the Coccidioides 

immitis (C. immitis) fungus that commonly 

grows in the soils of the southwestern 

United States. When fungal spores are 

present, any activity that disturbs the soil, 

such as digging, grading or other earth-

moving operations, can cause the spores to 

become airborne and thereby increase the 

risk of exposure. The ecologic factors that 

appear to be most conducive to survival and 

replication of the spores are high summer 

temperatures, mild winters, sparse rainfall, 

and alkaline sandy soils. 

The County of San Diego Health and Human 

Services Agency compiles Valley Fever rates 

per zip code. Based on County of San Diego 



NORTH CITY PROJECT EIR/EIS 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

February 2018 EIS-C-A-28 9420-04 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Health and Human Services Agency 

information, the Project site is within an area 

with a low background risk of Valley Fever in 

the County. The Project area zip codes 

reported a total of 118 incidents of Valley 

Fever from 2007 through 2016 (Nelson, pers. 

comm. 2017). Also, the zip codes where the 

Project is located reported an average 

incident rate of 2.78 per 100,000 population 

compared to 4.4 per 100,000 for San Diego 

County (CAPCOA 2017). In addition, 

according to the California Department of 

Public Health (CDPH), an average of 115 

confirmed cases of Valley Fever were 

reported in San Diego County each year 

between 2011 and 2015 (CDPH 2017). There 

is no evidence to suggest Valley Fever is a 

significant concern within the vicinity of the 

Project site.  

Even if present at the site, construction 

activities may not result in increased 

incidence of Valley Fever. Propagation of C. 

immitis is dependent on climatic conditions, 

with the potential for growth and surface 

exposure highest following early seasonal 

rains and long dry spells. C. immitis spores 
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can be released when filaments are 

disturbed by earth-moving activities, 

although receptors must be exposed to and 

inhale the spores to be at increased risk of 

developing Valley Fever. Moreover, exposure 

to C. immitis does not guarantee that an 

individual will become ill—approximately 

60% of people exposed to the fungal spores 

are asymptomatic and show no signs of an 

infection (USGS 2000).  

While the risk of releasing Valley Fever 

spores during the Project’s construction 

phase is reasonably anticipated to be low 

based on the location of the Project site, it 

also should be noted that the applicant 

would comply with SDAPCD Rule 55, which 

establishes fugitive dust abatement 

measures, including watering disturbed 

areas on the Project site three or more times 

per day during the construction phase, to 

minimize adverse air quality impacts. 

Further, mitigation measure M-AQ-1 

requires that the applicant apply a dust 

control agent or water disturbed areas on 

the Project site at least twice daily, stabilize 

grading areas as quickly as possible, and 
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comply with numerous additional fugitive 

dust abatement measures. Per mitigation 

measure MM-HAZ-4 in Section 6.9.5 of the 

Draft EIR/EIS, all applicable procedures 

outlined in the City of San Diego’s “Whitebook” 

Part 1 – General Provisions (A), Section 7-22, 

Encountering or Releasing Hazardous 

Substances, will be followed (City of San Diego 

2015b). The Whitebook requires all City 

projects to incorporate, among other things, 

control methods to prevent fugitive dust, mist, 

odors, and vapors. This includes “pumping out 

non-aqueous phase liquids (NAPL), covering 

off-gassing excavations or stockpiles, 

backfilling off-gassing excavations, using off-

gassing stockpiles as backfill, misting 

excavations or stockpiles with water, covering 

excavations or stockpiles with foam or other 

vapor suppressing agents, locating stockpiles 

away from and downwind of public receptors, 

and stopping Work” (City of San Diego 2015b). 

These requirements are consistent with 

CDPH recommendations for the 

implementation of dust control measures, 

including regular application of water during 

soil-disturbance activities, to reduce 
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exposure to Valley Fever – the watering 

minimizes the potential that the fungal 

spores become airborne (CDPH 2013). 

Further, regulations designed to minimize 

exposure to Valley Fever hazards are 

included in Title 8 of the California Code of 

Regulations and would be complied with 

during the Project’s construction phase 

(California Department of Industrial 

Relations 2018).  

In summary, the Project would not result in a 

significant impact attributable to Valley Fever 

exposure based on its geographic location 

and compliance with applicable regulatory 

standards and mitigation measure M-AQ-1, 

which will serve to minimize the release of 

and exposure to fungal spores. 
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EIS-C-A-28 The comment is noted that it provides factual 

background information and does not raise an 

environmental issue within the meaning of 

CEQA. The comment will be included in the 

administrative record for the Project as part of 

the Final EIR/EIS for review. No further 

response is required because the comment 

does not raise an environmental issue. 

EIS-C-A-29 The section of AP-42 cited by the commenter 

focuses on “wind erosion of open aggregate 

storage piles and exposed areas within an 

industrial facility.” Thus, this section is not 

relevant for a construction site. Furthermore, 

as the comment notes, calculation of these 

emissions requires detailed information that 

is not generally available at the CEQA stage. 

The City considers the analysis in the Draft 

EIR/EIS, which utilizes CalEEMod 

methodology, sufficient for the purposes of 

CEQA. CalEEMod considers fugitive dust 

associated with the site preparation and 

grading phases from three major activities: 

haul road grading, earth bulldozing, and 

truck loading (CalEEMod User’s Guide page 

32 and Appendix A, Subchapter 4.3). Notably, 



NORTH CITY PROJECT EIR/EIS 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

February 2018 EIS-C-A-33 9420-04 

 

 

 

CalEEMod’s methods have been adapted 

from the U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency’s (EPA’s) AP-42 method for Western 

Coal Mining, and thus account for fugitive 

dust consistent with AP-42 methods. As 

Section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines states, 

“An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient 

degree of analysis to provide decision-

makers with information which enables 

them to make a decision which intelligently 

takes account of environmental 

consequences. An evaluation of the 

environmental effects of a proposed project 

need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency 

of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of 

what is reasonably feasible.” The City 

considers the evaluation of fugitive dust 

emissions using CalEEMod’s analytical 

method appropriate and adequate. 

EIS-C-A-30 As noted in Response to Comment EIS-C-A-

27, the Santa Ana wind events were included 

in the CalEEMod dataset used to calculate 

fugitive dust emissions. No further response 

is required. 
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EIS-C-A-31 In order to determine potential health risk 

associated with construction of Project 

facilities, sensitive receptors were identified in 

proximity to each of the sites identified in the 

Draft EIR/EIS. These sensitive receptors were 

shown in Figures 5.3-1A through 5.3-1D 

within the Draft EIR/EIS. The Mission Trails 

Booster Station (MTBS) is the only facility site 

with sensitive receptors within 1,000 feet of 

the facility construction area that has a 

construction duration longer than 2 months. 

As such, this facility was used as the worst-

case exposure scenario, with the 

understanding that if construction health risk 

was below applicable thresholds for this 

facility, then health risk would be less-than-

significant for the other facilities. Notably, a 

1,000-foot radial distance is considered the 

distance in which pollutant concentrations 

are greatest, and serves as a general 

“notification” distance from receptors. For 

example, research conducted by the 

California Air Resources Board (CARB) 

indicated an 80% drop-off in pollutant 

concentrations at approximately 1,000 feet 

from major sources (CARB 2005). Therefore, a 

1,000-foot distance is often used in analyzing 
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impacts to receptors from distribution 

centers, freeways, rail yards, stationary 

sources, and other pollutant sources.  

Construction of the MTBS would result in 

diesel particulate matter (DPM) emissions 

from heavy-duty construction equipment 

and trucks operating within the facility 

construction area. DPM is characterized as a 

toxic air contaminant (TAC) by CARB. The 

State of California Office of Environmental 

Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) has 

identified carcinogenic and chronic 

noncarcinogenic effects from long-term 

(chronic) exposure, but it has not identified 

health effects due to short-term (acute) 

exposure to DPM (OEHHA 2015). The nearest 

existing off-site sensitive receptors from the 

MTBS site consist of residences located 

adjacent to the eastern boundary of the 

Project site.  

Cancer risk is defined as the increase in 

lifetime probability (chance) of an individual 

developing cancer due to exposure to a 

carcinogenic compound, typically expressed 

as the increased probability in 1 million. The 
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cancer risk from inhalation of a TAC is 

estimated by calculating the inhalation dose 

in units of milligrams/kilogram body weight 

per day based on an ambient concentration 

in units of micrograms per cubic meter 

(μg/m3), breathing rate, age-specific 

sensitivity factors, and exposure period, and 

multiplying the dose by the inhalation cancer 

potency factor, expressed as units of inverse 

dose [i.e., (milligrams/kilogram body weight 

per day)-1]. Typically, population-wide cancer 

risks are based on a lifetime (70 years) of 

continuous exposure and an individual 

resident cancer risk is based on a 30-year 

exposure duration; however, for the 

purposes of this analysis, a 3-year exposure 

scenario corresponding to the construction 

period for MTBS was assumed.  

Cancer risks are typically calculated for all 

carcinogenic TACs and summed to calculate 

the overall increase in cancer risk to an 

individual. The calculation procedure 

assumes that cancer risk is proportional to 

concentrations at any level of exposure and 

that risks from various TACs are additive. 

This is considered a conservative 
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assumption at low doses and is consistent 

with the updated OEHHA-recommended 

approach (OEHHA 2015). 

Noncancer health impact of an inhaled TAC 

is measured by the hazard quotient, which is 

the ratio of the ambient concentration of a 

TAC in units of μg/m3 divided by the 

reference exposure level (REL), also in units 

of μg/m3. The inhalation REL is the 

concentration at or below which no adverse 

health effects are anticipated. The REL is 

typically based on health effects to a 

particular target organ system, such as the 

respiratory system, liver, or central nervous 

system. Hazard quotients are then summed 

for each target organ system to obtain a 

hazard index. 

To estimate the ambient DPM concentrations 

resulting from construction activities at nearby 

sensitive receptors, a dispersion modeling 

analysis was performed using the American 

Meteorological Society/Environmental 

Protection Agency Regulatory Model (AERMOD) 

dispersion model, Version 16216r, in 

conjunction with the Hotspots Analysis and 
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Reporting Program Version 2 (HARP 2). CARB 

developed HARP 2 as a tool to implement the 

risk assessments and incorporates all the 

requirements provided by OEHHA as outlined 

in the Air Toxics Hot Spot Program Risk 

Assessment Guidelines – Guidance Manual for 

Preparation of Health Risk Assessments 

(OEHHA 2015).  

The DPM emissions from diesel-powered 

construction equipment and on-site diesel-

powered trucks that would be used during 

construction are based on the CalEEMod 

model output for the MTBS construction, as 

provided in Appendix B. Annual emissions of 

construction-related exhaust PM10, as a 

surrogate for DPM, were calculated and then 

converted to grams per second for use in the 

AERMOD model. Additional construction 

details were available at the time this Health 

Risk Assessment (HRA) was performed, and it 

was determined that construction equipment 

would be operating 4 hours per day, Monday 

through Friday, as opposed to 8 hours per day 

in the Draft EIR/EIS (Brown and Caldwell 2018). 

This HRA also assumed that heavy-duty diesel 

vehicles would have a trip length of 0.25 mile to 
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represent on-site emissions. An unmitigated 

emission rate of 3.91 x 10-3 grams per second 

was calculated as follows:  

0.0484 total tons exhaust PM10 = 96.8 total 

pounds (lbs) DPM during construction 

96.8 lbs × 453.6 g/lb ÷ (4 hrs/day × 780 

working days) ÷ 3600 seconds/hour =  

3.91 x 10-3 g/second 

An area source representing the site area was 

used to represent the emissions released by 

the construction equipment, as equipment will 

move freely around the site. A release height of 

5 meters was provided to represent the 

midrange of the expected plume rise from 

frequently used construction equipment 

during daytime atmospheric conditions. These 

parameters reflect those utilized in the South 

Coast Air Quality Management District’s 

Localized Significance Thresholds (LST) 

Methodology (SCAQMD 2008). In addition, the 

SDAPCD recommends the use of the rural 

dispersion coefficient as the modeling default, 

based on the close proximity to the coastline 

(SDAPCD 2015). 
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The three latest years of AERMOD-ready 

meteorological data from 2014 through 2016 

for the Kearny Mesa Monitoring Station were 

provided by the SDAPCD for use in AERMOD. 

The SDAPCD processed the data using EPA’s 

AERMET meteorological data processor. 

The cancer risk calculations were performed 

using the HARP 2 Air Dispersion Modeling 

and Risk Tool by importing the predicted 

annual DPM concentrations from AERMOD 

for the sensitive receptors, including the 

Maximally Exposed Individual Resident 

(MEIR). Cancer risk parameters, such as age 

sensitivity factors, daily breathing rates, and 

cancer potency factors were based on the 

values and data recommended by OEHHA 

(2015) as implemented in HARP 2. The 

potential exposure pathway for DPM 

includes inhalation only. The potential 

exposure through other pathways (e.g., 

ingestion) requires substance and site-

specific data, and the specific parameters for 

DPM are not known for these pathways. 

For the purposes of this construction HRA, 

given the less-than-lifetime exposure 

period, and the higher breathing rates and 
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sensitivity of children to TACs, the cancer 

risk calculation assumes that the exposure 

would affect children early in their lives. 

For the derived cancer risk calculation 

under the worst-case scenario, the 3-year 

exposure duration was assumed to start 

during the third trimester of pregnancy. 

Additionally, as a conservative assumption, 

a “fraction at home” (FAH) factor was not 

applied for age bins less than 16, whereas 

OEHHA recommends a 0.85 FAH for third 

trimester through 3 years old for 

evaluating residential cancer risk.  

In addition to the potential cancer risk, DPM 

has chronic (i.e., long-term) noncarcinogenic 

health impacts. The chronic hazard index 

was evaluated using the OEHHA inhalation 

RELs. The chronic noncarcinogenic inhalation 

hazard index for construction activities was 

also calculated using the HARP 2 Air 

Dispersion Modeling and Risk Tool. 

DPM Concentrations, Cancer Risk, and 

Chronic Hazard 

The results of the AERMOD and HARP 2 

modeling are provided in Appendix B. The 
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modeled maximum annual concentration at 

the MEIR would be 0.021 μg/m3. The 

associated cancer risk for the child MEIR 

(exposure starting in third trimester) would 

be approximately 7.95 in 1 million, which 

would not exceed the County significance 

threshold of 10 in 1 million for cancer 

impacts. The associated chronic hazard 

index for the child MEIR would be 

approximately 0.004, which would not 

exceed the County significance threshold of 

1.0 for noncarcinogenic health impacts. 

Since emissions of DPM generated by 

construction at the MTBS facility would 

result in cancer and noncarcinogenic risk 

below the applicable thresholds, the impact 

would be less than significant. In addition, as 

noted in the “Analysis Methodology” section 

above, since the MTBS site was used as the 

worst-case exposure scenario, the health 

risk impacts associated with construction of 

facilities at the other sites for the Project 

would also be less than significant.  

EIS-C-A-32 This comment cites that the OEHHA risk 

assessment guidance recommends cancer 

risks be evaluated for short-term exposures, 
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such as construction. What the commenter 

does not include from the OEHHA guidance 

section is the following (OEHHA 2015):  

Cancer potency factors are based on 

animal lifetime studies or worker 

studies where there is long-term 

exposure to the carcinogenic agent. 

There is considerable uncertainty in 

trying to evaluate the cancer risk from 

projects that will only last a small 

fraction of a lifetime. There are some 

studies indicating that dose rate 

changes the potency of a given dose 

of a carcinogenic chemical. In others 

words, a dose delivered over a short 

time period may have a different 

potency than the same dose delivered 

over a lifetime.  

As stated in Response to Comment EIS-C-A-

31, the Project would not involve 

construction of pipelines near sensitive 

receptors for more than a few days and as 

recommended by the OEHHA guidance 

(OEHHA 2015), it is not recommended to 

perform a HRA for projects lasting less than 
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2 months. For the Project components that 

are being constructed in one location for 

more than 2 months, all are in excess of 

1,000 feet from sensitive receptors except 

the MTBS. Notably, a 1,000-foot radial 

distance is considered the distance in which 

pollutant concentrations are greatest, and 

serves as a general “notification” distance 

from receptors. For example, research 

conducted by CARB indicated an 80% drop-

off in pollutant concentrations at 

approximately 1,000 feet from major sources 

(CARB 2005). Therefore, a 1,000-foot distance 

is often used in analyzing impacts to 

receptors from distribution centers, freeways, 

rail yards, stationary sources, and other 

pollutant sources. However, as shown in 

Response to Comment EIS-C-A-31, the Project 

would not exceed SDAPCD health risk 

significance thresholds during construction of 

the MTBS. 

EIS-C-A-33 “Extensive” was used within the context of 

the Draft EIR/EIS to refer to a high-density 

use with a long duration of equipment. It is 

noted that the comment states that smaller 

projects have resulted in significant impacts. 
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The comment will be included in the 

administrative record for the Project as part 

of the Final EIR/EIS for review. No further 

response is required because the comment 

does not raise an environmental issue. 

EIS-C-A-34 This is a very extensive project with pipelines 

going for miles with various Project 

components and multiple Project 

alternatives. In order to best show the 

proximity to which the Project pipelines and 

various components would be in relation to 

existing sensitive receptors, Figures 5.3-1A 

through 5.3-1D were included in the Draft 

EIR/EIS. The commenter’s assertion that the 

figures were buried in an appendix are false. 

EIS-C-A-35 The comment is acknowledged, but as 

shown in Response to Comment EIS-C-A-31, 

the health risk was shown to be less than 

significant to sensitive receptors. 

EIS-C-A-36 As stated in Response to Comment EIS-C-A-

31, the Project would not construct pipelines 

near sensitive receptors for more than a few 

days, and as recommended by the OEHHA 

guidance (OEHHA 2015), it is not 
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recommended to perform a HRA for projects 

lasting less than 2 months. Therefore, the 

risk to sensitive receptors during nighttime 

work hours would be less than significant. 

EIS-C-A-37 Chapter 7 of the Draft EIR/EIS addresses 

cumulative impacts. Table 7-2 indicates that 

the Miramar Reservoir Alternative did not 

have cumulatively considerable impacts and 

the San Vicente Reservoir Alternative did 

have cumulatively considerable impacts. The 

comment did not make any specific 

comments on the adequacy of this analysis. 

No further response is required. 
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EIS-C-A-38 The comment is acknowledged as an 

introduction to specific comments that follow. 

EIS-C-A-39 The commenter confuses constituents within 

diesel exhaust and diesel exhaust 

throughout this comment. The amount of 

diesel exhaust is not determined by the 

engine tier. The constituents within the 

diesel exhaust (including DPM) are 

determined by the engine tier. The 

commenter fails to distinguish the difference 

between the two. Further, the analysis 

determined that particulate matter 

emissions were less than significant with 

MM-AQ-1 and MM-AQ-2 in place for the 

Miramar Reservoir Alternative. This 

significance was based on the thresholds 

established by the City of San Diego (City of 

San Diego 2016). 

As stated in Response to Comment EIS-C-A-

31, the Project would not construct pipelines 

near sensitive receptors for more than a few 

days and as recommended by the OEHHA 

guidance (OEHHA 2015), it is not 

recommended to perform a HRA for projects 

lasting less than 2 months. It was also shown 
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in Response to Comment EIS-C-A-31 that the 

health risk for the most conservative Project 

component was less than significant. 

EIS-C-A-40 As discussed in Response to Comment EIS-C-

A-31 and EIS-C-A-37, the cumulative impacts 

of the Project were presented in Chapter 7 of 

the Draft EIR/EIS. Further, the Project was 

determined to have a less than significant 

impact with mitigation (MM-AQ-2) for the 

Miramar Reservoir Alternative and a 

significant and unavoidable impact for the 

San Vicente Reservoir Alternative. Since the 

Miramar Reservoir Alternative was less than 

significant with MM-AQ-2, it is not necessary 

to employ Tier 4 equipment. 

EIS-C-A-41 This comment states that the Draft EIR/EIS’s 

odor analysis is entirely inadequate and 

unsupported. The text that the commenter 

quotes is footnoted as from Draft EIR/EIS, p. 

4.1-26. There is no such page within the 

Draft EIR/EIS. Chapter 4 is the History of 

Project Changes and mentions no such text 

as cited by the commenter. The comment 

will be included in the administrative record 

for the Project as part of the Final EIR/EIS for 
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review. No further response is required 

because the comment does not raise an 

environmental issue. 

EIS-C-A-42 As discussed in Sections 5.3.3.2 and 6.3.6.1 of 

the Draft EIR/EIS, odors would be generated 

during construction mainly from unburned 

hydrocarbons. The odors anticipated from the 

Project were evaluated in accordance with the 

CEQA Guidelines and the City of San Diego 

CEQA Guidelines (City of San Diego 2016). The 

City’s Guidelines state to evaluate whether 

creating objectionable odors would affect a 

substantial number of people. As discussed in 

Response to Comment EIS-C-A-31, the Project 

equipment would not be located close to 

sensitive receptors for more than a few days 

as pipelines are constructed. A significant 

impact is said to be where there has been 

more than one confirmed or three confirmed 

complaints per year (averaged over a 3-week 

period) about the odor source.  

 The commenter also cites EPA documents 

from the 1970s and a 2002 EPA document 

that summarized findings from a study in 

1967, 1971, and 1962 (EPA 2002). While the 
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findings that odors from diesel exhaust may 

warrant concern, diesel fuel has undergone 

substantial changes since the 1970s and 

even since the EPA paper was published in 

2002. Since 2002 alone, CARB has required 

diesel fuel to meet a lubricity requirement of 

a maximum wear scar diameter of 520 

microns by ASTM D6079, the High Frequency 

Reciprocating Rig and limit sulfur in diesel to 

15 parts per million (TransportPolicy 2017). 

The major component within diesel exhaust 

that is odorous is the sulfur dioxide (U.S. 

Department of Labor n.d.). The emissions of 

sulfur dioxide have been reduced 

significantly over the last 15 years with the 

reduction in sulfur composition in diesel 

fuel. For the project, emissions of oxides of 

sulfur (SOx) are shown in Draft EIR/EIS Tables 

6.3-8 and 6.3-9 for construction. The 

maximum SOx emissions for the Project 

were shown to be less than 0.2% of the City’s 

significance threshold. 

Per mitigation measure MM-HAZ-4 in Section 

6.9.5 of the Draft EIR/EIS, all applicable 

procedures outlined in the City of San Diego’s 

“Whitebook” Part 1 – General Provisions (A), 
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Section 7-22, Encountering or Releasing 

Hazardous Substances will be followed (City of 

San Diego 2015b). The Whitebook requires all 

City projects to incorporate, among other 

things, control methods to prevent fugitive 

dust, mist, odors, and vapors. This includes 

“pumping out non-aqueous phase liquids 

(NAPL), covering off-gassing excavations or 

stockpiles, backfilling off-gassing excavations, 

using off-gassing stockpiles as backfill, misting 

excavations or stockpiles with water, covering 

excavations or stockpiles with foam or other 

vapor suppressing agents, locating stockpiles 

away from and downwind of public receptors, 

and stopping Work” (City of San Diego 2015b). 

 The cited 88 truck trips per day (44 trucks) 

would occur over an 8-hour shift, or an average 

of 6 trucks per hour. The haul trucks are 

subject to CARB anti-idling policy, which limits 

diesel vehicles from idling for more than 5 

minutes at a time (CARB 2016). This policy is 

also in place for all off-road engines or 

equipment CARB 2009). The comment further 

states that clouds of soot from diesel-powered 

equipment can travel downwind for miles and 

drift into heavily populated areas. The 
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reference provided by the commenter has no 

link or title provided and is just listed as Union 

of Concerned Scientists (Exhibit 11) and was 

not provided in the reference package. Since 

there is no reference and no Exhibit 11 

included in the comment letter, there is no 

further response required. 

EIS-C-A-43 It is acknowledged that this is one way to 

perform a detailed odor analysis. This kind 

of analysis is warranted on significant 

sources of odor that would affect substantial 

amounts of people as stated in the City’s 

CEQA Guidelines. The Project would not 

affect substantial amounts of people during 

construction. The comment further 

references a citation for published 

significance thresholds, which was a study 

on a composting facility that is not relevant 

to this Project (Alpert and Wu 2010).  
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EIS-C-A-44 As provided in the City’s Guidelines and 

omitted by the commenter (City of San 

Diego 2016): 

For a project proposing placement of 

sensitive receptors near an existing 

odor source, a significant odor impact 

will be identified if the project site is 

closer to the odor source than any 

existing sensitive receptor where 

there has been more than one 

confirmed or three confirmed 

complaints per year (averaged over a 

three week period) about the odor 

source. For projects proposing 

placement of sensitive receptors near 

a source of odors where there is 

currently no nearby existing receptors, 

the determination of significance 

should be based on the distance and 

frequency at which odor complaints 

from the public have occurred in the 

vicinity of a similar odor source at 

another location. 

The City’s Guidelines are clearly designed for 

evaluating the odor impacts of long-term 



NORTH CITY PROJECT EIR/EIS 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

February 2018 EIS-C-A-54 9420-04 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

operation of a facility as that will have the 

largest potential for affecting a substantial 

number of people. Although the guidelines 

do not reference short-term or construction 

projects within its evaluation of odor, the 

Draft EIR/EIS does recognize that 

construction of the Project would have a 

short-term temporary potential impact. 

Similar to the City, the County of San Diego 

provides guidance within its Guidelines for 

Determining Significance (County of San 

Diego 2007), which states: 

Projects proposing activities that 

create a point source of odor 

emissions such as sewage lift stations, 

restaurants, equestrian centers, etc. 

may be conditioned to require project 

design measures, equipment design 

measures, BMPs [best management 

practices], and/or off-site disposal of 

animal waste. 

The County also directs its evaluation of 

odor impacts towards long-term operation 

of potential projects and not construction.  
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Not only were the potential odor issues 

addressed within Section 6.3.6.1 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS, mitigation measure MM-AQ-3 was 

put in place to reduce potential odors from 

operation of the various Project 

components. The mitigation actively reduces 

and manages any potential odors from the 

long-term operation of the Project. 

Therefore, the City’s Guidelines were 

sufficiently followed within the Draft EIR/EIS. 
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EIS-C-A-45 The commenter has not proven that the 

Project would have a significant impact during 

construction, which would warrant mitigation. 

As discussed in Response to Comment EIS-C-

A-44, the odor impacts associated with long-

term operation are the focus of the 

significance thresholds. Also, the construction 

of the Project that takes place within 1,000 

feet of sensitive receptors would be for a very 

short duration. As further noted by the source 

the commenter cites, diesel oxidation catalysts 

began being used in the United States for on-

road diesel vehicles in 1994 and continue to 

be used as an emission control strategy 

(Majewski 2011). Mitigation measure MM-AQ-

2 requires the use of at least Tier 3 off-road 

vehicles during construction, and Tier 3 

engines were first introduced in model year 

2006 (DieselNet 2017). It is therefore very 

likely that the fleet of construction equipment 

and heavy-duty trucks supporting the Project 

would employ emissions control equipment 

similar to diesel oxidation catalysts if not 

already equipped.  

The commenter further discusses the 

analysis within a Draft EIR for the Phillips 66 
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Santa Maria Rail Terminal. That Draft EIR 

does not apply to the Project as it was for a 

crude oil processing facility. The comment 

will be included in the administrative record 

for the Project as part of the Final EIR for 

review. No further response is required 

because the comment does not raise an 

environmental issue. 

EIS-C-A-46 The commenter fails to properly cite or 

interpret the CEQA Guidelines in this case. 

The CEQA Guidelines section cited does not 

state or conclude that an EIR may conclude 

that an impact is significant and 

unavoidable only if all available and 

feasible mitigation measures have been 

proposed (14 CCR 15126.2). That section 

states the following in section (b): 

Significant Environmental Effects 

Which Cannot be Avoided if the 

Proposed Project is Implemented. 

Describe any significant impacts, 

including those which can be 

mitigated but not reduced to a level of 

insignificance. Where there are 

impacts that cannot be alleviated 
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without imposing an alternative 

design, their implications and the 

reasons why the project is being 

proposed, notwithstanding their 

effect, should be described. 

The Draft EIR/EIS fully described the significant 

environmental effects in accordance with the 

CEQA Guidelines. The mitigation measure MM-

AQ-2 did not bring the emissions from the San 

Vicente Reservoir Alternative to below the 

significance level. Therefore, the impact was 

determined to be significant and unavoidable. 

EIS-C-A-47 There is nowhere within the Draft EIR/EIS 

that describes the construction equipment 

having Tier 3 engines as the base case. The 

CalEEMod model runs show both an 

unmitigated and mitigated emissions 

scenario. The unmitigated emission 

summary shows the equipment assuming 

default CalEEMod assumptions. The 

mitigated emission summary shows the 

equipment using Tier 3 engines. Each 

CalEEMod emission summary provided in 

Appendices A and B of the Air Quality 

Technical Report (Appendix B to the Draft 
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EIR/EIS) provides both an unmitigated and 

mitigated emission summary as described 

above. No further response is required 

because the comment is a false statement. 

EIS-C-A-48  As described in Response to Comment EIS-C-

A-48, Tier 3 engines and MM-AQ-2 were not 

the base case and were calculated as 

mitigation as shown in Appendices A and B 

of Appendix B of the Draft EIR/EIS. No 

further response is required. 
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EIS-C-A-49 As shown in the Draft EIR/EIS, the MTBS 

emissions causes the San Vicente Reservoir 

Alternative’s impacts to be significant and 

unavoidable. Appendix B of Appendix B of the 

Draft EIR/EIS provides the detailed CalEEMod 

output files for the San Vicente Reservoir 

Alternative and the MTBS, which also shows 

that in the unmitigated scenario, off-road 

equipment comprised only 21.4% of the 

maximum daily NOx emissions in 2019, which 

was the year of the significance threshold 

exceedance. Under the mitigated scenario, off-

road equipment comprised only 12.5% of the 

maximum daily NOx emissions in 2019 for the 

MTBS. The haul trucks alone were estimated to 

generate 371.87 pounds of NOx per day in 

2019 from the MTBS. This means that if there 

were no off-road equipment operating, or if 

they were zero-emissions equipment and no 

other component of the Project was operating 

in 2019, the haul trucks from the MTBS would 

still exceed the City’s significance threshold for 

NOx of 250 pounds per day. Therefore, 

implementing a Tier 4 final mitigation measure 

would not mitigate the impact to less than 

significant as purported by the commenter. 
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EIS-C-A-50 The comment will be included in the 

administrative record for the Project as part 

of the Final EIR/EIS for review. No further 

response is required because the comment 

does not raise an environmental issue. 
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EIS-C-A-51 See Response to Comment EIS-C-A-27 

regarding the low risk of releasing Valley 

Fever spores during the Project’s 

construction phase.  

While the risk of releasing Valley Fever 

spores during the Project’s construction 

phase and transporting spores off site is 

reasonably anticipated to be low based on 

the Project site location, it also should be 

noted that the applicant would comply with 

SDAPCD Rule 55, which establishes track-

out/carry-out control for dust from transport 

trucks, operations, erosion, etc. Further, 

mitigation measure MM-AQ-1 requires that 

the applicant cover or water, as needed, any 

on-site stockpiles of debris, dirt, or other 

dusty material; use adequate water and/or 

other dust palliatives on all disturbed areas 

in order to avoid particle blow-off; wash 

down or sweep paved streets as necessary 

to control trackout or fugitive dust; cover or 

tarp all vehicles hauling dirt or spoils on 

public roads if sufficient freeboard is not 

available to prevent material blow-off during 

transport; use gravel bags and catch basins 

during ground-disturbing operations; and 



NORTH CITY PROJECT EIR/EIS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

February 2018 EIS-C-A-71 9420-04 

maintain appropriate soil moisture, apply 

soil binders, and/or plant stabilizing 

vegetation etc. to ensure that dust is not 

transported offsite. These requirements are 

consistent with CDPH recommendations to 

prevent transport of spores off-site by 

cleaning tools, equipment, and vehicles prior 

to their transport off-site (CDPH 2013).  

In summary, the Project would not result in a 

significant impact off site attributable to 

Valley Fever exposure based on its 

geographic location and compliance with 

applicable regulatory standards and 

mitigation measure MM-AQ-1, which will 

serve to minimize the release of, transport 

of, and exposure to fungal spores. 
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EIS-C-A-52 Upon further investigation, the sources cited 

for stating that “conventional dust control 

measures….are not effective at controlling 

Valley Fever” (source 136 in comment letter) 

do not state or assert what the commenter 

has purported. The article, authored by K.C. 

Cummings et al., is about a Valley Fever 

outbreak at a construction site in Camp 

Roberts (Cummings et al. 2010). The article 

sites that none of the workers used the 

provided respiratory protection and did not 

rely on the ventilation filtration within the 

equipment as the doors were left open. 

Therefore, it was not the dust suppression 

techniques that were used that contributed to 

the outbreak, but the lack of use of personal 

protective equipment supplied that 

contributed to the outbreak. Therefore, this 

source does not have bearing on this Project. 

The second source cited (Schneider et al., 

1997 p. 908) which is titled “A 

Coccidioidomycosis Outbreak Following the 

Northridge, California, Earthquake,” has no 

relation to the Project or Valley Fever 

incidences at construction sites. The 

comment will be included in the 
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administrative record for the Project as part 

of the Final EIR/EIS for review. No further 

response is required because the comment 

does not raise an environmental issue. 

EIS-C-A-53 As the Project does not have a Phase I or Phase 

II, this comment is clearly referring to a 

different project. The comment will be included 

in the administrative record for the Project as 

part of the Final EIR for review. No further 

response is required because the comment 

does not raise an environmental issue. 

EIS-C-A-54 The comment will be included in the 

administrative record for the Project as part 

of the Final EIR for review. No further 

response is required because the comment 

does not raise an environmental issue. 



NORTH CITY PROJECT EIR/EIS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

February 2018 EIS-C-A-74 9420-04 



NORTH CITY PROJECT EIR/EIS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

February 2018 EIS-C-A-75 9420-04 



NORTH CITY PROJECT EIR/EIS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

February 2018 EIS-C-A-76 9420-04 



NORTH CITY PROJECT EIR/EIS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

February 2018 EIS-C-A-77 9420-04 

EIS-C-A-55 This comment states that the Draft EIR/EIS’s 

MM-AQ-1 does not include the measures 

described within comment EIS-C-A-54. This 

comment is acknowledged, and the Project’s 

response to Valley Fever is fully explained in 

Response to Comment EIS-C-A-27. The 

comment will be included in the 

administrative record for the Project as part 

of the Final EIR for review. No further 

response is required because the comment 

does not raise an environmental issue. 

EIS-C-A-56 The implementation of MM-AQ-1 is 

discussed in detail within Chapter 10 

(Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 

Program) of the Draft EIR/EIS in accordance 

with CEQA Section 21081.6A, and in Draft 

EIR/EIS Table 10-10 lists the responsible 

person for MM-AQ-1 as the Construction 

Manager. No further response is required. 

EIS-C-A-57 This mitigation strategy in MM-AQ-1 is 

consistent with the SDAPCD Rule 55 

requirements and the fugitive dust 

management requirements within the 

City’s Whitebook. The mitigation measure 

is not meant to reduce off-site, unpaved 
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road dust from flat surfaces, unpaved 

roadways, and active working areas. No 

further response is required. 

EIS-C-A-58 Please see Response to Comment EIS-C-A-16 

for a complete discussion regarding this 

topic. No further response is required. 

EIS-C-A-59 MM-AQ-1 is not intended for reducing dust 

emissions on-site or off-site unpaved 

areas. This comment is acknowledged and 

will be included in the administrative 

record for the Project as part of the Final 

EIR for reviewct. No further response is 

required because the comment does not 

raise an environmental issue. 

EIS-C-A-60 MM-AQ-1 is not intended for reducing dust 

emissions from truck wheels on unpaved 

surfaces. This comment is acknowledged 

and will be included in the administrative 

record for the Project as part of the Final EIR 

for review. No further response is required 

because the comment does not raise an 

environmental issue. 

EIS-C-A-61 MM-AQ-1 is not intended for reducing dust 

emissions by equipment wheels and active 
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construction equipment. This comment is 

acknowledged and will be included in the 

administrative record for the Project as part 

of the Final EIR for review. No further 

response is required because the comment 

does not raise an environmental issue. 

EIS-C-A-62 Please see Response to Comment EIS-C-A-23 

for a complete discussion regarding this 

topic. No further response is required. 

EIS-C-A-63 Please see Response to Comment EIS-C-A-27 

for a complete discussion regarding this 

topic. No further response is required. 
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EIS-C-A-64 This comment is acknowledged and will be 

included in the administrative record for 

the Project as part of the Final EIR for 

review. No further response is required 

because the comment does not raise an 

environmental issue. 

EIS-C-A-65 This comment states that MM-AQ-1 

requires wheel washers on trucks prior to 

entry on public roads, while CDPH Valley 

Fever control requires contractors to 

thoroughly clean equipment, vehicles, and 

other items before they are moved off-site 

to other work locations. This comment is 

put in quotations as citing the CDPH, but 

no reference is provided and thus is 

considered an opinion. This comment is 

acknowledged and will be included in the 

administrative record for the Project as 

part of the Final EIR for review. No further 

response is required because the comment 

does not raise an environmental issue. 

EIS-C-A-66 This comment is acknowledged and the 

Project’s response to Valley Fever is fully 

explained in Response to Comment EIS-C-A-

27. The comment will be included in the
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administrative record for the Project as part 

of the Final EIR for review. No further 

response is required because the comment 

does not raise an environmental issue. 

EIS-C-A-67 The first project cited in this comment is First 

Solar’s Antelope Valley Solar Ranch One, and 

the commented indicated the following was 

pulled from an article: “Dust from the project 

led to complaints of respiratory distress by 

local residents and a concern of Valley Fever.” 

What was put in quotations is a paraphrase of 

several items within the article cited. The only 

mention of Valley Fever in the article is as 

follows (Trabish 2013): 

Dust, in general, has led to complaints 

of respiratory distress by residents 

and a concern about soil-borne Valley 

Fever, as well as increased reports of 

Dry Land Distemper in horses. 

This statement within the article was taken 

out of context by the commenter and is not 

directly pointing to fugitive dust created by 

the project, as shown above.  
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The comment regarding the two projects in 

San Luis Obispo County are acknowledged. 

The comment will be included in the 

administrative record for the Project as part 

of the Final EIR for review. No further 

response is required because the comment 

does not raise an environmental issue. 

The comment also states that all the health 

protective measures recommended by the San 

Luis Obispo County Public Health Department 

and the California Department of Public Health 

are feasible and must be required to reduce 

the risk of workers, residents, and the public 

contracting Valley Fever. This comment is 

acknowledged and the Project’s response to 

Valley Fever and mitigation is fully explained in 

Response to Comment EIS-C-A-27. The 

comment will be included as part of the Final 

EIR for review. No further response is required 

because the comment does not raise an 

environmental issue. 

EIS-C-A-68 This comment is acknowledged and the 

Project’s response to Valley Fever and 

mitigation is fully explained in Response to 

Comment EIS-C-A-27. The comment will be 
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included in the administrative record for 

the Project as part of the Final EIR for 

review. No further response is required 

because the comment does not raise an 

environmental issue. 
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EIS-C-A-69 The author’s resume is noted. 
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EIS-C-A-70  The CallEEMod User’s Guide is noted. 
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Response to Comment Letter EIS-D 

Natural Landmarks Program 

Laurie Lee Jenkins 

December 13, 2017 

EIS-D-1 Comment noted. The City acknowledges that 

the Project does not have impacts to the 

Miramar Mounds National Natural 

Landmark that is within the Marine Corps Air 

Station Miramar.  
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INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
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Response to Comment Letter EIS-E 

Louis Rodolico  

December 22, 2017 

EIS-E-1 Comment noted. The City does not agree 

that the transport of sewage under 

pressurized conditions poses a significant 

risk of upset or leaks, and therefore, no 

mitigation would be required. 

The wastewater forcemain would be 

constructed of welded steel pipe that has an 

inner mortar coating that is tape wrapped with 

a mortar shield coating on the outside. The 

pipe will be cathodically protected by an 

induced current to prevent corrosion, which is 

the primary reason for breakage of steel pipes.  

As described in Section 3.5.2 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS, in the unlikely case of pipe failure, the 

North City Pure Water Facility (NCPWF) would 

be shut down until the pipe is repaired. In the 

event the NCPWF is shut down for any 

purpose, the Morena Pump Station will also be 

shut down and go into a by-pass mode 

directing flows to the Point Loma Wastewater 

Treatment Plant. This information is further 
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discussed in Section 6.7, Geology and Soils, of 

the Draft EIR/EIS. The Morena Pump Station 

has several features incorporated into Project 

design to minimize risk from earthquakes and 

faulting, and more generally, pipeline 

breakage. Such features include vibratory 

alarms to trigger pump station shut down 

when sensing excessive vibrations or 

substantial changes in pressure, flexible 

connections between the Morena Pump 

Station and the Morena Wastewater Forcemain 

and Brine/Centrate Line (Morena Pipelines) in 

the event of differential settlement, pump 

station shut down in the event of a break in the 

pipeline, and structural setbacks outside of the 

fault zone. Specifically, a forcemain break or 

blockage triggers the immediate shutdown of 

the Morena Pump Station, and a break in the 

brine/centrate line triggers the immediate 

shutdown of the NCPWF. The automatic 

shutdown of the Morena Pump Station in the 

event of pipe breakage would prevent 

substantial wastewater spills from occurring. 

 As a final precaution, the City has in place a 

Sewer Overflow Response and Tracking Plan 

(described in Section 5.9, Health and 
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Safety/Hazards), to be implemented in the 

event of sanitary sewer overflow or spills. The 

Sewer Overflow Response and Tracking Plan 

documents the processes and procedures that 

ensure that all sanitary sewer overflows/spill 

are identified, responded to, investigated, and 

reported in an effective and timely manner 

(City of San Diego 2014). 

 The City has a successful history of conveying 

wastewater in pressurized forcemains. Over an 

approximate 7-year period (2010 through 

2017), the City experienced approximately 

4,525 gallons of wastewater released from 

pressurized forcemain breaks (City of San 

Diego 2017c). For the sake of reference, the 

City pumps over 100 million gallons of 

wastewater to the Point Loma Wastewater 

Treatment Plant each day; hence, the City’s 

history with preventing forcemain leaks has 

been highly successful. Therefore, in addition 

to the North City Project design and Sewer 

Overflow Response and Tracking Plan, the City 

firmly believes that wastewater spills would 

not be likely. 
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 Regarding the map included outlining different 

suggested alternatives, please refer to specific 

responses to comments provided on these 

alternatives below, specifically Responses to 

Comment EIS-E-2, EIS-E-3, and EIS-E-38.  
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EIS-E-2 The commenter’s preference for an alternative 

alignment for the Morena Pipelines is noted 

and will be included in the administrative 

record as part of the Final EIR/EIS. The City of 

San Diego has considered a variety of 

alternative routes for each of the proposed 

pipeline alignments, including the Morena 

Pipelines, as summarized in Section 3.7.2, 

Current Alternative Screening. However, 

modifications to the alignment of the Morena 

Pipelines as previously analyzed or proposed 

by this comment would either be infeasible or 

would not lessen any of the significant 

environmental effects of the Project, and 

therefore, additional analysis is not required. 

As stated above, the City does not concur that 

the transport of sewage under pressurized 

conditions poses a significant risk of upset or 

leaks. Therefore, while an alternative route 

may meet the basic objectives of the Project, a 

risk of upset or leaks is not considered a 

significant effect that would be lessened by an 

alternative route.  

As stated in the Caltrans Encroachment 

Manual, Chapter 5, Section 606.1, “Caltrans’ 

policy prohibits the placement of longitudinal 
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encroachments within controlled access rights-

of-way…[r]equests for placement of 

longitudinal encroachments are permitted only 

when approved through Caltrans’ design 

exception process, and approved by the DOD 

[Division of Design], Chief, when no other 

reasonable alternative is available, and it has 

been determined that there is available space” 

(Caltrans 2018a). Proposed longitudinal 

encroachments within the access control right-

of-way of freeways or expressways on a 

highway identified as part of the freeway and 

expressway system are also prohibited per the 

Caltrans Project Development Procedures 

Manual, Chapter 17 (Caltrans 2018b). As such, 

the feasibility for an alternative route along 

Interstate (I-) 8, State Route (SR-) 163, SR-52, 

and I-805 within freeway ROW is limited, and 

since impacts would not be substantially 

reduced, are not considered further. 

Additionally, construction within Rose Canyon 

would have additional wetland and other 

biological impacts and would conflict with City 

Council policies 400-13 and 400-14 that 

prohibit new wastewater forcemains in 

canyons and other environmentally sensitive 

lands (City of San Diego 2002a, City of San 
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Diego 2002b). This alternative route would also 

conflict with the City’s Sewer Design Guide that 

encourages construction of sewer utilities 

within roadway ROW (City of San Diego 2015a).  

 Water hammer, or transient analysis, was not 

used as a criteria for selection of the most 

appropriate alignment for the Morena 

Pipelines. Transient flow protection was 

discussed in the 10% Design Report (Brown and 

Caldwell 2015). Transient flow conditions could 

result in a worst-case scenario during which a 

loss of power occurs when running four pumps 

at the peak flow rate. Wastewater being 

pumped uphill would reach a speed of zero, 

then flow backward until the Morena Pump 

Station’s check valves close. Flow further along 

the alignment would continue to flow toward 

North City Water Reclamation Plant (NCWRP), 

creating a vacuum condition at the pipeline’s 

high points. A water hammer condition could 

form during this condition; however, it would 

have no adverse impact on the pipeline or 

valves. The vacuum conditions would be 

addressed by attaching flywheels on the 

pump/motor trains to increase the rotational 

moment of inertia and allow additional air into 
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the pipeline. Additional locations for air 

vacuum/air release assemblies will be 

determined during final design.  

EIS-E-3 Refer to response EIS-E-2. An alternative route 

within the SDG&E alignment would reduce but 

not eliminate potential traffic impacts, 

including cumulative, by locating the pipeline 

outside of roadway ROW; however, this is 

contradictory to the City’s Sewer Design Guide, 

which prioritizes the construction of sewer 

facilities within roadway ROW (City of San 

Diego 2015a). Additionally, this alternative 

route would require trenchless tunneling 

construction methods to construct the Morena 

Pipelines along most of the route, which would 

result in increased air quality and noise 

impacts when compared to the proposed 

alignment. Extreme low points along the 

alignment would require very deep tunnel 

shafts. Therefore, there is an elevated risk that 

the pipeline could be impacted by geotechnical 

conditions. There is also an increased risk to 

existing facilities due to settlement or vibration 

from the tunneling work. This alternative route 

would also have potential wetland and other 

biological impacts at entrance and exit pit 
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locations along the trenchless tunnels and 

would conflict with City Council policies 400-13 

and 400-14 (City of San Diego 2002a, City of 

San Diego 2002b) related to locating sewer 

facilities outside of canyons and other 

environmentally sensitive lands. 

EIS-E-4 Refer to response EIS-E-3.  

EIS-E-5 Refer to response EIS-E-2. The City conducted 

an extensive analysis of alternative routes for 

proposed pipeline alignments and chose a 

preferred alignment based on factors 

including, but not limited to, environmental 

impacts, community disruption, traffic impacts, 

and the potential necessity for property and 

easement acquisitions. 

EIS-E-6 Refer to responses EIS-E-2 and EIS-E-5, regarding 

City Council policies 400-13 and 400-14 that 

prohibit new wastewater force mains in canyons 

and other environmentally sensitive lands.  

EIS-E-7 Refer to response EIS-E-2.  

EIS-E-8 Refer to response EIS-E-2. The comment does 

not raise specific issues related to the adequacy 

of the environmental analysis in the Draft 
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EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is 

provided or required  

EIS-E-9 The comment does not raise specific issues 

related to the adequacy of the environmental 

analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS; therefore, no 

additional response is provided or required. 

Also refer to response EIS-E-2. 

EIS-E-10 The comment does not raise specific issues 

related to the adequacy of the environmental 

analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS; therefore, no 

additional response is provided or required. 

Also refer to response EIS-E-2.  

EIS-E-11 Please refer to response EIS-E-2. 

EIS-E-12 Please refer to response EIS-E-1 and EIS-E-2. 

The commenter is suggesting to process all 

wastewater near the proposed Morena Pump 

Station rather than at the NCWRP. As described 

in Chapter 3, Alternatives, the City is proposing 

to expand the capacity of the NCWRP. In order 

to accomplish the commenter’s suggestion, an 

entirely new water reclamation plant would be 

required near the proposed Morena Pump 

Station to treat wastewater to a tertiary level, 

rather than expanding an existing facility. An 
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entirely new Pure Water Facility and similar 

pipeline alignments would still be required 

under the commenter’s suggested alternative. 

The commenter’s suggested alternative would 

result in environmental impacts related to 

construction of a new water reclamation plant, 

and hence would not reduce or eliminate 

potentially significant impacts for issue areas 

such as traffic, air quality, or greenhouse gas 

emissions. Therefore, the commenter’s 

suggested alternative is not considered further. 

EIS-E-13 Please refer to response EIS-E-2. 

EIS-E-14 As stated in the Public Notice of a Draft EIR, 

technical reports and documents were 

available to the public by request. 

EIS-E-15 The Draft EIR/EIS is a combination EIR and EIS 

prepared for two different lead agencies and 

addresses a complex range of issues. The City 

has determined that the length of the EIR/EIS is 

necessary to present a thorough discussion of 

all relevant environmental issues. 

EIS-E-16 The comment does not raise specific issues 

related to the adequacy of the 

environmental analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS; 



NORTH CITY PROJECT EIR/EIS 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

February 2018 EIS-E-12 9420-04 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

therefore, no additional response is 

provided or required. 
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EIS-E-17 Refer to response EIS-E-2. 

EIS-E-18 Please refer to responses EIS-E-2 and EIS-E-3. 

EIS-E-19 Please refer to response EIS-E-1. 

EIS-E-20 The comment does not raise specific issues 

related to the adequacy of the environmental 

analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS; therefore, no 

additional response is provided or required. 

EIS-E-21 Please refer to response EIS-E-1. 

EIS-E-22 Please refer to response EIS-E-1. 

EIS-E-23  Please refer to response EIS-E-1. 

EIS-E-24 Please refer to response EIS-E-2. This 

alternative alignment would follow the same 

route along the southern two-thirds of the 

alignment and would likely result in the same 

noise and traffic impacts as the proposed 

alignment within this area; therefore, this 

alternative route would not alleviate the 

significant and unavoidable impacts that would 

result with construction of the Morena 

Pipelines. Noise and traffic impacts occurring 

within the University Community Planning 
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Group area would merely be transferred east 

to other communities and would also result in 

significant and unavoidable impacts.  

EIS-E-25  The Torrey pines within the median along 

Genesee Avenue were planted and are not 

considered a native population. Only native 

populations of this species are covered by the 

Multiple Species Conservation Program as 

stated in Attachment A of the San Diego 

Municipal Code, Land Development Code—

Biology Guidelines. Additionally, the Project 

would not result in conflicts with City Policy 

900-19 because none of the trees in the 

median are designated as Heritage/Conserved 

or Parkway Resource Trees. The Torrey pines 

within the median along Genesee Avenue are 

not protected, and the Morena Pipelines would 

not result in direct impacts to these trees. 

EIS-E-26 Sewage spill statistics are posted on the City’s 

website and can be accessed here: 

https://www.sandiego.gov/mwwd/ 

sewerspill/stats.  

EIS-E-27 Please refer to responses EIS-E-2 and EIS-E-3. 
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EIS-E-28 Please refer to response EIS-E-1. The City 

acknowledges the commenter’s suggested 

alternative involving an underground raw 

sewage aqueduct as opposed to the proposed 

forcemain. The suggested method of 

conveyance would require the pipeline to be 

installed in excess of 550 feet belowground at 

the NCWRP due to the minimum slope needed 

to provide adequate flow. The size of the 

suggested aqueduct would also require a 

minimum 84 inches in diameter as opposed to 

the proposed 48-inch-diameter forcemain to 

allow for gravity flow. Due to the required 

depth, the magnitude of pumping required at 

NCWRP would increase substantially. 

Intermediate access shafts would be required 

along the alignment for maintenance. 

Therefore, the commenter’s suggested method 

of conveyance would affect the feasibility of 

installing the Morena Pipelines, as well as 

potentially increasing environmental impacts 

related to construction air quality emissions, 

operational energy, and long-term 

maintenance access. 

EIS-E-29 Please refer to responses EIS-E-1 and EIS-E-28. 
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EIS-E-30 The commenter’s support of the Project and 

opposition to the current design and proposed 

route for the Morena Wastewater Forcemain is 

noted and will be included in the administrative 

record as part of the Final EIR/EIS. Please refer 

to responses EIS-E-1 and EIS-E-15. 
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EIS-E-31 This comment accurately summarizes the 

Project as presented in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

EIS-E-32 Comment noted. 

EIS-E-33 The commenter’s opinions of the facilities and 

associated technologies are noted and will be 

included in the administrative record for this 

Project as part of the Final EIR/EIS.  

EIS-E-34 Please refer to response EIS-E-1. 

EIS-E-35 The statement from the Draft EIR/EIS 

referenced in this comment refers to the 

potential risk for encountering hazards during 

construction and subsurface excavation. No 

documented sites or cases have been recorded 

at the NCWRP, and therefore, the risk of 

encountering a site is considered low. No 

mitigation is required.  

EIS-E-36 Please refer to response EIS-E-1 above. 

EIS-E-37 The Morena Pump Station would collect 

wastewater flows from a combination of four 

existing sanitary sewer trunk sewers: the 78-

inch North Mission Valley Interceptor, the 72-

inch Morena Boulevard Interceptor No. 14, the 
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33-inch Morena Boulevard Trunk Sewer No. 11, 

and the 60-inch East Mission Bay Trunk Sewer 

No. 4. In order to sufficiently provide 30 million 

gallons per day of purified water, additional 

wastewater must be conveyed to the NCWRP 

compared to current conditions. The nearest 

location to the NCWRP that would provide the 

needed volume of wastewater in relation to 

existing sanitary trunk sewers is at the 

proposed location. Additionally, this location 

allows for continued flow of wastewater to the 

Point Loma Wastewater Treatment Plant, 

providing operational flexibility in allowing for 

a bypass mode where the Morena Pump 

Station could shut down at any time and the 

wastewater would flow to the Point Loma 

Wastewater Treatment Plant.  As stated above, 

the City does not agree that the transport of 

sewage under pressurized conditions poses a 

significant risk of upset or leaks, and therefore, 

no mitigation would be required.  

EIS-E-38 The University Community Planning Group’s 

opposition to the proposed route for the 

Morena Pipelines and preference for an 

alternate route crossing SR-52 then heading 

north along I-805, or an alternate route which 
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follows I-8 east to SR-163 north to I-805 north, 

is noted and will be included in the 

administrative record as part of the Final 

EIR/EIS. As stated in the Caltrans 

Encroachment Manual, Chapter 5, Section 

606.1, “Caltrans’ policy prohibits the 

placement of longitudinal encroachments 

within controlled access rights-of-

way…[r]equests for placement of longitudinal 

encroachments are permitted only when 

approved through Caltrans’ design exception 

process, and approved by the DOD [Division 

of Design], Chief, when no other reasonable 

alternative is available, and it has been 

determined that there is available space” 

(Caltrans 2018a). Proposed longitudinal 

encroachments within the access control 

right-of-way of freeways or expressways on a 

highway identified as part of the freeway and 

expressway system are also prohibited per 

the Caltrans Project Development Procedures 

Manual, Chapter 17 (Caltrans 2018b). As such, 

the feasibility for an alternative route within 

freeway ROW is limited, and since impacts 

would not be substantially reduced, are not 

considered further. A reasonable range of 

alternatives has been provided in the Draft 
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EIR/EIS in compliance with CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15126.6(a). The City of San Diego has 

considered a variety of alternative routes for 

each of the proposed pipeline alignments, 

including the Morena Pipelines, as 

summarized in Section 3.7.2, Current 

Alternative Screening. However, modifications 

to the route of the Morena Pipelines were 

determined to (1) not substantially lessen the 

significant environmental effects of the 

Project or (2) be infeasible.  

EIS-E-39 The comment is noted. The comment does 

not raise specific issues related to the 

adequacy of the environmental analysis in 

the Draft EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional 

response is provided or required. 

EIS-E-40 Please refer to responses EIS-E-1, EIS-E-2, and 

EIS-E-38 above. 

EIS-E-41 The text from the Draft EIR/EIS quoted in this 

comment does not refer to the City’s or other 

engineering design standards for the Morena 

Wastewater Forcemain. The “development 

regulations” that the City is not required to 

meet per Government Code Section 53091(e) 
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include regulations such as height restrictions 

and setbacks of buildings. The design of the 

Morena Wastewater Forcemain will meet or 

exceed all City design standards, including 

those presented in the Sewer Design Guide 

(City of San Diego 2015a) and no impacts to 

citizen safety are anticipated.   

EIS-E-42 The commenter’s support of the Project and 

opposition to the current design and proposed 

location for the Morena Wastewater Forcemain 

is noted and will be included in the 

administrative record. 
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EIS-E-43 This comment accurately summarizes contact 

information for the submittal of public 

comments as stated in the Project’s Public 

Notice of a Draft EIR. 

EIS-E-44 This comment is noted and will be included in 

the administrative record for this Project as 

part of the Final EIR/EIS. 

EIS-E-45 This comment includes a photograph of the 

Centrifuge Room at the Metro Biosolids 

Center; no response is necessary. 
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EIS-E-46 The comment does not raise specific issues 

related to the adequacy of the environmental 

analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS; therefore, no 

additional response is provided or required. 

EIS-E-47 Please refer to response EIS-E-14 with regards 

to the public availability of the 10% Design 

Reports. Please refer to response EIS-E-3 with 

regards to the SDG&E alternative route. 
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EIS-E-48 The comment does not raise specific issues 

related to the adequacy of the environmental 

analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS; therefore, no 

additional response is provided or required. 

EIS-E-49 The comment does not raise specific issues 

related to the adequacy of the environmental 

analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS; therefore, no 

additional response is provided or required. 

EIS-E-50 The comment does not raise specific issues 

related to the adequacy of the environmental 

analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS; therefore, no 

additional response is provided or required. 

EIS-E-51 Please refer to response EIS-E-2. 

EIS-E-52 Please refer to response EIS-E-25 regarding 

impacts to Torrey Pines. Genesee Avenue 

would temporarily be reduced in width during 

construction, but would be restored to full 

capacity. Please also refer to responses EIS-E-2 

and EIS-E-5.  

EIS-E-53 The comment does not raise specific issues 

related to the adequacy of the environmental 

analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS; therefore, no 

additional response is provided or required. 
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EIS-E-54 The comment does not raise specific issues 

related to the adequacy of the environmental 

analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS; therefore, no 

additional response is provided or required. 

EIS-E-55 The comment does not raise specific issues 

related to the adequacy of the environmental 

analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS; therefore, no 

additional response is provided or required. 
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EIS-E-56 Please refer to response EIS-E-14. The 

comment does not raise specific issues related 

to the adequacy of the environmental analysis 

in the Draft EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional 

response is provided or required. 

EIS-E-57 Comment noted. 

EIS-E-58 This comment provides links to Project 

documents as well as personal articles that do 

not raise specific issues related to the 

adequacy of the environmental analysis in the 

Draft EIR/EIS; therefore no additional response 

is provided or required.  
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Response to Comment Letter EIS-F 

Katie Rodolico 

January 3, 2018 

EIS-F-1 Comment noted. 

EIS-F-2 The wastewater forcemain would be designed 

and constructed such that the City does not 

agree that a risk of spills or upset are likely. It 

would be constructed of welded steel pipe that 

has an inner mortar coating that is tape 

wrapped with a mortar shield coating on the 

outside. The pipe will be cathodically protected 

by an induced current to prevent corrosion, 

which is the primary reason for breakage of 

steel pipes. The pipe would be tested to a 

pressure that is 1.5 times higher than the 

proposed operational pressure to ensure 

structural integrity.  

As described in Section 3.5.2 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS, in the unlikely case of pipe failure, the 

North City Pure Water Facility (NCPWF) would 

be shut down until the pipe is repaired. In the 

event the NCPWF is shut down for any 

purpose, the Morena Pump Station will also be 

shut down and go into a by-pass mode 
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directing flows to the Point Loma Wastewater 

Treatment Plant. This information is further 

discussed in Section 6.7, Geology and Soils, of 

the Draft EIR/EIS. The Morena Pump Station 

has several features incorporated into Project 

design to minimize risk from earthquakes and 

faulting, and more generally, pipeline 

breakage. Such features include vibratory 

alarms to trigger pump station shut down 

when sensing excessive vibrations or 

substantial changes in pressure, flexible 

connections between the Morena Pump 

Station and the Morena Wastewater Forcemain 

and Brine/Centrate Line (Morena Pipelines) in 

the event of differential settlement, pump 

station shut down in the event of a break in the 

pipeline, and structural setbacks outside of the 

fault zone. Specifically, a forcemain break or 

blockage triggers the immediate shutdown of 

the Morena Pump Station, and a break in the 

brine/centrate line triggers the immediate 

shutdown of the NCPWF. The automatic 

shutdown of the Morena Pump Station in the 

event of pipe breakage would prevent 

substantial wastewater spills from occurring. 
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 As a final precaution, the City has in place a 

Sewer Overflow Response and Tracking Plan 

(described in Section 5.9, Health and 

Safety/Hazards), to be implemented in the 

event of sanitary sewer overflow or spills. The 

Sewer Overflow Response and Tracking Plan 

documents the processes and procedures that 

ensure that all sanitary sewer overflows/spill 

are identified, responded to, investigated, and 

reported in an effective and timely manner 

(City of San Diego 2014). 

 The City has a successful history of 

conveying wastewater in pressurized 

forcemains. Over an approximate 7-year 

period (2010 through 2017), the City 

experienced approximately 4,525 gallons of 

wastewater released from pressurized 

forcemain breaks (City of San Diego 2017c). 

For the sake of reference, the City pumps 

over 100 million gallons of wastewater to the 

Point Loma Wastewater Treatment Plant 

each day; hence, the City’s history with 

preventing forcemain leaks has been highly 

successful. Therefore, in addition to the 

North City Project design and Sewer 

Overflow Response and Tracking Plan, the 
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City firmly believes that wastewater spills 

would not be likely. 

EIS-F-3 Please refer to response EIS-F-2 regarding 

potential risk of upset. A reasonable range of 

alternatives has been provided in the Draft 

EIR/EIS in compliance with CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15126.6(a). The City of San Diego has 

considered a variety of alternative routes for 

each of the proposed pipeline alignments, 

including the Morena Pipelines, as summarized 

in Section 3.7.2, Current Alternative Screening. 

However, modifications to the route of the 

Morena Pipelines were determined to (1) not 

substantially lessen the significant 

environmental effects of the Project or (2) be 

infeasible. As such, a more detailed analysis is 

not required. 

 An alternative alignment in the SDG&E 

easement would likely reduce potential traffic 

impacts; however it would merely transfer 

noise impacts to other areas within the 

community. Additionally, because it would 

require trenchless tunneling construction along 

the majority of the alignment, air quality and 

noise impacts would be increased. Extreme low 
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points along the alignment would require very 

deep tunnel shafts. Therefore, there is an 

elevated risk that the pipeline could be 

impacted by geotechnical conditions. There is 

also an increased risk to existing facilities due to 

settlement or vibration from the tunneling 

work. This alternative would also have potential 

wetland and other biological impacts at 

entrance and exit pit locations along the 

trenchless tunnels and would conflict with City 

Council policies 400-13 and 400-14 that prohibit 

new wastewater force mains in canyons and 

other environmentally sensitive lands (City of 

San Diego 2002a, City of San Diego 2002b). This 

alternative route would also conflict with the 

City’s Sewer Design Guide that encourages 

construction of sewer utilities within roadway 

right-of-way (City of San Diego 2015a). 

EIS-F-4 As stated in Section 5.16 of the Draft EIR/EIS, 

based on information provided by City of San 

Diego Public Utilities Department and 

Construction Management and Field Services, 

the construction of several segments within the 

public right-of-way is proposed to take place 

during the nighttime, between 9:00 p.m. and 

5:00 a.m., with daytime construction along 
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some segments of the pipeline alignment. Table 

5.16-1 provides the work hours proposed for 

the roadway segments analyzed for the Morena 

Pipelines construction. Nighttime work hours 

may be modified/reduced or work may be 

performed during weekends on roadways near 

residential areas. 

EIS-F-5 As discussed in mitigation measure MM-HAZ-4 

in Section 6.9.5.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS, all 

applicable procedures outlined in the City of 

San Diego’s “Whitebook” Part 1 – General 

Provisions (A), Section 7-22, Encountering or 

Releasing Hazardous Substances will be 

followed (City of San Diego 2015b) to ensure 

that appropriate investigation, sampling, and 

remedial actions are taken where the potential 

to encounter hazardous substances or 

recognized environmental conditions. 

Compliance with these procedures would 

adequately mitigate any potential risk and 

would ensure that at-risk groups such as 

seniors and children are not exposed to 

contaminated soil and/or vapors.   

 The City has adequately disclosed potential 

impacts resulting from vapor intrusion in the 
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Draft EIR/EIS in Section 6.9.5. As cited in the 

Draft EIR/EIS, Phase I Environmental Site 

Assessments (ESAs) were prepared for the 

Morena Pump Station, WW Force Main and 

Brine Conveyance (Allied Geotechnical 

Engineers Inc. 2015a); Miramar Pipeline/Pump 

Station (Allied Geotechnical Engineers Inc. 

2016); and the North City to San Vicente 

Reservoir Pipeline Project (Allied Geotechnical 

Engineers Inc. 2015b). The conclusions of the 

Phase I ESAs are consistent with those found in 

the Draft EIR/EIS as they related to potential 

vapor intrusion. 

EIS-F-6 The North City Project Traffic Impact Study 

(provided as Appendix I to the Draft EIR/EIS) 

and Sections 5.16 and 6.16, Transportation, 

Circulation, and Parking of the Draft EIR/EIS 

have been prepared consistent with the City 

of San Diego Traffic Impact Study Manual 

Guidelines and standard traffic engineering 

practice for the San Diego region. The 

impact analysis addresses potential impacts 

to the Level of Service and roadway volumes 

from construction. 
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 The comment specifically notes that the traffic 

analysis does not consider impacts during 

evening rush hour along Genesee Avenue and 

surrounding roadways. Proposed construction 

work hours for the Morena Pipeline are 

detailed in Table 5.16-1 of the Draft EIR/EIS. As 

shown on the table, all construction along 

Genesee Avenue, with the exception of 

southbound Genesee Avenue between 

Appleton Street and Clairemont Mesa 

Boulevard, is proposed to occur during 

nighttime with the intent to avoid traffic 

commute peak hours. 

 For the traffic impact analysis during 

construction of the Morena Pipelines, please 

refer to Table 6.16-6 of the Draft EIR/EIS 

which displays near-term roadway traffic 

volumes with and without construction 

traffic. Note that Table 6.16-6 includes a 

column labeled “Functional Classification,” 

which accounts for lane closures. Therefore, 

the Draft EIR/EIS properly analyzed traffic 

impacts resulting from lane closures in 

addition to estimated construction worker 

trips from the Morena Pipelines. 
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EIS-F-7 The construction schedule disclosed within the 

Draft EIR/EIS was determined through 

discussions between City of San Diego traffic 

engineers, pipeline engineers, and the traffic 

consultants based on typical construction 

practices and feasibility. The Draft EIR/EIS used 

a standard production rate of 75 feet per day 

for all pipelines. The construction schedule 

shown at the presentation at the University 

Community Planning Group meeting displayed 

a more general construction schedule 

including initial traffic control noticing, 

pavement markings, utility field locating, and 

site preparation. Actual road closures are 

anticipated to align with the construction 

schedule disclosed in the Draft EIR/EIS.   

EIS-F-8 Emergency access and response is discussed 

Section 6.14, Public Services, of the Draft 

EIR/EIS. Emergency access would be 

maintained at all times. As discussed in Section 

6.14, in all cases, pipeline construction within 

roadways would result only in temporary 

partial closures, with movement along the 

roadway and access to surrounding properties 

maintained at all times. Prior to pipeline 

construction that requires encroachment into 
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 public roadways, a traffic control plan would 

be prepared by the City in conformance with 

the City’s traffic control regulations. The traffic 

control plan would be prepared to ensure that 

all access, including emergency access, would 

not be restricted. Additionally, as described in 

Section 3.4.2 and detailed in Section 6.16 of the 

Draft EIR/EIS, nighttime work hours would be 

implemented within certain high traffic 

roadways to avoid peak traffic times. 

EIS-F-9 The Torrey pines within the median along 

Genesee Avenue were planted and are not 

considered a native population. Only native 

populations of this species are covered by the 

Multiple Species Conservation Program as 

stated in Attachment A of the San Diego 

Municipal Code, Land Development Code—

Biology Guidelines. Additionally, the Project 

would not result in conflicts with City Policy 

900-19 because none of the trees in the 

median are designated as Heritage/Conserved 

or Parkway Resource Trees. The Torrey pines 

within the median along Genesee Avenue are 

not protected, and the Morena Pipelines would 

not result in direct impacts to these trees. 
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EIS-F-10 Due to the broad geographical extent of the 

North City Project area, the cumulative impact 

analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS relies primarily on 

adopted planning documents. In addition, 

certain projects have been determined to have 

a high potential for cumulative impacts due to 

their nature, location, or scale, and therefore, 

are also discussed in Chapter 7.  

 In response to this comment, the following 

cumulative projects have been added to 

Section 7.2 of the Final EIR/EIS for purposes of 

cumulative analysis: North Torrey Pines Living 

and Learning Neighborhood Project, Westfield 

Redevelopment Project, and Mesa House 

Nuevo West and East Projects.  

EIS-F-11 Please refer to responses EIS-F-2 and EIS-F-

3. The commenter’s preference for an 

alternative route following the SDG&E 

alignment is noted and will be included in 

the administrative record for the Project as 

part of the Final EIR/EIS. 
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ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

ES.1 INTRODUCTION 

This Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) 

evaluates the potential short-term and long-term, direct and indirect, cumulative, 

and combined environmental impacts of the North City Project, the first phase of 

the Pure Water San Diego Program (Pure Water Program). The North City Project is 

initiated by the City of San Diego (City) Public Utilities Department and involves the 

production of 30 million gallons per day (MGD) of purified water. The North City 

Project will expand the existing North City Water Reclamation Plant (NCWRP) and 

construct an adjacent North City Pure Water Facility. Two alternative purified water 

pipelines are considered: one to Miramar Reservoir and one to San Vicente 

Reservoir. Other project components include a new pump station and forcemain to 

deliver additional wastewater to the NCWRP; a brine/centrate discharge pipeline; 

upgrades to the existing Metro Biosolids Center; a new North City Renewable 

Energy Facility at the NCWRP; and a new Landfill Gas (LFG) Pipeline between the 

Miramar Landfill gas collection system and the NCWRP.  

The North City Project includes a variety of facilities located throughout the central 

coastal areas of San Diego County in the North City geographic area. The location of 

the North City Project is depicted in Figure 1-1, Regional Map, and Figure 1-2, 

Vicinity Map. A new pure water facility and three pump stations would be located 

within the corporate boundaries of the City of San Diego (City). Proposed 

alternative pipelines would traverse a number of local jurisdictions, including the 

cities of San Diego and Santee, and the community of Lakeside and other areas in 

unincorporated San Diego County. The proposed LFG Pipeline would traverse 

federal lands within Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Miramar.  

The City of San Diego and the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) are joint 

lead agencies in preparing this EIR/EIS in accordance with the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (California Public Resources Code, Section 21000 

et seq.) and CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.), and the National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.). Federal assistance is 

authorized by the Reclamation Wastewater and Groundwater Study and Facilities 

Act of 1992 (Title XVI of Public Law 102–575). Section 1612, San Diego Area Water 

Reclamation Program, directs the Secretary of the Interior, in cooperation with the 

City of San Diego, to participate in planning, designing, and constructing 
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demonstration and permanent facilities to reclaim and re-use water in the San 

Diego metropolitan service area. This authority is delegated to Reclamation.  

ES.2 BACKGROUND 

On average, 85% of City’s water supply is imported from the Colorado River and 

Northern California. This reliance on imported water causes San Diego to be 

vulnerable to supply shortages and price increases. With few local water supply 

options, the City has explored potable and non-potable reuse options of treated 

wastewater. On April 29, 2014, the City Council adopted a resolution (R-308906) 

supporting the Pure Water Program. The Pure Water Program will ultimately produce 

83 MGD of locally controlled water and will be implemented in phases over a 20-year 

period, grouped by geographical area: North City, Central Area, and South Bay.  

The North City Project will produce 30 MGD of purified water and is scheduled to be 

operational in 2021. The Central Area project and/or South Bay projects are 

scheduled to be completed by December 31, 2035, and will produce a combined 

total up to 53 MGD. A Final Program EIR for the Pure Water Program was certified 

by the City on October 25, 2016. 

ES.3 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

The North City Project EIR/EIS evaluates three alternatives including the No 

Project/No Action Alternative and two North City Project Alternatives: the Miramar 

Reservoir Alternative (Locally Preferred Alternative) and the San Vicente Reservoir 

Alternative. The Miramar Reservoir Alternative is the Locally Preferred Alternative 

as determined by the City; this alternative is also the Preferred Alternative for the 

purposes of NEPA, as determined by Reclamation. Under the No Project/No Action 

Alternative, the North City Project would not be implemented. The proposed North 

City Pure Water Facility (NCPWF) and associated improvements at other treatment, 

pumping, and conveyance facilities would not be constructed. 

The North City Project Alternatives (Project Alternatives) would use advanced water 

purification technology to produce purified water from recycled water and provide a 

safe, reliable, and cost-effective drinking water supply for San Diego. The Project 

Alternatives consist of the design and construction of a new NCPWF, upgrades to an 

existing water reclamation facility, and design and construction of new pump 

stations and pipelines. The Project Alternatives would construct the NCPWF east of I-

805 and north of Eastgate Mall, across from the existing NCWRP. Upgrades would 

occur at the existing NCWRP in order to provide sufficient tertiary influent for the 
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NCPWF as well as to connect the existing centrate line with the proposed brine line. 

Pump station and pipeline facilities would convey different types of flows to and from 

the treatment facilities for: (1) diverting wastewater flows to NCWRP, (2) conveying 

recycled water to the NCPWF, (3) conveying purified water from the NCPWF to a 

reservoir, and (4) transporting waste flows (brine, centrate and sludge) from 

treatment processes to solids handling facilities or back into the Metropolitan 

Sewerage System (Metro System). Upgrades would also occur at the Metro Biosolids 

Center to handle the additional sludge produced by the NCWRP expansion and 

NCPWF. A new North City Renewable Energy Facility would be constructed at the 

NCWRP, which would receive landfill gas from the City’s Miramar Landfill gas 

collection system via a new LFG pipeline.  

From the NCPWF, purified water would be piped to the Miramar Reservoir or San 

Vicente Reservoir, where it would blend with reservoir water. The water would 

then receive further treatment at a potable water treatment plant before being 

distributed as potable water.  

The Miramar Reservoir Alternative would construct the NCPWF and would convey 

purified water to Miramar Reservoir. The Miramar Reservoir Alternative would 

include improvements at the Miramar Water Treatment Plant (Miramar WTP). The 

San Vicente Reservoir Alternative would also construct the proposed NCPWF, but 

would include fewer treatment processes at the facility and would pipe purified 

water to the San Vicente Reservoir rather than the Miramar Reservoir. The San 

Vicente Reservoir Alternative would also include an additional pump station, the 

Mission Trails Booster Station (MTBS), along the San Vicente Pure Water Pipeline 

(San Vicente Pipeline).  

ES.4 IMPACTS DETERMINED TO BE SIGNIFICANT 

Table ES-1 provides a summary of significant impacts of the North City Project. 

Impacts associated with land use (San Vicente Reservoir Only), air quality (Miramar 

Reservoir Only), biological resources, health and safety/hazards, historical 

resources, paleontological resources, and public utilities were identified as being 

potentially significant, but less than significant with mitigation. Impacts associated 

with air quality (San Vicente Reservoir Alternative only); aesthetics (San Vicente 

Reservoir Alternative Only); noise (both Project Alternatives); and transportation, 

circulation, and parking (both Project Alternatives) were identified as being 

significant and unavoidable.  
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Table ES-1 

Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts 

Issue Area 

Miramar Reservoir Alternative San Vicente Reservoir Alternative 

Impact 

Mitigation 

Measures 

Level of 

Significance  

After Mitigation Impact 

Mitigation 

Measures 

Level of 

Significance 

After Mitigation 

Land Use 

Would the North City 

Project conflict with 

adopted environmental 

plans for the area 

including an adopted 

local habitat conservation 

plan? 

No impact. No mitigation 

required. 

Not applicable. Impacts to land 

within MHPA would 

conflict with an 

adopted local habitat 

conservation plans or 

policies protecting 

biological resources. 

Mitigation 

measures 

MM-BIO-1a 

and MM-BIO-

1c, as 

described in 

Section 6.4, 

Biological 

Resources. 

Below a Level 

of Significance 

Aesthetics 

Would the North City 

Project result in a 

substantial change to 

natural topography or 

other ground surface 

relief features through 

landform alteration? 

No impact. No mitigation 

required. 

Not applicable. Construction activities 

associated with the 

MTBS would result in 

a substantial change 

to the natural 

topography of the 

proposed site. 

No mitigation 

measures 

available. 

Significant and 

Unavoidable. 
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Table ES-1 

Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts 

Issue Area 

Miramar Reservoir Alternative San Vicente Reservoir Alternative 

Impact 

Mitigation 

Measures 

Level of 

Significance  

After Mitigation Impact 

Mitigation 

Measures 

Level of 

Significance 

After Mitigation 

Air Quality and Odor  

Would the North City 

Project result in a 

violation of any air quality 

standard or contribute 

substantially to an 

existing or projected air 

quality violation? Would 

the proposed project 

exceed 100 pounds per 

day of respirable 

particulate matter (PM10) 

or 55 pounds per day of 

fine particulate matter 

(PM2.5)? 

Daily 

construction 

emissions 

would result in 

exceedance of 

the NOx 

threshold. 

Mitigation 

measures MM-

AQ-1 and MM-

AQ-2 as 

described in 

Section 6.3, Air 

Quality and 

Odor. 

Below a Level of 

Significance 

Daily construction 

emissions would 

result in exceedance 

of the NOx threshold. 

Mitigation 

measures 

MM-AQ-1 and 

MM-AQ-2 as 

described in 

Section 6.3, Air 

Quality and 

Odor. 

Significant and 

Unavoidable 

Would the North City 

Project create 

objectionable odors 

affecting a substantial 

number of people?  

Operation of 

the NCWRP 

and pump 

stations could 

result in 

potential 

nuisance 

odors. 

Mitigation 

measure MM-

AQ-3 as 

described in 

Section 6.3, Air 

Quality and 

Odor. 

Below a Level of 

Significance 

Operation of the 

NCWRP and pump 

stations could result 

in potential nuisance 

odors. 

Mitigation 

measure MM-

AQ-3 as 

described in 

Section 6.3, Air 

Quality and 

Odor. 

Below a Level 

of Significance 
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Table ES-1 

Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts 

Issue Area 

Miramar Reservoir Alternative San Vicente Reservoir Alternative 

Impact 

Mitigation 

Measures 

Level of 

Significance  

After Mitigation Impact 

Mitigation 

Measures 

Level of 

Significance 

After Mitigation 

Biological Resources 

Would the North City 

Project result in impacts 

to a sensitive habitat or 

sensitive natural 

community as identified 

in local, regional, state or 

federal plans, policies, or 

regulations? 

The Miramar 

Reservoir 

Alternative 

would result in 

18.40 acres of 

impacts to 

sensitive 

vegetation, 

12.54 acres of 

which are 

permanent 

impacts while 

the remaining 

are 

temporary. 

Mitigation 

measures 

MM-BIO-1a, 

MM-BIO-1b, 

MM-BIO-2, 

and MM-BIO-

910, as 

described in 

Section 6.4, 

Biological 

Resources. 

Below a Level of 

Significance 

The San Vicente 

Reservoir Alternative 

would result in 24.57 

acres of impacts to 

sensitive vegetation, 

12.79 acres of which 

are permanent 

impacts while the 

remaining are 

temporary. 

Mitigation 

measures 

MM-BIO-1a, 

MM-BIO-1b, 

MM-BIO-1c, 

MM-BIO-2, 

and MM-BIO-

910, as 

described in 

Section 6.4, 

Biological 

Resources. 

Below a Level 

of Significance 
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Table ES-1 

Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts 

Issue Area 

Miramar Reservoir Alternative San Vicente Reservoir Alternative 

Impact 

Mitigation 

Measures 

Level of 

Significance  

After Mitigation Impact 

Mitigation 

Measures 

Level of 

Significance 

After Mitigation 

Would the North City 

Project result in an 

impact on City, State, or 

federally regulated 

wetlands through direct 

removal, filling, 

hydrological interruption 

or other means? 

The Miramar 

Reservoir 

Alternative 

would impact 

0.38 acre of 

City regulated 

wetlands and 

0.03 acre of 

state and 

federally 

regulated 

jurisdictional 

resources. 

Mitigation 

measures 

MM-BIO-1b, 

MM-BIO-2, 

MM-BIO-89, 

and MM-BIO-

910, as 

described in 

Section 6.4, 

Biological 

Resources. 

Below a Level of 

Significance 

The San Vicente 

Reservoir Alternative 

would impact 3.02 

acres of City, State, or 

Federally regulated 

wetlands. 

Mitigation 

measures 

MM-BIO-1b, 

MM-BIO-1c, 

MM-BIO-2, 

MM-BIO-78, 

MM-BIO-89, 

and MM-BIO-

910, as 

described in 

Section 6.4, 

Biological 

Resources. 

Below a Level 

of Significance 
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Table ES-1 

Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts 

Issue Area 

Miramar Reservoir Alternative San Vicente Reservoir Alternative 

Impact 

Mitigation 

Measures 

Level of 

Significance  

After Mitigation Impact 

Mitigation 

Measures 

Level of 

Significance 

After Mitigation 

Would implementation of 

the North City Project 

result in a reduction in 

the number of any 

unique, rare, 

endangered, sensitive, or 

fully protected species of 

plants or animals? 

The Miramar 

Reservoir 

Alternative 

would result in 

direct and 

indirect 

impacts to 

sensitive plant 

and wildlife 

species. 

Mitigation 

measures 

MM-BIO-1a, 

MM-BIO-1b, 

MM-BIO-2 

through MM-

BIO-67, and 

MM-BIO-910, 

as described 

in Section 6.4, 

Biological 

Resources. 

Below a Level of 

Significance 

The San Vicente 

Reservoir Alternative 

would result in direct 

and indirect impacts 

to sensitive plant and 

wildlife species. 

Mitigation 

measures MM-

BIO-1a, MM-

BIO-1b, MM-

BIO-1c, MM-

BIO-2 through 

MM-BIO-6, 

MM-BIO-78, 

and MM-BIO-

910, as 

described in 

Section 6.4, 

Biological 

Resources. 

Below a Level 

of Significance 

Would the North City 

Project conflict with 

provisions of adopted 

local habitat conservation 

plans or policies 

protecting biological 

resources? 

No impact. Not 

applicable. 

Not applicable. The San Vicente 

Reservoir Alternative 

would impact 18.62 

acres of land within 

MHPA. 

Mitigation 

measures 

MM-BIO-1a 

and MM-BIO-

1c, as 

described in 

Section 6.4, 

Biological 

Resources. 

Below a Level 

of Significance 
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Table ES-1 

Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts 

Issue Area 

Miramar Reservoir Alternative San Vicente Reservoir Alternative 

Impact 

Mitigation 

Measures 

Level of 

Significance  

After Mitigation Impact 

Mitigation 

Measures 

Level of 

Significance 

After Mitigation 

Would the North City 

Project introduce land 

uses within or adjacent to 

the MHPA that would 

result in adverse edge 

effects? 

The Miramar 

Reservoir 

Alternative 

would be 

located 

adjacent to 

MHPA and 

could result in 

adverse edge 

effects. 

Mitigation 

measures 

MM-BIO-2 and 

MM-BIO-

910(j), as 

described in 

Section 6.4, 

Biological 

Resources. 

Below a Level of 

Significance 

The San Vicente 

Reservoir Alternative 

would be located 

adjacent to MHPA 

and could result in 

adverse edge effects. 

Mitigation 

measures 

MM-BIO-2 and 

MM-BIO-

910(j), as 

described in 

Section 6.4, 

Biological 

Resources. 

Below a Level 

of Significance 

Would the North City 

Project introduce invasive 

species into natural open 

space areas? 

The Miramar 

Reservoir 

Alternative 

could 

introduce 

invasive 

species to 

natural open 

space areas. 

Mitigation 

measure MM-

BIO-2, as 

described in 

Section 6.4, 

Biological 

Resources. 

Below a Level of 

Significance 

The San Vicente 

Reservoir Alternative 

could introduce 

invasive species to 

natural open space 

areas. 

Mitigation 

measure MM-

BIO-2, as 

described in 

Section 6.4, 

Biological 

Resources. 

Below a Level 

of Significance 
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Table ES-1 

Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts 

Issue Area 

Miramar Reservoir Alternative San Vicente Reservoir Alternative 

Impact 

Mitigation 

Measures 

Level of 

Significance  

After Mitigation Impact 

Mitigation 

Measures 

Level of 

Significance 

After Mitigation 

Health and Safety/Hazards 

Would the North City 

Project expose people or 

property to health 

hazards, including fire? 

Engine-

powered 

equipment and 

vehicles could 

increase 

wildfire hazards 

by introducing 

new ignition 

sources to 

areas adjacent 

to or within 

currently 

undeveloped 

areas 

Mitigation 

measure MM-

HAZ-1, as 

described in 

Section 6.9, 

Health and 

Safety/Hazards. 

Below a Level of 

Significance 

Engine-powered 

equipment and 

vehicles could 

increase wildfire 

hazards by 

introducing new 

ignition sources to 

areas adjacent to or 

within currently 

undeveloped areas. 

Mitigation 

measure MM-

HAZ-1, as 

described in 

Section 6.9, 

Health and 

Safety/Hazards. 

Below a Level 

of Significance 
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Table ES-1 

Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts 

Issue Area 

Miramar Reservoir Alternative San Vicente Reservoir Alternative 

Impact 

Mitigation 

Measures 

Level of 

Significance  

After Mitigation Impact 

Mitigation 

Measures 

Level of 

Significance 

After Mitigation 

Would the North City 

Project create future risk 

of an explosion or the 

release of a hazardous 

substance (including, but 

not limited to gas, oil, 

pesticides, chemicals, or 

radiation)? Would the 

North City Project expose 

people or the 

environment to a 

significant hazard through 

the routine transport, use, 

or disposal of hazardous 

materials? 

Potential 

impacts 

related to 

accidental 

spills during 

operation and 

maintenance 

activities. 

Mitigation 

measures MM-

HAZ-2 and 

MM-HAZ-3, as 

described in 

Section 6.9, 

Health and 

Safety/ 

Hazards. 

Below a Level of 

Significance 

Potential impacts 

related to accidental 

spills during 

operation and 

maintenance 

activities. 

Mitigation 

measures MM-

HAZ-2 and 

MM-HAZ-3, as 

described in 

Section 6.9, 

Health and 

Safety/ 

Hazards. 

Below a Level 

of Significance 
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Table ES-1 

Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts 

Issue Area 

Miramar Reservoir Alternative San Vicente Reservoir Alternative 

Impact 

Mitigation 

Measures 

Level of 

Significance  

After Mitigation Impact 

Mitigation 

Measures 

Level of 

Significance 

After Mitigation 

Would any component of 

the North City Project 

interface or intersect with 

a site that is included on 

a hazardous material 

sites list compiled 

pursuant to Government 

Code Section 6596.25 

and, as a result, pose a 

potential hazard to the 

public or environment? 

Potential to 

encounter 

contaminated 

soil or 

groundwater, 

underground 

storage tanks 

(USTs), or 

military 

munitions 

along pipeline 

corridors. 

Mitigation 

measures MM-

HAZ-4 and 

MM-HAZ-5, as 

described in 

Section 6.9, 

Health and 

Safety/ 

Hazards. 

Below a Level of 

Significance 

Potential to 

encounter 

contaminated soil or 

groundwater, USTs, 

and military 

munitions along 

pipeline corridors.  

Mitigation 

measures MM-

HAZ-4 and 

MM-HAZ-5, as 

described in 

Section 6.9, 

Health and 

Safety/ 

Hazards. 

Below a Level 

of Significance 
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Table ES-1 

Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts 

Issue Area 

Miramar Reservoir Alternative San Vicente Reservoir Alternative 

Impact 

Mitigation 

Measures 

Level of 

Significance  

After Mitigation Impact 

Mitigation 

Measures 

Level of 

Significance 

After Mitigation 

Historical Resources 

Would the North City 

Project result in the 

alteration or destruction 

of a prehistoric or 

historic archaeological 

site, or any adverse 

physical or aesthetic 

effects to a prehistoric 

or historic building, 

structure, object, or site? 

Potential 

impacts to 

known 

archaeological 

resources 

inventoried 

within the 

project 

boundary (HR 

450) and 

unknown 

archaeological 

resources 

and/or grave 

sites. 

Mitigation 

measures MM-

HIS-1, MM-HIS-

2, MM-HIS-3, 

and MM-HIS-4, 

as described in 

Section 6.10, 

Historical 

Resources. 

Below a Level of 

Significance 

Potential impacts to 

known 

archaeological 

resources 

inventoried within 

the project boundary 

(P-37-013630 and P-

37-036497) and 

unknown 

archaeological 

resources and/or 

grave sites. 

Mitigation 

measures MM-

HIS-2 and MM-

HIS-3, as 

described in 

Section 6.10, 

Historical 

Resources. 

Below a Level 

of Significance 
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Table ES-1 

Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts 

Issue Area 

Miramar Reservoir Alternative San Vicente Reservoir Alternative 

Impact 

Mitigation 

Measures 

Level of 

Significance  

After Mitigation Impact 

Mitigation 

Measures 

Level of 

Significance 

After Mitigation 

Would the North City 

Project result in any 

impact to existing 

religious or sacred uses 

or result in the 

disturbance of any 

human remains within 

the potential impact 

area? 

Potential 

impacts on 

known tribal 

cultural 

resources 

associated with 

religious or 

sacred uses or 

human 

remains may 

occur as a 

result of 

construction. 

Mitigation 

measure MM-

HIS-3, as 

described in 

Section 6.10, 

Historical 

Resources. 

Below a Level of 

Significance 

Potential impacts on 

known tribal cultural 

resources 

associated with 

religious or sacred 

uses or human 

remains may occur 

as a result of 

construction. 

Mitigation 

measure MM-

HIS-3, as 

described in 

Section 6.10, 

Historical 

Resources. 

Below a Level 

of Significance 
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Table ES-1 

Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts 

Issue Area 

Miramar Reservoir Alternative San Vicente Reservoir Alternative 

Impact 

Mitigation 

Measures 

Level of 

Significance  

After Mitigation Impact 

Mitigation 

Measures 

Level of 

Significance 

After Mitigation 

Noise 

Would the North City 

Project result in or create 

a significant increase in 

the existing ambient 

noise level? Would 

construction noise 

associated with 

implementation for any 

component of the North 

City Project exceed the 

City's adopted noise 

ordinance or noise levels 

as established in the 

General Plan? 

Construction 

noise impacts 

for the North 

City Pipeline 

and Morena 

Pipelines 

would be 

potentially 

significant. 

Impacts 

related to the 

operation of 

the pump 

stations and 

the North City 

Renewable 

Energy Facility 

would be 

potentially 

significant. 

Mitigation 

measures 

MM-NOI-1 

through MM-

NOI-4, as 

described in 

Section 6.12, 

Noise. 

Significant and 

Unavoidable 

(Construction); 

Below a Level of 

Significance 

(Operation) 

Construction noise 

and vibration 

impacts for the MTBS 

would be potentially 

significant. 

Construction noise 

impacts for the San 

Vicente Pipeline and 

Morena Pipelines 

would be potentially 

significant. 

Impacts related to 

the operation of the 

pump stations and 

the North City 

Renewable Energy 

Facility would be 

potentially 

significant. 

Mitigation 

measures 

MM-NOI-1 

through MM-

NOI-4, as 

described in 

Section 6.12, 

Noise. 

Significant and 

Unavoidable 

(Construction); 

Below a Level 

of Significance 

(Operation) 
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Table ES-1 

Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts 

Issue Area 

Miramar Reservoir Alternative San Vicente Reservoir Alternative 

Impact 

Mitigation 

Measures 

Level of 

Significance  

After Mitigation Impact 

Mitigation 

Measures 

Level of 

Significance 

After Mitigation 

Paleontological Resources 

Would the North City 

Project result in the loss 

of significant 

paleontological 

resources? 

Construction 

activities 

associated with 

specific project 

components 

have the 

potential to 

impact 

undisturbed, 

native 

sedimentary 

deposits during 

earthwork and 

could result in 

disturbance or 

destruction of 

paleontological 

resources. 

Mitigation 

measure MM-

PALEO-1 as 

described in 

Section 6.13, 

Paleontologica

l Resources. 

Below a Level of 

Significance 

Construction 

activities associated 

with specific project 

components have 

the potential to 

impact undisturbed, 

native sedimentary 

deposits during 

earthwork and could 

result in disturbance 

or destruction of 

paleontological 

resources. 

Mitigation 

measure MM-

PALEO-1 as 

described in 

Section 6.13, 

Paleontologica

l Resources. 

Below a Level 

of Significance. 
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Table ES-1 

Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts 

Issue Area 

Miramar Reservoir Alternative San Vicente Reservoir Alternative 

Impact 

Mitigation 

Measures 

Level of 

Significance  

After Mitigation Impact 

Mitigation 

Measures 

Level of 

Significance 

After Mitigation 

Public Utilities 

Would the North City 

Project result in new 

systems or require 

substantial alterations to 

existing utilities including 

solid waste management, 

the construction of which 

would create a physical 

effect on the 

environment? These 

systems include 

communications 

systems, storm water 

drainage and solid waste 

disposal. 

Impacts 

related to 

conflicts with 

existing 

utilities may 

be potentially 

significant. 

Mitigation 

measure MM-

PU-1, as 

described in 

Section 6.15, 

Public Utilities. 

Below a Level of 

Significance 

Impacts related to 

conflicts with existing 

utilities may be 

potentially 

significant. 

Mitigation 

measure MM-

PU-1, as 

described in 

Section 6.15, 

Public Utilities. 

Below a Level 

of Significance 
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Table ES-1 

Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts 

Issue Area 

Miramar Reservoir Alternative San Vicente Reservoir Alternative 

Impact 

Mitigation 

Measures 

Level of 

Significance  

After Mitigation Impact 

Mitigation 

Measures 

Level of 

Significance 

After Mitigation 

Transportation, Circulation, and Parking 

Would implementation of 

the North City Project 

result in an increase in 

projected traffic 

specifically associated 

with project-related 

construction that is 

substantial in relation to 

the capacity of the 

existing and planned 

circulation system? 

Construction of 

the Morena 

Pipelines and 

North City 

Pipeline would 

exceed 

significance 

thresholds for 

roadways 

segments and 

intersections, 

and impacts 

would be 

potentially 

significant. 

Mitigation 

measure MM-

TRAF-1 as 

described in 

Section 6.16, 

Transportation, 

Circulation and 

Parking. 

Significant and 

Unavoidable 

Construction of the 

Morena Pipelines 

and San Vicente 

Pipeline would 

exceed significance 

thresholds for 

roadway segments 

and intersections, 

and impacts would 

be potentially 

significant. 

Mitigation 

measure MM-

TRAF-1 as 

described in 

Section 6.16, 

Transportation, 

Circulation and 

Parking. 

Significant and 

Unavoidable 
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ES.5 EFFECTS NOT FOUND TO BE SIGNIFICANT 

The remaining topics discussed in the EIR/EIS were found to be less than significant 

without mitigation; these topics include land use (Miramar Reservoir Only), aesthetics 

(Miramar Reservoir Only), environmental justice, energy, geology and soils, 

greenhouse gas emissions, hydrology and water quality, public services, water 

supply, and recreation. 

ES.6 AREAS OF KNOWN CONTROVERSY 

Public scoping meetings were held on August 23, 2016, at the Scripps Miramar Ranch 

Public Library, and on August 25, 2016, at the Public Utilities Department Metropolitan 

Operations Complex, to gather additional public input. Comments received during the 

Notice of Preparation (NOP) public scoping period and meetings were considered 

during the preparation of this EIR/EIS. Comment letters received during the NOP public 

scoping period expressed concern about biological resources, fisheries, recreation, 

water supply, water quality, health and safety/hazards, and public utilities. Additional 

comments received during Site Development Permit meetings and Environmental 

Committee and City Council meetings have voiced concern regarding traffic, road 

closures, impacts to the fishery at Miramar Reservoir, odor concerns, community 

impacts, and cost. These concerns have been identified as areas of known controversy 

and are also analyzed in Chapter 6 of this EIR/EIS. The NOP, scoping letter, and other 

NOP public comments are included as Appendix A of this EIR/EIS.  

ES.7 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

Per Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines, an environmentally superior 

alternative must be identified (other than the No Project Alternative). CEQA also 

requires that the environmentally superior alternative be selected from the range of 

reasonable alternatives that could feasibly attain the basic objectives of the project.  

As discussed in Chapter 6, Environmental Analysis, impacts resulting from 

implementation of the proposed North City Project would not occur under the No 

Project/No Action Alternative. Under this alternative, however, none of the project 

objectives would be met. CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(e)(2), states that “if the 

environmentally superior alternative is the no project alternative, the EIR shall also 

identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.” 

Additionally, under the No Project/No Action Alternative, beneficial impacts realized 

by the proposed Project, such as the creation of a local renewable energy source 

and the replacement of existing imported supply with a new, local, drought-proof 

supply, would not occur. 
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The Miramar Reservoir and San Vicente Reservoir Alternatives would result in less-

than-significant impacts, with and without mitigation, related to biological resources; 

environmental justice; energy; geology and soils; greenhouse gas emissions; health 

and safety/hazards; historical resources; hydrology and water quality; noise; 

paleontological resources; public services; public utilities; transportation, circulation, 

and parking; water supply; and recreation. While the significance of impact would be 

similar, the San Vicente Reservoir Alternative would result in a greater degree of 

impact to biological resources, electricity and energy consumption, and a smaller net 

decrease in greenhouse gas emissions when compared to the Miramar Reservoir 

Alternative. Additionally, the San Vicente Reservoir Alternative would result in 

significant and unavoidable impacts associated with air quality (related to construction 

emissions) and aesthetics (related to construction of the MTBS); both of which would 

be less than significant with mitigation for the Miramar Reservoir Alternative. 

Therefore, the Miramar Reservoir Alternative is considered the environmentally 

superior alternative. 
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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION 

This Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) 

evaluates the potential short-term and long-term, direct and indirect, cumulative, 

and combined environmental impacts of the North City Project, the first phase of 

the Pure Water San Diego Program (Pure Water Program). The North City Project, 

which is initiated by the City of San Diego (City) Public Utilities Department, involves 

the production of 30 million gallons per day (MGD) of purified water. The North City 

Project will expand the existing North City Water Reclamation Plant (NCWRP) and 

construct an adjacent North City Pure Water Facility (NCPWF) and North City Pump 

Station. Two alternative purified water pipelines are considered: one to Miramar 

Reservoir and one to San Vicente Reservoir. Other project components include a 

new pump station and forcemain to deliver additional wastewater to the NCWRP; a 

brine/centrate discharge pipeline; upgrades to the existing Metro Biosolids Center; 

a new North City Renewable Energy Facility at the NCWRP; and a new Landfill Gas 

(LFG) Pipeline between the Miramar Landfill gas collection system and the NCWRP. 

The location of the North City Project is depicted in Figure 1-1, Regional Map, and 

Figure 1-2, Vicinity Map.  

The City of San Diego and the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) are joint lead 

agencies in preparing this EIR/EIS in accordance with the California Environmental 

Quality Act (CEQA) (California Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.) and 

CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.), and the National Environmental Policy Act 

(NEPA) (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.). Federal assistance is authorized by the Reclamation 

Wastewater and Groundwater Study and Facilities Act of 1992 (Title XVI of Public Law 

102–575). Section 1612, San Diego Area Water Reclamation Program, directs the 

Secretary of the Interior, in cooperation with the City of San Diego, to participate in 

planning, designing, and constructing demonstration and permanent facilities to 

reclaim and re-use water in the San Diego metropolitan service area. This authority is 

delegated to Reclamation.  

This EIR/EIS is intended for use by both decision makers and the public. It provides 

relevant information concerning the potential environmental impacts associated 

with the construction and operation of the North City Project. Marine Corps Air 

Station (MCAS) Miramar, the Department of Veteran’s Affairs National Cemetery 

Administration, and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency are cooperating 

agencies under NEPA. Additional approvals from responsible agencies under CEQA 

are listed in Section 1.6. 
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1.1 BACKGROUND 

On average, 85% of the City’s water supply is imported from the Colorado River and 

Northern California. This reliance on imported water causes San Diego to be 

vulnerable to supply shortages and price increases.  

With few local water supply options, the City has explored new potable and 

expanded non-potable reuse options of treated wastewater. In 2011, the City 

started operating a one MGD demonstration-scale advanced water purification 

facility at the NCWRP site and confirmed that the purified water complied with all 

federal and state drinking water standards. 

During the 2010 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit 

renewal process, San Diego Coastkeeper and the San Diego Chapter of the 

Surfrider Foundation entered into a Cooperative Agreement with the City to 

conduct the Recycled Water Study (City of San Diego 2012) to find ways to maximize 

water reuse and minimize the flow to the Point Loma Wastewater Treatment Plant 

(WWTP). In 2014, the City negotiated a second Cooperative Agreement with 

Coastkeeper, Surfrider, the Coastal Environmental Rights Foundation, and the San 

Diego Audubon Society (collectively referred to as the environmental stakeholders) 

for purposes of supporting potable reuse of wastewater and secondary 

equivalency. On April 29, 2014, the City Council adopted a resolution (R-308906) 

supporting the Pure Water Program.  

On November 18, 2014, the City Council unanimously supported the application to 

renew the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit for the Point 

Loma WWTP; the application included key elements of the City’s Pure Water 

Program to implement potable reuse. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

(EPA) and San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) released the 

Tentative Order No. R9-2017-0007 (Tentative Order/Permit) for public review and 

comment on October 28, 2016. The EPA and San Diego RWQCB revised the 

Tentative Order/Permit based on comments received, including revisions to the 

Compliance Schedule for the Pure Water San Diego Potable Reuse Tasks. The San 

Diego RWQCB adopted the Tentative Order/Permit on April 12, 2017, and it was 

issued by the EPA on August 4, 2017; the Tentative Order/Permit took effect on 

October 1, 2017 (San Diego RWQCB and EPA 2017). The EPA and San Diego 

RWQCB are currently, as of February 10, 2017, seeking public comments on the 

proposed revisions to the Tentative Order/Permit and will consider adoption of 

the Revised Tentative Order/Permit on April 12, 2017 (EPA 2017). 
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The Pure Water Program will ultimately produce 83 MGD of locally controlled water 

and will be implemented in phases over a 20-year period, grouped by geographical 

area: North City, Central Area, and South Bay. The North City Project will produce 

30 MGD of purified water and is scheduled to be operational in 2021. The Central 

Area project and/or South Bay projects are scheduled to be completed by 

December 31, 2035, and will produce a combined total up to 53 MGD.  

A Final Program EIR for the Pure Water Program was certified by the City on 

October 25, 2016. 

1.2 PURPOSE AND NEED 

The purpose of the North City Project is to plan, design, construct and operate the 

treatment and conveyance facilities necessary to produce 30 MGD of purified 

water, thereby creating a new source of reliable, locally controlled water. The 

North City Project would expand the City’s potable water production capacity to 

replace imported water supplies and would meet projected water demands within 

the City’s service area as outlined in the conceptual future water supply sources in 

the City’s 2015 Urban Water Management Plan. The North City Project will also 

serve existing and planned future non-potable recycled water customers.  

The North City Project will provide increased protection of the ocean environment. 

The North City Project would reduce flows to the Point Loma WWTP, which would 

reduce total suspended solids discharged and recycle a valuable and limited 

resource that is currently discharged to the Pacific Ocean.  

The City primarily relies on imported water supplies to meet the City’s potable 

water demand. The region’s reliance on imported water causes the City’s water 

supply to be vulnerable to impacts from shortages and susceptible to price 

increases beyond the City’s control. Potable reuse provides a proven, safe, and 

reliable source of water. The North City Project is needed to make San Diego more 

water independent and increase the reliability of water supplies. 

The Point Loma WWTP currently operates with a Clean Water Act Section 301(h) 

modified National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit, which allows 

the City to operate without full secondary treatment. The North City Project, by 

reducing flows to the Point Loma WWTP, would contribute to the Point Loma 

WWTP’s continued ability to meet modified treatment standards that would be the 

same as if the existing 240 MGD Point Loma WWTP were converted to secondary 

treatment standards by significantly reducing total suspended solids.  
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1.3 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The North City Project would implement the first phase of the Pure Water Program. 

The Final Program EIR (City of San Diego 2016a) contains broad goals related to the 

Pure Water Program. Specifically, the North City Project goals and objectives 

include the following: 

1. Produce 30 MGD of local, high-quality purified water to serve the San  

Diego region. 

2. Reduce dependence on imported water. 

3. Increase use of recycled water. 

4. Reduce flows to the Point Loma Wastewater Treatment Plant and reduce 

total suspended solids discharged at the Point Loma ocean outfall.  

5. Exceed the target online dates for the first phase of the Pure Water Program 

agreed to in the 2014 Cooperative Agreement1 and meet the revised 

Compliance Schedule for the Pure Water San Diego Potable Reuse Tasks, 

Phase 1 of the Order No. R9-2017-00072. 

1.4 CEQA REQUIREMENTS 

CEQA requires the preparation of an EIR for any project that a lead agency 

determines may have a significant impact on the environment. According to Section 

21002.1(a) of the CEQA statutes, “The purpose of an environmental impact report is 

to identify the significant effects on the environment of a project, to identify 

alternatives to the project, and to indicate the manner in which those significant 

effects can be mitigated or avoided.” CEQA also establishes mechanisms whereby the 

public and decision makers can be informed about the nature of the project being 

proposed, and the extent and types of impacts that the project and its alternatives 

would have on the environment if they were to be implemented. This EIR/EIS has 

                                                 
1
 In 2014, the City negotiated a Cooperative Agreement with Coastkeeper, Surfrider, Coastal 

Environmental Rights Foundation, and the San Diego Audubon Society (collectively referred to as 

the environmental stakeholders) for purposes of supporting potable reuse of wastewater and 

secondary equivalency. 
2
  Modified permit that commits to the goal of implementing a potable reuse program and 

obtaining legislative or administrative actions such that the Point Loma ocean outfall discharge 

is recognized as equivalent to secondary treatment for purposes of compliance with the Clean 

Water Act (secondary equivalency). 



NORTH CITY PROJECT EIR/EIS 

 CHAPTER 1 – INTRODUCTION 

February 2018 1-5 9420-04 

been prepared to comply with all criteria, standards, and procedures of the CEQA 

Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.).  

This EIR/EIS has been prepared pursuant to the City’s CEQA Significance 

Determination Thresholds (City of San Diego 2016b). This document represents the 

independent judgment of the City as lead agency.  

1.4.1 NOTICE OF PREPARATION, NOTICE OF INTENT, AND  

SCOPING MEETINGS 

The scope of analysis for the EIR/EIS was determined by the City and Reclamation in 

a scoping letter dated August 4, 2016, as well as a result of public responses to the 

Scoping Letter Notice of Preparation (NOP). In compliance with CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15082, the City’s Development Services Department circulated the NOP and 

Scoping Letter to interested agencies, groups, and individuals. The 30-day public 

scoping period ended September 4, 2016. A Notice of Intent was circulated in the 

Federal Register on August 5, 2016, by Reclamation, requesting comments by 

September 6, 2016. The Notice of Intent was prepared and posted pursuant to 

NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4332(2)(c)), and Department of the Interior regulations for 

implementation of NEPA (43 CFR part 46). In addition, public scoping meetings were 

held on August 23, 2016, at the Scripps Miramar Ranch Public Library, and on 

August 25, 2016, at the Public Utilities Department Metropolitan Operations 

Complex, to gather additional public input. Comments received during the NOP 

public scoping period and meetings were considered during the preparation of this 

EIR/EIS. The NOP and Scoping Letter comments are included as Appendix A of this 

EIR/EIS. Based on the scope of analysis for this EIR/EIS, the following issues were 

determined to be potentially significant/adverse and are therefore addressed in 

Chapter 6, Environmental Analysis, of this document: land use, visual effects and 

neighborhood character, air quality/odor, biological resources, energy, 

environmental justice, geology/soils, greenhouse gas emissions, health and safety, 

historical resources, hydrology and water quality, noise, paleontological resources, 

public services, public utilities, transportation/circulation/parking, and water supply. 

Additional CEQA- and NEPA-mandated environmental topics, such as agricultural and 

forestry resources, mineral resources, population and housing, marine fisheries, 

wilderness, and socioeconomic effects were not found to be significant based on the 

scoping results. These issues are addressed in Chapter 8, Effects Not Found to be 

Significant, of the EIR/EIS. Specific environmental topics were included in Chapter 8 

because they did not meet the screening thresholds established in the City’s Significance 
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Determination Thresholds (City of San Diego 2016b); therefore, impacts associated with 

these environmental topics were considered to be less than significant.  

1.5 EIR/EIS FORMAT 

An executive summary of this EIR/EIS is provided at the beginning of this document. 

The summary includes the conclusions of the environmental analysis and a 

comparative summary of the Alternatives analyzed in this EIR/EIS. Chapter 1, 

Introduction, introduces the North City Project in light of the required environmental 

review procedures and provides a description of the North City Project’s purpose and 

need and required discretionary approvals. Chapter 2, Environmental Setting, Project 

Background and Regulatory Setting, describes the North City Project’s location, 

physical environmental setting, and the City’s current wastewater and water system; 

provides an overview of the regulatory setting for potable reuse; and provides a 

summary of related studies. Chapter 3, Project Description/Alternatives, provides a 

description of the components of the North City Project and each of the alternatives. 

Chapter 4, History of Project Changes, contains a discussion of how the North City 

Project has changed since issuance of the NOP. Chapter 5 provides the affected 

environment and regulatory setting. Chapter 6 consists of the environmental 

analysis, which examines the potentially significant/adverse environmental issues for 

the North City Project. Chapter 7, Cumulative Impacts, addresses cumulative impacts, 

and Chapter 8 discusses effects not found to be significant or adverse. Chapter 9 

discusses significant environmental effects which cannot be avoided if the North City 

Project is implemented, significant irreversible environmental changes, and growth 

inducements, including the potential direct and indirect growth-inducing impacts of 

the North City Project. Chapter 10, Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program, 

provides mitigation for significant impacts incurred by the North City Project, and 

Chapter 11, References Cited, contains a list of sources cited throughout the EIR/EIS 

organized by section. The remaining EIR/EIS sections and appendices are provided as 

set forth in the table of contents. 

1.6 DISCRETIONARY ACTIONS AND APPROVALS 

The North City Project would require a variety of discretionary actions, approvals, and 

permits by the City, Reclamation, and various agencies. It is anticipated that this EIR/EIS 

will be used by these agencies in their decision-making process. Table 1-1 summarizes 

the future discretionary actions, approvals, and permits anticipated to be required as 

part of the implementation of the various components of the North City Project, and 

identifies agencies that would be responsible for granting the approvals and permits.  
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Table 1-1 

Discretionary Actions and Approvals 

Discretionary Action/Approval/Permit Agency 

Certification of the North City Project EIR City of San Diego 

Approval of funding for the North City Project Bureau of Reclamation 

Approval of funding under the Water Infrastructure 

Finance and Innovation Act Program for the North 

City Project 

Environmental Protection Agency 

Property and Easement Acquisition City of San Diego; County of San Diego; City of 

Santee (San Vicente Reservoir Alternative Only) 

Construction and Encroachment Permit(s) City of San Diego; County of San Diego; City of 

Santee (San Vicente Reservoir Alternative Only) 

Traffic Control Permit City of San Diego (Transportation and 

Stormwater Department) 

Groundwater Discharge Permit City of San Diego (Public Utilities Department) 

Site Development Permit City of San Diego 

Encroachment Permit California Department of Transportation 

Right of Entry Permit & Dual Right of Entry Permit Metropolitan Transit System/North County 

Transit District  

Easement Amendments and Acquisition Metropolitan Transit System 

Section 401 Permit – Water Quality Certification State Water Resources Control Board/ 

Regional Water Quality Control Board 

Section 404 Permit – Clean Water Act  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers  

Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

Air Quality Permit to Construct/Permit to Operate San Diego Air Pollution Control District 

National Pollution Discharge Elimination Permit San Diego Regional Water Quality Control 

Board 

Waste Discharge Requirements San Diego Regional Water Quality Control 

Board 

DWQ Construction General Permit, including the 

stormwater pollution prevention plan  

State Water Resources Control 

Board/Regional Water Quality Control Board 

Domestic Water Supply Permit Amendment State Water Resource Control Board, Division 

of Drinking Water 

Obstruction Evaluation/Airport Airspace Analysis 

(OE/AAA), Form 7460-1 

Federal Aviation Administration 

Easement Amendments and Acquisition MCAS Miramar/Department of Defense 

Amendment of Property Easement Department of Veteran’s Affairs 

Multi-Habitat Planning Area Boundary Line 

Adjustment for the SANDER Mitigation Site 

(approved July 12, 2017) 

City of San Diego, Multiple Species 

Conservation Program, California Department 

of Fish and Wildlife, U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service 
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CHAPTER 2 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

2.1 LOCATION 

The North City Project includes a variety of facilities located throughout the central 

coastal areas of San Diego County, California within the southwest portion of 

Southern California (see Figure 1-1). As shown in Figure 1-2, project facilities are 

proposed in the North City geographic area. A new pure water facility and three 

pump stations would be located within the corporate boundaries of the City of San 

Diego (City). Proposed pipelines would traverse a number of local jurisdictions, 

including the cities of San Diego and Santee, the community of Lakeside and other 

areas of unincorporated San Diego County, and federal lands within Marine Corps 

Air Station (MCAS) Miramar. Portions of the North City Project area fall within the 

City’s Multiple Species Conservation Program and Multi-Habitat Planning Area, as 

further described in Section 5.1, Land Use. 

2.2 PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS 

The North City Project is generally located within the Coastal Plain geographic 

region of San Diego, west of the Peninsular Ranges and the Desert Basin regions. 

The Coastal Plain consists of a series of marine and non-marine terraces referred to 

as “mesas,” which extend miles inland and are dissected by stream valleys. Much of 

the North City Project area is gently sloping or relatively flat, with steeper areas 

around the reservoirs. 

The North City Project area lies within the South Coast Hydrologic Region, which 

drains in a westerly direction away from the Peninsular Ranges towards the Pacific 

Ocean. Project facilities are located with the San Diego and Peñasquitos Hydrologic 

Units. The San Diego Hydrologic Unit (907.00) is a long, triangular area covering 

approximately 440 square miles and is drained by the San Diego River and includes 

several reservoirs such as the San Vicente Reservoir. The Peñasquitos Hydrologic 

Unit (906.00) is a triangular area covering approximately 170 square miles (San 

Diego RWQCB 2016) and is drained by the Los Peñasquitos Creek.  

The North City Project lies within the San Diego Air Basin, 1 of 15 air basins that 

geographically divide the state of California. The San Diego Air Basin is an area of 

high air pollution potential and experiences warm summers, mild winters, and 

infrequent rainfalls. 
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2.3 SURROUNDING LAND USES  

The North City Project area is primarily developed with suburban uses including 

residential, commercial, industrial, and transportation uses. Transportation 

corridors in the vicinity include Interstate 805 (I-805), I-15, I-5, State Route 52 (SR-

52), SR-163, SR-67, Miramar Road, Mission Gorge Road, Genesee Avenue, Morena 

Boulevard, Clairemont Mesa Boulevard, and Balboa Avenue. The new North City 

Pure Water Facility (NCWPF) would be located adjacent to the existing North City 

Water Reclamation Plant (NCWRP) site located at Eastgate Mall and I-805. The 

NCPWF is proposed to be located on an undeveloped site north of Eastgate Mall. 

The North City Pure Water Pump Station (North City Pump Station) would also be 

located on this currently undeveloped site. Carroll Canyon is located immediately 

north of the NCPWF site. 

The NCWRP site is located south of Eastgate Mall and currently developed with 

wastewater treatment facilities, an operations building, and a power generation 

facility. The Demonstration Project is also located at the NCWRP and currently 

produces 1 million gallons per day (MGD) of purified water. I-805 borders the 

western edge of both the NCPWF and NCWRP properties and is a major north–

south transportation corridor in the San Diego region. 

The new Wastewater Forcemain and Brine/Centrate Line (Morena Pipelines) would 

primarily follow existing roads from the NCWRP through the University, Clairemont 

Mesa, and Linda Vista communities to the Morena Pump Station, which is located 

northeast of the intersection of I-5 and I-8 in a mostly industrial area. The Morena 

Pipelines alignment crosses urban canyons, including Rose, San Clemente, and 

Tecolote canyons, and associated open space systems. The San Diego River is just 

south of the Morena Pump Station. 

The North City Purified Water Pipeline (North City Pipeline) would generally be 

located in the right-of-way of Miramar Road and other City streets in primarily 

commercial and industrial areas. The Dechlorination Facility would be located 

adjacent to the cul-de-sac at the end of Meanley Drive on City-owned property within 

a business park. The final portion of the North City Pipeline would run adjacent to the 

Scripps Ranch Library and Evan’s Pond before entering Miramar Reservoir.  

The Miramar Water Treatment Plant (Miramar WTP) is adjacent to Miramar 

Reservoir and is currently developed with water treatment facilities. Miramar 

Reservoir is located in the Scripps Miramar Ranch Community and was developed 
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in order to provide a drinking water storage facility. The reservoir currently 

provides secondary benefits as a recreational area. Picnic and barbecue facilities, 

parking, and a concession area are located near the reservoir entrance off Scripps 

Lake Drive. A paved services road encircles Miramar Reservoir providing bicycling, 

walking, and rollerblading opportunities (City of San Diego 2017a). 

The Metro Biosolids Center (MBC) site is currently developed with biosolids 

treatment and handling facilities. MBC is located adjacent to the Miramar Landfill, 

north of SR-52 and south of MCAS Miramar.  

The San Vicente Purified Water Pipeline (San Vicente Pipeline) would also generally 

be located in roadway right-of-way; however, the pipeline would utilize an existing 

36-inch-diameter recycled water line that crosses the Miramar National Cemetery 

and undeveloped lands on MCAS Miramar, and would cross other undeveloped 

lands including the San Diego River. One of the proposed reservoir outfall discharge 

structures at San Vicente Reservoir is located in undeveloped land on the south 

side of San Vicente Reservoir. The Mission Trails Booster Station would also be 

located on undeveloped land along Mission Gorge Road adjacent to residences. The 

Landfill Gas Pipeline would parallel the existing 36-inch-diameter recycled water 

line and cross Miramar National Cemetery. 

The San Vicente Reservoir is the largest reservoir in the City of San Diego. The San 

Vicente Reservoir was closed between September 2008 and September 2016 for 

the San Vicente Dam Raise Project. There is a public boat launching facility on the 

southern end of the San Vicente Reservoir that is accessed via Moreno Avenue. A 

concession, bait shop, and boat rental facility operated by Rocky Mountain 

Recreation Company are located at the boat launch. Fishing, general boating, and 

water contact activities are allowed Thursdays through Sundays; fishing and 

general boating are allowed on Mondays; and no activities are allowed on Tuesdays 

or Wednesdays (Rocky Mountain Recreation Company 2017).  

2.4 PROJECT HISTORY AND BACKGROUND 

2.4.1 EXISTING FACILITIES, WATER DEMANDS, AND WASTEWATER FLOWS 

Potable Water System Overview 

The City’s Public Utilities Department not only delivers water to its citizens; it also 

supplies treated water to the city of Del Mar and the California American Water 

Company, which serves the cities of Coronado and Imperial Beach. As a result, 



NORTH CITY PROJECT EIR/EIS 

 CHAPTER 2 – ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

February 2018 2-4 9420-04 

more than 1.36 million people receive approximately 65.7 billion gallons a year of 

water treated by the City.  

After water is treated at the City’s treatment plants, it is pumped to all parts of the 

City over 342 square miles (see Figure 2-1, City of San Diego Potable Water System). 

The City maintains and operates more than 3,300 miles of water lines; 49 water 

pump stations; 32 standpipes, elevated tanks, and concrete and steel reservoirs 

with a potable water storage capacity of more than 200 million gallons; more than 

24,000 fire hydrants; and approximately 290,000 water meters. The pipelines range 

in diameter size from 2-inch service lines to 96-inch transmission pipelines. Because 

of San Diego’s diverse topography, including sea level beach communities, mesas, 

hills, valleys, and canyons, the City maintains more than 120 pressure zones (City of 

San Diego 2017b). 

On average, 85% of City’s water supply is imported. The City purchases imported 

water from the San Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA). The City’s local water 

supplies consist of surface water obtained from local watersheds. The City has 

nine local surface water reservoirs with more than 569,021 acre-feet (AF) of 

capacity, which are connected directly or indirectly to three water treatment 

plants. The largest reservoir is San Vicente Reservoir with a capacity of 242,000 AF 

since completion of the Emergency Storage Project (discussed in more detail in 

Section 2.4.3). The Miramar WTP has a rated capacity of 144 MGD and generally 

serves the City’s geographical area north of the San Diego River (City of San Diego 

2016a). The Alvarado WTP recently underwent upgrades and improvements and 

has a current capacity of 120 MGD. The Alvarado WTP generally serves the 

geographical area from National City to La Jolla Village Drive/Miramar Road. The 

Otay WTP has a current rated capacity of 34 MGD and serves south San Diego 

(City of San Diego 2017c).  

The City overlies and is in the vicinity of several groundwater basins. Currently, 

less than 1% of the City’s water supply is produced from groundwater resources 

that come from the San Vicente Production Well. The well has a maximum 

capacity of 600 gallons per minute, and raw water is treated at the Alvarado WTP. 

Additional groundwater supplies from the Santee-El Monte Basin and the San 

Diego Formation Basin are expected to augment the City’s future water supply 

(City of San Diego 2016a). 
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City of San Diego Current and Projected Water Demands 

The City’s actual water use declined between 2005 and 2010 from 199,178 acre-feet 

per year (AFY) to 162,291 AFY for many reasons including economic conditions, 

response to the mandatory water use restrictions associated with the Level 2 

Drought Alert, increased retail water costs, and conversion of potable water system 

customers to the recycled water system. The Drought Alert was lifted after the 

substantially above-average hydrologic events of the 2010/11 winter. Water use in 

the City had climbed back up to roughly 187,000 AFY by 2012, and to over 195,000 

AF during the historically warm and dry 2014. The entire state experienced drought 

conditions between 2012 and 2016, and on May 5, 2015, the State Water Resources 

Control Board (SWRCB) adopted water use restrictions, including allocation 

reductions, from Calendar Year 2013 levels, for every individual water agency in the 

state. Due to above-average hydrologic events in the recent 2016/2017 winter, the 

City is now operating at a Level 1 Drought Watch, and landscape watering 

restrictions are no longer mandatory. However, it is assumed that some portion of 

the reduction in water use will continue to be realized even though the drought 

restrictions have been lifted, as many have replaced high water use landscaping 

with drought-tolerant and California native landscaping, in addition to more and 

more water efficient technologies being adopted. Nonetheless, the City’s expected 

population growth in the future will continue to increase water demands (City of 

San Diego 2015a; City of San Diego 2017d).  

The City receives, on average, 85% of its water from its wholesale supplier, SDCWA, 

which is responsible for providing a safe and reliable supply of water to its 24 

member agencies, including the City of San Diego. SDCWA serves 95% of the 

County of San Diego’s population over an area of 951,000 acres. Up to 80% of the 

region’s water is imported from the Colorado River and Northern California. The 

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California is SDCWA’s largest supplier, 

providing more than half of the water used in 2010 (SDCWA 2017). The remaining 

water supply comes from SDCWA’s long-term water conservation and transfer 

agreement with the Imperial Irrigation District, conserved water resulting from 

lining of portions of the All-American and Coachella Canals in Imperial Valley, and 

local supply sources including groundwater, local surface water, recycled water, and 

conservation (SDCWA 2017). Seawater desalination also came on line in December 

2015, producing from 48,000–56,000 AFY of drought-proof potable supply. 
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Metropolitan Wastewater and Water Reclamation System Overview 

The City of San Diego operates the Metropolitan Sewerage System (Metro System) 

which provides regional wastewater treatment and disposal for the City and 12 

Participating Agencies (the cities of Chula Vista, Coronado, Del Mar, El Cajon, 

Imperial Beach, La Mesa, National City, and Poway; the Lemon Grove Sanitation 

District, the Otay Water District, the Padre Dam Municipal Water District, and the 

County of San Diego (on behalf of Winter Gardens Sewer Maintenance District, and 

the Alpine, Lakeside and Spring Valley sanitation districts)). The system was 

designed to provide sufficient capacity to accommodate a regional population in 

excess of 2.5 million, and covers a 450-square-mile area including most of the City, 

stretching from Del Mar and Poway to the north, Alpine and Lakeside to the east, 

and south to San Ysidro. The Metro System consists of wastewater treatment 

plants, conveyance facilities (including major pipelines and pump stations), two 

ocean outfalls, water reclamation plants, and a regional biosolids processing facility. 

Figure 2-2, City of San Diego Metropolitan Sewerage System, provides a schematic 

of the Metro System showing the major facilities. As described below, the Point 

Loma Wastewater Treatment Plant (Point Loma WWTP) is the main treatment plant 

in the Metro System, and uses a chemically enhanced primary treatment process 

that uses chemical coagulant and flocculent to remove suspended solids. 

Wastewater treated through the chemically enhanced primary treatment process is 

disposed via an ocean outfall. The City also operates two water reclamation plants: 

the NCWRP and the South Bay Water Reclamation Plant (SBWRP). These plants are 

capable of treating wastewater to a level that is suitable for non-potable reuse, as 

further described below (City of San Diego 2012). 

Point Loma Wastewater Treatment Plant 

The Point Loma WWTP is the main treatment facility in the Metro System with a 

rated capacity of 240 MGD based on annual average daily flows (AADFs) and a 

peak wet weather capacity of 432 MGD. The Point Loma WWTP is located on the 

south and western coastline of the Point Loma Peninsula. It discharges treated 

effluent into the Pacific Ocean 4.5 miles offshore at a depth of over 300 feet via 

the Point Loma Ocean Outfall. Biosolids are separated and pumped 17 miles to 

the MBC located adjacent to the Miramar Landfill, further described below (City of 

San Diego 2012).  

Between 2003 and 2009, wastewater flows recorded at the Point Loma WWTP 

ranged from 145 MGD to 185 MGD, with peak flows in 2005 resulting from a 
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significant above-average rainfall season. High flows occur during rain due to 

infiltration of storm water into the sewer system. The flows then steadily decreased 

until 2009 as a result of increased recycled water production at the NCWRP and 

SBWRP, as well as from implementation of significant water conservation and water 

efficiency measures (City of San Diego 2012). The AADF rate at the Point Loma 

WWTP in 2014 was 141 MGD (City of San Diego 2015b).  

North City Water Reclamation Plant  

The NCWRP is one of two water reclamation plants in the Metro System that uses 

both the secondary and tertiary treatment processes. Secondary treatment 

removes the dissolved organic matter through the use of microbes that consume 

the organic matter. The biological process is then followed by settling tanks to 

remove the biological suspended solids. The tertiary treatment process involves 

additional filtration and disinfection, which produces water that is suitable for reuse 

in non-potable applications, such as irrigation and industrial uses. The NCWRP’s 

permitted capacity is 30 MGD (based on an AADF rate); however, it was master-

planned for expansion to 45 MGD. Annual average non-potable recycled water 

output averaged 7 MGD in 2016 (City of San Diego 2017e). Wastewater in excess of 

the non-potable recycled water demands is treated to secondary level and diverted 

to the Metro System into the Rose Canyon Trunk Sewer and ultimately flows to the 

Point Loma WWTP for ocean disposal (City of San Diego 2012).  

South Bay Water Reclamation Plant 

The SBWRP was commissioned in 2002 and has a permitted capacity of 15 MGD 

AADF. The facility is located in the Tijuana River Valley near the international border 

and serves the surrounding area. The SBWRP also treats water up to a tertiary level 

to produce non-potable recycled water to be distributed to surrounding 

communities for irrigation and industrial uses; the majority of the South Bay 

demand comes from the Otay Water District through a wholesale agreement 

between the Otay Water District and the City. Annual average non-potable recycled 

water output averaged 6 MGD in 2016 (City of San Diego 2017e). Wastewater in 

excess of the non-potable recycled water demands is treated to secondary level 

and discharged to the ocean via the 3.5-mile-long, 100-foot-deep South Bay Ocean 

Outfall. Solids removed at the SBWRP are returned to the collection system for 

transport to the Point Loma WWTP for treatment and then ultimately to the MBC 

for processing (City of San Diego 2012).  
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Recycled Water Conveyance System 

The City also operates a non-potable recycled water conveyance and delivery 

system consisting of two service areas—the Northern Service Area and the 

Southern Service Area—supplied with recycled water from the NCWRP and SBWRP, 

respectively. Three wholesale purchasers of recycled water for the City are located 

within the service area: the City of Poway and Olivenhain Municipal Water District in 

the Northern Service Area, and Otay Water District in the Southern Service Area. 

The recycled water conveyance system and water reclamation plants are shown on 

Figure 2-3, City of San Diego Recycled Water Conveyance System.  

Metro Biosolids Center 

The MBC is a biosolids treatment facility adjacent to the Miramar Landfill. MBC 

receives anaerobically digested sludge from the Point Loma WWTP and primary and 

waste-activated sludge from the NCWRP. At MBC, NCWRP wastes are thickened, 

digested, and dewatered, while the digested sludge from Point Loma WWTP is only 

dewatered. Silos are provided to store dewatered biosolids before transferring to 

the truck loading facilities. Dewatered biosolids are hauled away for land 

application or landfill cover.  

Centrate, which is the water remaining after centrifugation at MBC, is currently 

pumped through a 4.3-mile-long, 20-inch-diameter force main to a drop structure 

at the Influent Pump Station at NCWRP. From there it is discharged by gravity to the 

Rose Canyon Trunk Sewer, which flows to Pump Station 2 and eventually to the 

Point Loma WWTP for treatment and discharge through the ocean outfall.  

The MBC is currently sized to treat 179 dry tons per day (City of San Diego 2012). 

Wastewater Pump Stations 

Most of the wastewater collection in San Diego relies on gravity for the flow of 

wastewater through sewers to a treatment plant. In some instances, it is necessary 

to pump this wastewater uphill before it can return to a gravity flow. There are 8 

major pump stations in the Metro and Municipal Systems and 75 smaller municipal 

pump stations (City of San Diego 2017b). 

The largest Pump Stations are Pump Stations No. 1 and No. 2. Pump Station No. 1, 

located on East Harbor Drive, collects all of south San Diego’s wastewater and 

conveys an AADF of 75 MGD. It sends the wastewater flow north via the 8-mile-long 
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South Metro Interceptor Sewer to Pump Station No. 2, which is located on North 

Harbor Drive. The AADF into Pump Station No. 2 is approximately 180 MGD. This 

station pumps the wastewater to the Point Loma WWTP through two 87-inch-

diameter force mains and the 114-inch-diameter West Point Loma Interceptor 

Sewer. The two pump stations have 24-hour staffing (City of San Diego 2017b). 

Other Agency Water Reclamation Capacity 

Two additional reclamation plants (each separately owned and operated by 

Participating Agencies)—the Padre Dam Water Recycling Facility and the Ralph 

W. Chapman Water Recycling Facility—also offload flows before reaching the 

Metro System (see Figure 2-2). The conveyance of non-potable recycled water 

from the reclamation plants to customers (via pumps, piping, and reservoirs) is 

coordinated by individual water purveyors and is not part of the Metro System 

(City of San Diego 2012). 

The Padre Dam Municipal Water District began operating an Advanced Water 

Purification Demonstration Project in April 2015 at the Ray Stoyer Water Recycling 

Facility to evaluate treatment strategies needed to meet the requirements for 

potable reuse from recycled water. The Advanced Water Purification 

Demonstration Project is currently processing approximately 100,000 gallons of 

water per day for demonstration and testing purposes. In addition, the District 

has completed the East County Advanced Water Purification Program (ECAWPP) 

planning study in a collaborative partnership between the Helix Water District, 

County of San Diego, and City of El Cajon. As stated in the planning study, the 

primary objectives of the ECAWPP are (1) to utilize wastewater generated in East 

County to create a cost-effective new source of local, reliable, and drought-proof 

water supplies for potable and non-potable uses; and (2) to minimize future 

financial liabilities related to the Metro System. The planning study evaluated 

alternatives for increasing recycled water availability and use within San Diego 

East County and identified a preferred alternative that would produce up to 15.5 

MGD of new potable water. It is envisioned that the ECAWPP would be executed in 

three phases. Phase 1 would include expansion of the Ray Stoyer Water Recycling 

Facility from 2 MGD to 6 MGD and construction of a 2.2- to 3.5-MGD capacity 

advanced water treatment plant by 2023. The approximately 3.5 MGD of 

advanced water purification effluent would either recharge the Santee Basin 

aquifer or augment water supply at Lake Jennings, owned and operated by the 

Helix Water District. Phase 2 would include expansion of the water recycling 

facility to 15 MGD, producing a total of 10.4 MGD of purified water for surface 
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water augmentation at Lake Jennings by 20232025. Phase 3 would expand the 

water recycling facility capacity to 21 MGD, producing a total of 15.5 MGD of 

purified water for surface water augmentation at Lake Jennings by 2035 (Padre 

Dam Municipal Water District 2016).  

A draft Program EIR was released in December 2016 for the Padre Dam Municipal 

Water District Comprehensive Facilities Master Plan. The draft Program EIR 

considers 173 projects identified in the Master Plan, which would meet existing and 

future potable water system demands. The ECAWPP Project is a key component of 

the Master Plan (Padre Dam Municipal Water District 2016). The Final Program EIR 

for the Comprehensive Facilities Master Plan was certified in May 2017. 

2.4.2 REGULATORY SETTING 

A number of laws and regulations currently exist to ensure the protection of public 

health related to both indirect potable reuse and the treatment of drinking water. 

The statutory and regulatory framework surrounding recycled water and potable 

reuse as relevant to the North City Project is described below.  

Agency Roles, Responsibilities, and Statutory Authority 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

The principal federal agency involved in drinking water regulation is the U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The EPA is responsible for implementing 

federal drinking water law, setting national drinking water requirements, and 

overseeing the California SWRCB enforcement of the federal law. 

The Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) is the main federal law that ensures the quality 

of Americans’ drinking water. Under the SDWA, the EPA sets standards for drinking 

water quality and oversees the states, localities, and water suppliers who 

implement those standards. The SDWA authorizes the EPA to set national health-

based standards for drinking water to protect against both naturally occurring and 

man-made contaminants that may be found in drinking water. The EPA, states, and 

water agencies then work together to make sure that these standards are met. 

Originally, SDWA focused primarily on treatment as the means of providing safe 

drinking water at the tap. The 1996 amendments to the SDWA greatly enhanced the 

existing law by recognizing source water protection, operator training, funding for 

water system improvements, and public information as important components of 
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safe drinking water. This approach ensures the quality of drinking water by 

protecting it from source to tap.  

State Water Resources Control Board 

The principal state regulatory agency involved in drinking water quality and potable 

reuse in California is the SWRCB. In 1991, the SWRCB and its nine Regional Water 

Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs) were brought together with five other state 

environmental protection agencies under the newly crafted California Environmental 

Protection Agency (CalEPA). CalEPA was formed by a Governor’s Executive Order to 

create a cabinet level voice for the protection of human health and the environment 

and to ensure the coordinated deployment of state resources. At the time, and up 

until 2014, the California Department of Public Health (CDPH)—which is a 

department under the California Health and Human Services Agency and not part of 

CalEPA—was responsible for regulating and enforcing potable water quality 

standards. On July 1, 2014, the CDPH Drinking Water Program and the Environmental 

Laboratory Accreditation Program1 moved from CDPH to the SWRCB. The roles and 

functions of the Drinking Water Program and the Environmental Laboratory 

Accreditation Program remain the same, but are now administered by the SWRCB 

under the Division of Drinking Water (DDW).  

The SWRCB receives the majority of its statutory authority related to public health 

and potable water from the California Safe Drinking Water Act, as defined in the 

California Health and Safety Code and Titles 17 and 22, California Code of 

Regulations. In addition, the SWRCB DDW has the primary enforcement authority 

(primacy) to enforce the federal SDWA, and is responsible for the regulatory 

oversight of about 8,000 public water systems2 (PWSs) throughout the state including 

the City of San Diego’s water system. As discussed in Section 5.11, Hydrology and 

Water Quality, the SWRCB also administers and enforces regulations pertaining to 

protection of water quality and beneficial uses of water (including both surface water 

and groundwater) under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, aspects of the 

federal Clean Water Act, and other statutes. The purpose of transferring the CDPH 

Drinking Water Program to the SWRCB was to promote more integrated water 

                                                 
1
  The Environmental Laboratory Accreditation Program provides evaluation and accreditation of 

environmental testing laboratories to ensure the quality of analytical data used for regulatory 

purposes to meet the requirements of the state’s drinking water, wastewater, shellfish, food, 

and hazardous waste programs. 
2
  Public water systems are systems that either have 15 or more service connections or regularly 

serve at least 25 individuals daily at least 60 days out of the year. 
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quality management, from source to tap, and to take advantage of the natural 

synergies and common resources needed to ensure both (1) the protection of 

surface water quality in the environment and (2) the protection of human health 

through administration and enforcement of potable water standards. 

Other State and Local Agencies 

In addition to the SWRCB, there are several state agencies that have a role in 

regulating certain types of PWSs, including PWS formation, design, construction, and 

operation, including the rates that they can charge their customers. For example, the 

Department of Pesticide Regulation is responsible for ensuring that pesticides do not 

pollute groundwater. In addition to the SWRCB’s role in ensuring that drinking water 

standards are protective of public health, the Office of Environmental Health Hazard 

Assessment is responsible for providing the SWRCB with health-based risk 

assessments for contaminants; these assessments are used to develop primary 

drinking water standards.  

Local agencies also have a role in drinking water regulation both through direct 

oversight of certain PWSs and through activities that affect a PWS service area. In 

addition to other functions, Local Agency Formation Commissions oversee the 

expansion of service areas of public agencies that are PWS and can review to 

determine if an agency is providing municipal services in a satisfactory manner, 

including the delivery of safe drinking water. 

Drinking Water Quality Standards 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Drinking water standards are set by the EPA to control the level of contaminants in 

the nation’s drinking water. The SDWA requires the EPA to set these standards, 

which public water systems in the United States are required to meet. Enforceable 

standards set by the EPA come in the form of a maximum contaminant level3 (MCL) 

and/or a treatment technique4 (TT). Examples of rules requiring TTs are the Surface 

Water Treatment Rule (requires disinfection and filtration) and the Lead and 

Copper Rule (requires optimized corrosion control). The Lead and Copper Rule, for 

                                                 
3
  A maximum contaminant level is the maximum concentration of a contaminant allowed in water 

delivered to a user of any public water system. 
4
  A treatment technique is the required procedure or level of technological performance set when 

there is no reliable method to measure a contaminant at very low levels. 
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example, outlines additional treatment or other requirements a PWS must follow if 

water samples show exceedances of the action level trigger. The process for 

establishing an MCL involves consideration of both health risk and technological 

and economic feasibility. After considering the level of a contaminant in drinking 

water below which there is no known or expected health risk (referred to as an 

“MCL Goal”), technological and economic feasibility, and public comments and 

other information, the EPA finalizes enforceable MCLs or TTs to provide the 

maximum feasible protection. The EPA has set standards for 90 chemical, 

microbiological, radiological, and physical contaminants in drinking water.  

The EPA also sets Secondary Drinking Water Regulations, which are nonenforceable 

guidelines for contaminants that may cause cosmetic effects (such as skin and 

tooth discoloration) or aesthetic effects (such as taste or odor). Water systems are 

not required by the EPA to adopt these secondary standards, but states may 

choose to adopt and enforce them. 

The EPA and others are currently conducting research and collecting information to 

determine which currently unregulated contaminants pose the greatest public 

health risk and will therefore be regulated in the future. MCLs, TTs and other 

drinking water standards are not fixed and absolute; they evolve as analytical 

testing methods become more precise, as new scientific information regarding the 

public health effects of pollutants is revealed, and as technological advancements 

are made in the field of water treatment. The EPA continually coordinates with state 

agencies and the scientific community to ensure adopted drinking water quality 

standards reflect the current state of knowledge regarding the health effects and 

toxicology of chemical constituents. 

State Water Resources Control Board 

The California SDWA prescribes enforceable primary standards for five major 

categories of drinking water contaminants consisting of microorganisms, disinfectants 

and disinfection byproducts, inorganic chemicals, organic chemicals, and radionuclides 

(i.e., radioactive forms of elements). Primary drinking water standards established by 

the SWRCB under the California SDWA are equivalent or more stringent than those set 

by the EPA under the aforementioned federal SDWA. The DDW has adopted new or 

more stringent drinking water standards for at least 16 inorganic and 33 organic 

contaminants, 2 groups of disinfection byproducts, 2 individual disinfection 

byproducts, and 2 treatment technique requirements. Domestic Water Quality and 

Monitoring Regulations (22 CCR 64400 et seq.) include MCLs for chemicals, monitoring 
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requirements, compliance determination procedures, and requirements for public 

notification in case of failure. Monitoring requirements were also established in 2001 

for nine unregulated organic and inorganic chemical contaminants, which allowed 

collection of information on their presence in drinking water supplies. In addition, 

secondary MCLs have been established for nonhealth concerns, based on aesthetic 

issues, such as taste, odor, or color in the water. The SWRCB and EPA have established 

secondary MCLs for at least 15 contaminants.  

The Surface Water Treatment Rule (22 CCR 64650 et seq.) is a set of regulations 

intended to control the pathogenic microorganisms found in surface water sources 

by setting treatment requirements in lieu of MCLs. The regulations establish source 

sanitary survey, multi-barrier treatment, treatment design, operation, reliability, 

monitoring, reporting, and failure notification requirements. The regulation 

requires that the water source, be it surface water or groundwater under the direct 

influence of surface water, received permit approval from SWRCB in accordance 

with Sections 116525 through 116550 of the Health and Safety Code. 

With regard to chemical contaminants that do not have established MCLs, the 

SWRCB establishes notification levels, which are health-based advisory levels. When 

chemicals are found at concentrations greater than their notification levels, certain 

reporting requirements apply. In addition, the SWRCB has established response 

levels at two to three times higher than each notification level, where the SWRCB 

recommends removal of a drinking water source from service to protect public 

health. The SWRCB has established notification levels and response levels for at 

least 30 constituents.  

Evolution and Trends in Drinking Water Standards 

Individual treatment technologies are designed to be effective in removing one or 

more types of contaminants including particulate, chemical, and biological 

contaminants. The application of a specific treatment technology depends on the 

type of contaminants present in the source water. Generally, groundwater sources 

contain more chemical contaminants, whereas surface water sources contain more 

particulate matter, and most waters require disinfection treatment in order to 

render the water microbiologically safe for human consumption. Technologies used 

for reducing or removing biological contaminants are classified disinfection or 

reduction treatment processes or as particulate or turbidity removal or filtration 

treatment processes (SWRCB 2015). 
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PWSs have long employed treatment techniques that have been effective at 

removing bacterial, viral, and protozoan pathogens; industrial chemicals; 

pesticides; and water-treatment byproducts. Contaminants that have emerged in 

the last few decades, such as perchlorate, methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE), 

Giardia, and Cryptosporidium, have been regulated and effectively controlled 

through treatment; while others, such as 1,2,3-trichloropropane (1,2,3-TCP), and 

N-Nitrosodimethylamine (NDMA), are in the process of becoming regulated by 

DDW. Notification levels for both 1,2,3-TCP and NDMA have been established, and 

the SWRCB is proposing an MCL for 1,2,3-TCP. Standards for some regulated 

chemicals, such as hexavalent chromium, arsenic, and disinfection byproducts, 

have been newly established or have become more stringent in the last decade.  

Recent trends in recycled water use applications have focused on contaminants of 

emerging concern (CECs). Such contaminants include pharmaceuticals, endocrine-

disrupting compounds such as hormones, and other environmentally persistent 

chemicals that enter the wastewater system through human use. These 

constituents are not currently regulated in the potable water supply or in 

wastewater. Studies indicate that conventional secondary wastewater treatment 

only partially removes CECs; however, three of the advanced treatment processes, 

specifically ozonation, reverse osmosis (RO), and advanced oxidation, have each 

been demonstrated to reduce such chemicals to nondetectable or very low levels. 

The SWRCB convened an expert advisory group and expert panel to identify 

knowledge gaps, recommend criteria, and determine other actions needed to 

successfully establish uniform statewide health-protective criteria for advance 

wastewater treatment systems and surface water augmentation (see the discussion 

under Potable Reuse Draft Regulations below). 

Public Water System Permitting 

PWS permits are issued to each producer or purveyor of drinking water serving a 

specified minimum number of connections as required by the California Health and 

Safety Code. The permit covers each source of water used by the system. These 

permits and their accompanying engineering reports identify the source site, 

construction, and contaminant threats, and establish the treatment, operational, and 

monitoring requirements for each source. Almost all permits include special 

provisions established specifically for the individual water system, setting forth 

operating requirements that, if not met, could result in a formal enforcement action. 

Permits do not have expiration dates, but whenever a water system adds a new 

water source, adds or changes treatment, has a change in ownership, or makes 
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changes that are not in compliance with DDW drinking water regulations, then an 

amendment to the water permit is required.  

In the case of potable reuse, the use of recycled water as a source must be 

identified in the PWS permit. There are several regulations, draft regulations, and 

policies that SWRCB uses in its current operations that must be considered in the 

development of any project involving potable reuse.  

A Consumer Confidence Report is required annually for each PWS (22 CCR 64481). Each 

report must contain information on the source of the water delivered, including: 

 The type of water delivered by the water system (e.g., surface water, 

groundwater, and the commonly used name [if any] and location of the body 

of water). 

 If a source water assessment has been completed, notification that the 

assessment is available, how to obtain it, the date it was completed or last 

updated, and a brief summary of the system's vulnerability to potential sources 

of contamination. 

The report is intended to clearly communicate to the public the source of their 

water, threats to the source, and any water quality problems. The City of San Diego 

(City) Public Utilities Department publicizes its annual drinking water quality reports 

(consumer confidence report) online at https://www.sandiego.gov/water/ 

quality/reports. The City provides potable water that meets or exceeds all state and 

federal potable water quality standards. 

Non-potable Recycled Water Regulations 

Non-potable recycled water (also referred to as “reclaimed water” in the United 

States or “Title 22 water” in California) is a broad term that encompasses several 

beneficial uses of treated wastewater. Chapter 3 of CCR Title 22, Division 4, outlines 

criteria for non-potable water recycling. This document is commonly abbreviated as 

Title 22 in the industry, and contains regulations that govern the sources, 

production, intended use, and quality of recycled water. Limited applications are 

allowed at secondary treatment levels. Most agencies in California operate water 

reclamation plants meeting disinfected tertiary standards (which add filtration and 

disinfection process after secondary treatment). Disinfected tertiary treatment 

plants allow serving much broader uses.  
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The City’s plants, along with Padre Dam Municipal Water District’s and the Otay 

Water District’s plants, include disinfected tertiary treatment, which allows them to 

serve the broadest application of non-potable recycled water uses in San Diego 

County. Allowed uses of tertiary treated recycled water include applied irrigation 

(including agricultural and landscaping), fire protection, toilet/urinal flushing, and 

construction uses (e.g., dust control, soil compaction, concrete mixing). 

On February 3, 2009, the SWRCB adopted Resolution 2009-0011, Adoption of a 

Policy for Water Quality Control for Recycled Water (Recycled Water Policy). The 

Recycled Water Policy promotes the use of recycled water to achieve sustainable 

local water supplies, but also requires consistency with the SWRCB Policy 68-16, 

known as the Anti-degradation Policy. The Anti-degradation Policy requires that 

existing quality of waters be maintained unless degradation is justified based on 

specific findings. The Anti-degradation Policy allows limited degradation of water 

quality so long as such degradation does not result in water quality impaired to 

levels above water quality objectives as defined in Regional Basin Plans. 

Additionally, the Drought State of Emergency proclaimed in 2014 led the California 

Legislature to declare that a substantial portion of future water requirements may 

be met by beneficial use of recycled water. 

The State Recycled Water Policy [Section 9.d] states, “Landscape irrigation with 

recycled water in accordance with this Policy is to the benefit of the people of the 

State of California. Nonetheless, the State Water Board finds that the use of water 

for irrigation may, regardless of its source, collectively affect groundwater quality 

over time” (SWRCB 2013). To assess whether a recycled water use project meets the 

Anti-degradation Policy requirements, the State Recycled Water Policy stated that a: 

project that meets the criteria for a streamlined irrigation permit and 

is within a basin where a salt/nutrient management plan satisfying the 

provisions of paragraph 6(b) is being prepared may be approved by 

the Regional Water Board by demonstrating through a salt/nutrient 

mass balance or similar analysis that the project uses less than 10 

percent of the available assimilative capacity as estimated by the 

project proponent in a basin/sub-basin. 

Potable Reuse Draft Regulations 

California Senate Bill 918, signed into law on September 30, 2010, provided funding 

and deadlines to complete regulations for indirect potable reuse projects and to 
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evaluate direct potable reuse. The law required the CDPH Drinking Water Program 

(now the SWRCB DDW) to adopt uniform water recycling criteria for potable water 

reuse for groundwater recharge by December 31, 2013. These draft regulations 

were completed and adopted on June 18, 2014, as 22 CCR Division 4, Chapter 3, 

Articles 5.1 and 5.2, “Indirect Potable Reuse: Groundwater Replenishment – Surface 

Application / Subsurface Application.”  

The law also required the department to develop and adopt uniform water 

recycling criteria for surface water augmentation by December 31, 2016. The 

proposed surface water augmentation regulations went through two separate 

external review processes: (1) an external scientific peer review of the basis of the 

scientific portions of the regulation (per Health and Safety Code section 57004), and 

(2) an evaluation by an expert panel as to whether the proposed uniform water 

recycling criteria for surface water augmentation adequately protects public health. 

These external review process were completed by the end of 2016, finding that the 

proposed uniform water recycling criteria for surface water augmentation 

adequately protects public health. The regulations include the following: (1) specific 

water quality criteria that must be met for approval of a “Surface Water Source 

Augmentation Project”; (2) describe the minimum required advance treatment 

processes, lab analyses, source control, and chemical/contaminant monitoring 

protocols; and (3) requires the water agency (or agencies) proposing such a project 

to submit a joint plan to the SWRCB and RWQCB outlining corrective actions to be 

taken in the event that a delivery of recycled municipal wastewater from the 

Surface Water Source Augmentation Project to an augmented reservoir fails to 

meet required water quality criteria, and procedures to be used in notifying the 

SWRCB and RWQCB of any operational changes that might adversely affect the 

quality of the recycled municipal wastewater to be delivered to an augmented 

reservoir. In addition, the plan must demonstrate the agency’s financial, 

managerial, and technical capability to comply with the regulations; and 

demonstrate that all proposed treatment process will be operated, as designed, to 

achieve their intended function. 

On July 21, 2017, the SWRCB announced the proposed regulatory action to amend 

California Code of Regulations, Title 22, Division 4, Chapters 3 and 17, for the purpose 

of establishing regulations governing surface water augmentation. The public 

comment period closeds September 12, 2017, after which the SWRCB will consider the 

comments received, revise the regulations if appropriate, set an effective date, and 

submit them to the Office of Administrative Law for eventual adoption.  
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Potable reuse is currently regulated by the SWRCB and the RWQCBs through the 

issuance of National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits and 

Waste Discharge Requirements. These are described in greater detail in Section 

5.11, Hydrology and Water Quality. The proposed surface water augmentation 

regulations would not preclude the RWQCB, via their authority and responsibility, 

from imposing more stringent requirements when issuing a waste discharge and/or 

water recycling permit to water recycling agencies that may choose to engage in 

surface water augmentation, including having to meet NPDES requirements 

established by the EPA. With respect to augmentation of water supply reservoirs 

using water that has undergone advanced purification, it is stated in the California 

Health and Safety Code (Section 116551) that SWRCB DDW shall not issue a permit 

to a public water system or amend a valid existing permit for the use of a reservoir 

as a source of supply that is directly augmented with recycled water unless SWRCB 

DDW performs an engineering evaluation of the proposed treatment technology 

and finds that the proposed technology will ensure that the recycled water meets 

all applicable primary and secondary drinking water standards and poses no 

significant threat to public health. 

National Pollution Discharge Elimination System Permit 

The Point Loma WWTP operates with a modified NPDES Permit that includes a 

variance from the federal Clean Water Act (CWA) secondary requirements for the 

discharge of total suspended solids and biochemical oxygen demand. The permit 

contains modified standards for only these two substances; all other constituents in 

the discharge meet the same standards as in a secondary permit. This variance has 

ensured protection of ocean water quality from discharges at the Point Loma 

WWTP ocean outfall while avoiding unnecessary and expensive upgrades at the 

Point Loma WWTP to secondary treatment capacity. The City currently operates the 

SBWRP at a secondary treatment level, which can be discharged to the ocean 

through the South Bay Ocean Outfall with no permit modification.  

Section 301(h) of the CWA allows the EPA to grant variances to ocean dischargers 

who demonstrate that the modified standards are not harmful to the ocean. 

Additionally, in the 1990s, the City worked with the local congressional delegation 

to pass special legislation modifying the CWA to provide the City with its own 

unique ability to apply for a modified permit for the Point Loma WWTP. This 

legislation, known as the Ocean Pollution Reduction Act, was signed into law on 

October 31, 1994, and as a result, the City received its first modified permit in 

1995. The permit must be renewed every 5 years.  
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In 2010, the EPA granted the City of San Diego its third 301(h) modified NPDES 

Permit. The 301(h) modification allows the City to continue operating the Point 

Loma WWTP as a chemically enhanced (advanced) primary treatment facility 

instead of upgrading the Point Loma WWTP to secondary treatment. During the 

2010 NPDES permit renewal process, San Diego Coastkeeper and the San Diego 

Chapter of the Surfrider Foundation (Surfrider) entered into a Cooperative 

Agreement with the City to conduct the Recycled Water Study (City of San Diego 

2012), described above, to find ways to maximize water reuse and minimize the 

flow to Point Loma WWTP. In accordance with the agreement, both organizations 

provided support to the EPA’s decision to grant the modified permit. In 2014 , the 

City negotiated a second Cooperative Agreement with San Diego Coastkeeper, 

Surfrider, Coastal Environmental Rights Foundation, and the San Diego Audubon 

Society (collectively referred to as the Environmental Stakeholders) for purposes 

of supporting potable reuse of wastewater and secondary equivalency.  

The City has the legal authority under the Ocean Pollution Reduction Act to 

continue applying for a modified permit each renewal term. Results from the City’s 

extensive Point Loma WWTP and ocean monitoring program have shown that 

discharges from the Point Loma WWTP continue to meet all requirements of the 

modified permit; however, NPDES discharge permits must be renewed every fice 

years and the modified permit must be re-justified in conjunction with each 

renewalbecause a modified permit is not a standard process, there is always 

uncertainty that the EPA would continue to approve this in the future. As part of its 

report of waste discharge, the City submitted a modified permit application for the 

2015 permit renewal that committed to the goal of implementing a potable reuse 

program (Pure Water Program) and obtaining legislative or administrative actions 

such that the Point Loma Ocean Outfall discharge is recognized as equivalent to 

secondary treatment for purposes of compliance with the CWA (secondary 

equivalency). Implementation of the Program would off-load the Point Loma WWTP 

by removing flows and constituents upstream. This diversion would reduce the 

amount of water, total suspended solids, and biochemical oxygen demand 

discharged to the ocean.  

On September 17, 2015, the City received a letter in support of the Program from the 

EPA recognizing that upgrades at the Point Loma WWTP to achieve secondary 

treatment may not be needed to protect ocean water quality as a result of Program 

improvements to effluent quality. The EPA and San Diego RWQCB released the 

Tentative Order No. R9-2017-0007 (Tentative Order/Permit) for public review and 

comment on October 28, 2016. The EPA and San Diego RWQCB revised the Tentative 
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Order/Permit based on comments received, including revisions to the Compliance 

Schedule for the Pure Water San Diego Potable Reuse Tasks. The San Diego RWQCB 

adopted the Order on April 12, 2017, and the EPA issued a Permit on August 4, 2017. 

The Order/Permit will becomebecame effective on October 1, 2017, for a 5-year term 

through September 30, 2022 (San Diego RWQCB and EPA 2017). 

2.4.3 PREVIOUS STUDIES AND PROJECTS 

The North City Project is the first in the state to propose reservoir augmentation with 

advanced purified recycled water. Other water purveyors have been implementing 

potable reuse projects through groundwater replenishment, primarily in Southern 

California, in an effort to reduce reliance on imported supplies and exert more local 

control on management of water resources. For example, the Orange County Water 

Agency has been replenishing their underground aquifers using advanced water 

purification technologies for over a decade.  

The North City Project proposes reservoir augmentation, as the San Diego region 

lacks large groundwater basins suitable for large-scale groundwater replenishment 

projects. Like groundwater replenishment, reservoir augmentation employs the 

concept of an environmental buffer, whereby treated wastewater that has 

undergone wastewater treatment followed by advanced purification processes is 

discharged at a location that is removed from raw water intake facilities—both 

spatially and temporally—to allow for ample dilution and time to respond to any 

issues detected upstream in treatment barriers. Where environmental buffers 

provide less than the minimum dilution and retention times, additional treatment 

steps such as ozone system and biologically active carbon filters would be added to 

the advanced purification process. The City has been studying this concept for 

years and has commissioned economic, regulatory, technical, and social studies 

necessary to demonstrate the concept is protective of public health and is feasible. 

These studies are available on the City’s website at http://www.sandiego.gov/ 

water/purewater/index.shtml. They are also summarized in the discussion below.  

Issues common to both groundwater replenishment and reservoir augmentation 

include ensuring adequate treatment for CECs and other unregulated contaminants. 

Issues unique to reservoir augmentation include potential changes to the water quality 

of the subject reservoirs, such as changes to reservoir chemistry and temperature 

(e.g., nutrient levels).  
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City of San Diego Water Reuse Study 

The City of San Diego Water Reuse Study (2006) evaluated opportunities available 

to the City to increase beneficial use of recycled water, including both non-potable 

reuse and potable reuse, which is the augmentation of a potable drinking water 

supply (surface or ground water) with recycled water followed by an 

“environmental buffer” that precedes the typical treatment of drinking water prior 

to entering a potable water distribution system. Two groups were formed to 

provide input and oversee the process: an Assembly on Water Reuse comprising a 

cross-section of San Diego stakeholders and an Independent Advisory Panel of 

experts in relevant fields. The Metropolitan Joint Powers Authority and the SDCWA 

also participate in the stakeholder meetings. The study included an evaluation of 

six strategies integrating non-potable reuse and potable reuse opportunities for 

the North, Central, and South potable water service areas. A potable reuse project 

using the City’s San Vicente Reservoir through a concept known as “reservoir 

augmentation” was identified as the preferred reuse strategy. This concept 

formed the basis of the North City component as analyzed in the Pure Water 

Program EIR (City of San Diego 2016b).  

Water Purification Demonstration Project 

In December 2007, the City Council voted to accept the Water Reuse Study and to 

proceed with the Water Purification Demonstration Project (Demonstration 

Project). The objective of the Demonstration Project was to determine the feasibility 

of turning recycled water produced at the NCWRP into drinkable water through the 

use of advanced water purification technology.  

In the last decade, there have been significant advances in treatment technology 

(e.g., improvements in membrane performance, the use of advanced oxidation 

processes for the reduction of organic compounds, and the increasing use of 

ultraviolet radiation for disinfection) and analytical monitoring methodology (e.g., 

development of test methods for trace organic constituents—particularly endocrine 

disrupting compounds, pharmaceuticals, and ingredients in personal care 

products—and the ability to measure them at nanogram per liter or lower levels) 

(SWRCB 2015). Municipal wastewater contains a myriad of microbial pathogens 

(e.g., bacteria, parasites, and viruses) and chemical contaminants (e.g., heavy 

metals, pharmaceutically active compounds, endocrine-disrupting compounds, and 

ingredients in personal care products) that must be reduced to extremely low or 

immeasurable levels in recycled water used for potable reuse. According to the 
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Draft Safe Drinking Water Plan for California (SWRCB 2015), and as demonstrated 

by the City, advanced wastewater treatment processes are now available which are 

suitable to reliably accomplish this task.  

The main components of the Demonstration Project included: 

 Operated, tested and monitored a demonstration-scale advanced water 

purification facility (AWPF) that produced one million gallons of purified water 

per day; 

 Convened an Independent Advisory Panel to provide expert peer review  

and feedback; 

 Conducted a study of San Vicente Reservoir; 

 Proposed a regulatory framework for a full-scale reservoir augmentation project;  

 Performed an energy and cost analysis; 

 Performed a pipeline alignment study; 

 Conducted an education and outreach program. 

The Demonstration Project included the design, installation, and operation of a 1 

MGD demonstration-scale AWPF at the NCWRP, which began operation in June 

2011. The AWPF treatment process begins with microfiltration (MF) or ultrafiltration 

(UF), followed by RO, and ends with ultraviolet disinfection and advanced oxidation 

processing (UV/AOP). Testing at the AWPF was conducted from June 2011 until 

August 2012 and included measurements for 342 constituents and parameters (231 

regulated constituents and 111 non-regulated constituents).  

Key monitoring activities from the demonstration-scale AWPF included: 

 Daily testing to identify potential breaches in the membrane filtration units. 

 Continuous measurement of total organic carbon (TOC) and conductivity to 

demonstrate that the RO system was performing as expected. 

 Continuous UV reactor power level monitoring to confirm UV lamp operations. 

 Daily monitoring of hydrogen peroxide dose and continuous flow confirmation to 

demonstrate that the target hydrogen peroxide dose was achieved. 

This daily and continuous testing was conducted throughout the 12-month testing 

period. This extensive monitoring showed that the demonstration-scale AWPF 
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equipment met the intended treatment performance on a continuous basis and 

was reliable throughout the operational period (City of San Diego 2013). 

As shown in Table 2-1, comprehensive water quality testing at the demonstration-

scale AWPF included almost 30,000 tests (including 9,000 tests during initial testing 

completed in 2012) of the purified water at various points in the treatment process 

and for 342 different constituents. The water quality of the purified water was 

compared to regulatory limits, verifying that purified water met all applicable water 

quality standards. Furthermore, the water quality testing shows that the purified 

water produced at the demonstration-scale AWPF approaches distilled water 

quality. For example, the total dissolved solids (a measure of salt content) in the 

purified water is about 15 milligrams per liter (mg/L), compared to total dissolved 

solids in San Diego’s source and drinking water of about 500 mg/L. As a second 

example, the TOC (a measure of carbon that is bound in organic molecules) in the 

purified water is about 0.1 mg/L compared to TOC of 3.0 mg/L in San Diego’s source 

water and 2.5 mg/L in San Diego’s drinking water (City of San Diego 2013). 

Regarding CECs and unregulated constituents that as of yet do not have primary 

drinking water MCLs, only 6 out of 111 unregulated constituents were detected 

in the purified water during in at least one sampling event. All six were 10 million 

times to 18 times lower than the associated Drinking Water Equivalent Level or 

the EPA-identified Health Reference Level. Although these standards are 

guidelines and not regulatory limits, they both represent an acceptable 

concentration in drinking water based on a human health risk assessment that 

considered an average person consumes 2 liters of water per day for 70 years. 

As discussed below, the water produced by the full-scale facility would be diluted 

to at least 100:1 in the reservoir, or will be diluted at least 10:1 in the reservoir 

with an additional, independent treatment barrier at the AWPF.  

Table 2-1 

AWPF Demonstration Project Monitoring Results 

Regulations or 

Guidelines 

Number of 

Constituents 

and Parameters 

Purified 

Water 

Results Comment 

California Department of Public Health Goals 

Primary Drinking 

Water MCLs 

90 Meets All 

Regulations 

Primary drinking water MCLs are 

enforceable, human health‐based water 

quality limits. 
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Table 2-1 

AWPF Demonstration Project Monitoring Results 

Regulations or 

Guidelines 

Number of 

Constituents 

and Parameters 

Purified 

Water 

Results Comment 

Secondary 

Drinking Water 

MCLs 

18 Meets All 

Regulations 

Secondary drinking water MCLs are 

unenforceable water quality goals 

related to aesthetic water characteristics 

such as taste and odor. Purified water 

met all federal and state secondary MCLs 

with the exception of pH and corrosivity. 

The potential full‐scale AWPF would 

include post treatment to meet these 

requirements. 

Microbial 4 Not Detected Total coliform, fecal coliform, and viruses 

(somatic and male specific 

bacteriophage) 

Notification Levels 30 Meets All 

Regulations 

Notification levels are drinking water 

quality advisory limits. 

Groundwater 

Replenishment 

Criteria 

142 Meets All 

Regulations 

Groundwater Replenishment Criteria are 

water quality limits specifically 

developed for indirect potable reuse via 

groundwater replenishment. 

Anticipated San Diego Water Board Goals for Reservoir Augmentation 

Reservoir Limits 143 Meets All 

Regulations 

Reservoir limits are EPA Numeric Criteria 

for Priority Pollutants and San Diego 

Basin Numeric Objectives. 

Total 231 Because some contaminants and parameters are in 

multiple regulations/guidelines, the total of unique 

parameters is less than the sum. 

Source: City of San Diego 2013, page 34. 

The Water Purification Demonstration Project has shown that the advanced water 

purification process would produce water in compliance with existing drinking 

water quality standards and guidelines.  

Attachment B, Quarterly Testing Report No. 4, of the AWPF Study Report (City of 

San Diego 2013) provides a comprehensive list of all potential drinking water 

contaminants and the monitoring results of the level of contaminants present in 

purified water after advanced treatment. Common drinking water contaminant 

levels are summarized below in a comparison chart for the tertiary effluent from 

the NCWRP, demonstration facility AWPF product water, imported raw aqueduct 
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water, Miramar WTP product water, Alvarado WTP product water, and Otay WTP 

product water. As shown below, the product water from the AWPF has substantially 

lower levels of contaminants than the imported raw aqueduct water in all instances 

except for nitrate. In instances where the product water for the WTPs had 

detectable levels of contaminants, the product water for the AWPF had lower levels 

in almost all instances. 
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Table 2-2  

Comparison Summary of Contaminants with Federal and State Drinking Water Standards 

 

Primary MCL 

or (Secondary 

MCL) 

NCWRP 

Tertiary 

Effluent 

Pure 

Water 

Facility 

Imported Raw 

Aqueduct 

Water 

Miramar WTP 

(2015 CCR 

Average) 

Alvarado WTP 

(2015 CCR 

Average) 

Otay WTP 

(2015 CCR 

Average) 

Radioactivity (pCi/L) 

Alpha Radiation  15 0.016 0.16 1.02 ND 4.4 6.4 

Beta Radiation 50 3.4 0.62 5 ND ND ND 

Combined Radium 5 0.27 0.22 0.57 <DLR <DLR <DLR 

Uranium 20 0.31 <0.019 2.2 2.4 2.8 1.8 

Volatile Organics (ppb) 

Tetrachloroethylene 5 <0.18 <0.18 <0.18 <DLR <DLR <DLR 

Trichloroethylene 5 <0.18 <0.18 <0.18 <DLR <DLR <DLR 

Inorganics (ppm) 

Aluminum 1000 6.1 <5 16 <DLR <DLR <DLR 

Arsenic (ppb) 10 0.77 <0.4 2.2 <DLR <DLR <DLR 

Fluoride, naturally 

occurring 

2 0.71 <0.02 0.25 0.3 0.3 0.3 

Nitrate 45 66 4.3 <1 <DLR <DLR <DLR 

Nitrite as N 1000 <100 <10 <10 <DLR <DLR <DLR 

Selenium (ppb) 50 1.1 <0.28 0.87 <DLR <DLR <DLR 

Secondary Standards (ppm) 

Chloride 250 270 <5 71 99.2 103 112 

Color (units) 15 15 <3 <3 ND ND ND 

Iron (ppb) 300 69 <1.1 18 <DLR <DLR <DLR 

Manganese (ppb) 50 72 <0.2 2.8 <DLR <DLR <DLR 

Odor (TON) 3 10 <1 <1 ND ND 1 

Specific Conductance 

(mhos/cm) 

900 1500 26 670 985 993 1010 
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Table 2-2  

Comparison Summary of Contaminants with Federal and State Drinking Water Standards 

 

Primary MCL 

or (Secondary 

MCL) 

NCWRP 

Tertiary 

Effluent 

Pure 

Water 

Facility 

Imported Raw 

Aqueduct 

Water 

Miramar WTP 

(2015 CCR 

Average) 

Alvarado WTP 

(2015 CCR 

Average) 

Otay WTP 

(2015 CCR 

Average) 

Sulfate 250 180 <0.5 130 232 232 219 

Total Dissolved Solids 500 650 11 290 618 620 621 

Turbidity (NTU) 5 <0.024 <0.024 <0.024 0.09 0.17 0.13 

Other Analyses (ppm) 

pH (Units) NR 6.91 5.89 7.62 8.1 8.07 8.23 

Notes: ppb = parts-per-billion; ppm = parts-per-million; pCi/L = picoCuries per liter; ntu = nephelometric turbidity units; μmho/cm = 

micromhos per centimeter; NR = not required to be analyzed; ND = not detected; <DLR = average is less than the detection limit for 

reporting purposes; MCL = maximum contaminant level. 

Sources: Table 26 and Table 27, Appendix B, Quarterly Testing Report No. 4, AWPF Study Report (City of San Diego 2013).  
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Table 2-3 provides a summary of the findings for each of the Pure Water 

Program’s key components.  

Table 2-3 

Summary of Demonstration Project Findings 

Project Component Key Findings 

Convene an Independent 

Advisory Panel 

The Independent Advisory Panel found that purified water would 

meet or exceed all drinking water requirements and provide 

multiple barriers for public health protection; reservoir modeling 

verified that the reservoir will provide at least a 100-fold dilution of 

purified water, SWRCB and the San Diego RWQCB have indicated 

support for the project, and City staff has implemented an effective 

public outreach program. 

The Independent Advisory Panel found the demonstration-scale AWPF 

produced water of a higher quality than any source available to the City 

of San Diego and unanimously concluded that a reservoir augmentation 

project at San Vicente Reservoir would be a landmark project in the 

acceptance and furtherance of indirect potable reuse and would 

improve the reliability of the City of San Diego’s water supply portfolio. 

Design, install, and operate a 

demonstration-scale 

advanced water purification 

facility at the NCWRP 

Water quality of the purified water was compared to regulatory 

limits, verifying that purified water met all applicable water quality 

standards. This comprehensive water quality testing showed that 

the purified water produced at the demonstration-scale AWPF is 

pure, approaching distilled water purity. 

Continuous and daily monitoring of each water purification process 

can assure the integrity of each treatment step and that only high 

quality water is produced. 

Perform a study of San 

Vicente Reservoir to establish 

residence time and water 

quality parameters and 

conditions of purified water 

in the reservoir 

The addition of purified water into San Vicente Reservoir would not 

affect natural hydrologic characteristics of the reservoir, seasonal 

stratification, or mixing. 

Blending and retention of purified water in the reservoir would 

constitute a substantial environmental barrier, sufficient to meet 

regulatory requirements.  

For all anticipated reservoir operating scenarios and purified water 

release locations, the reservoir would dilute the purified water by at 

least a factor of 100 to 1, or by a factor of 10 to 1 with an additional, 

independent treatment barrier at the AWPF.  

The addition of purified water would not substantially affect water 

quality in San Vicente Reservoir. The dam raise will improve overall 

water quality and the addition of purified water will not change 

these improvements. 
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Table 2-3 

Summary of Demonstration Project Findings 

Project Component Key Findings 

Perform an energy and 

economic analysis 

The estimated capital and annual operational and maintenance 

costs for a full-scale reservoir augmentation project at San Vicente 

Reservoir are $369 million and $15.5 million per year, respectively.  

This capital and annual costs for a full-scale project yielded an 

estimated unit cost of $2,000/AF. This unit cost is comparable to the 

$2,100/AF unit cost estimated in the Long-Range Water Resources 

Plan for a full-scale (15 MGD average production) reservoir 

augmentation project at San Vicente Reservoir. 

Accounting for wastewater system avoided costs, the estimated net 

unit cost of a reservoir augmentation project at San Vicente 

Reservoir is $1,000/AF, which is comparable to the current imported 

water cost.  

A full-scale reservoir augmentation project at San Vicente Reservoir 

was estimated to require 2,500 kilowatt hours per AF (kWh/AF) of 

energy and would produce approximately 1.0 metric tons of 

greenhouse gases/AF.  

A full-scale project would consume energy and produce greenhouse 

gas emissions that are equivalent to imported water and less than 

ocean desalination. 

Define the state’s regulatory 

requirements for a full-scale 

reservoir augmentation 

project at San Vicente 

Reservoir. 

The CDPH issued a concept approval of the City’s San Vicente 

Reservoir Augmentation Project. The San Diego RWQCB, with 

concurrence from the EPA issued concept approval as well. 

Perform a pipeline alignment 

study. 

The estimated capital and annual operational and maintenance 

costs for the conveyance system are $225 million and $3.4 million, 

respectively.  

Updated analysis of the pipeline alignment confirmed that a 

southerly alignment appears to be the most feasible. 

Conduct a public outreach 

and education program. 

Recent research showed that when provided with information 

about the water purification process, respondents favor use of 

purified water to supplement local water supply via reservoir 

augmentation at San Vicente Reservoir.  

Feedback from individuals that toured the Advanced Water 

Purification Facility showed that providing an opportunity to tour 

the facility increases understanding about water purification. 

Source: City of San Diego 2013, pgs. 121–124. 
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On October 12, 2011, the San Diego RWQCB adopted Resolution No. R9-2011-0069, 

which documented the San Diego RWQCB’s support for a reservoir augmentation 

project, as well as its intent to consider permitting through the NPDES and Waste 

Discharge Requirements process. Regulatory acceptance of the City’s 

Demonstration Project was validated through a Concept Approval letter from 

SWRCB and a Resolution of Support and Letter of Concurrence from the San Diego 

RWQCB in February 2013. 

A report on the Demonstration Project was completed in March 2013 and was 

unanimously accepted during the April 23, 2013, City Council hearing (R-308121). At 

the hearing, the City Council directed staff to define in greater detail the City’s potable 

reuse options and to determine a preferred implementation plan and schedule that 

considers potable reuse options for maximizing the local water supply and reducing 

flows to the Point Loma WWTP. This potable reuse program forms the basis of the 

Pure Water San Diego Program. On April 29, 2014, the City Council adopted a 

resolution (R-308906) supporting the implementation of Pure Water San Diego. On 

November 18, 2014, the City Council unanimously supported the application to renew 

the NPDES permit for Point Loma WWTP; the application included key elements of the 

City’s Pure Water Program to implement potable reuse.  

Recycled Water Study 

In August 2009, the City, along with key stakeholders, initiated the Recycled 

Water Study (City of San Diego 2012) as part of a Cooperative Agreement 

between the City and two environmental groups: San Diego Coastkeeper and the 

San Diego Chapter of the Surfrider Foundation. The study developed integrated 

water reuse alternatives which support both non-potable and potable reuse to 

augment the region’s water supply and reduce reliance on imported water. The 

Recycled Water Study identified potential locations for future AWPFs and water 

and wastewater facilities. Two of these locations, North City and South Bay, are 

existing water reclamation plants. The Recycled Water Study proposed to 

construct the AWPFs on vacant land adjacent to these existing reclamation 

plants and proposed to purify the recycled water they produce to near distilled-

water quality. The study proposed a third AWPF as a combination of a water 

reclamation plant to be located west of the airport near Harbor Drive (due to its 

proximity to Pump Station No. 2 and the confluence of the vast majority of the 

wastewater generated within the Metro System) and an AWPF proposed to be 

located at a site in Mission Valley, which would process recycled water from the 

reclamation plant. The Recycled Water Study identified two City-owned and 
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operated reservoirs (Otay Reservoir and the San Vicente Reservoir) as potential 

locations for reservoir augmentation (City of San Diego 2012).  

The City Council accepted the Recycled Water Study on July 17, 2012 (R-307584). 

Follow-up studies and technical memoranda have been completed to refine the 

information presented in the very high level evaluation of the alternatives 

presented in the Recycled Water Study. 



FIGURE 2-1 
City of San Diego Potable Water System

Pure Water San Diego Program North City Project EIR/EIS

SOURCE: City of San Diego 2015 Urban Water Management Plan
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Pure Water San Diego Program North City Project EIR/EIS

SOURCE: San Diego Recycled Water Study, 2012.
FIGURE 2-3 

City of San Diego Recycled Water Conveyance System
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CHAPTER 3 PROJECT DESCRIPTION/ALTERNATIVES  

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and California Environmental Quality 

Act (CEQA) require that environmental documents identify and analyze a 

reasonable range of feasible alternatives that could be implemented to meet the 

North City Project purpose and need and objectives. In addition, CEQA and NEPA 

focus on alternatives that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the 

significant/adverse effects of the North City Project. This Environmental Impact 

Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) evaluates the No Action/No 

Project Alternative and two Project Alternatives.  

3.1 LOCATION OF THE PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

The North City Project Alternatives include a variety of facilities located throughout 

the central coastal areas of San Diego County in the North City geographic area. 

Figures 3-1 and 3-2 show the location of proposed facilities and pipelines for the 

alternatives. A new pure water facility, expanded water reclamation facility, and 

three pump stations would be located within the corporate boundaries of the City 

of San Diego (City). Proposed pipelines would traverse a number of local 

jurisdictions, including the cities of San Diego and Santee, and the community of 

Lakeside and other areas of unincorporated San Diego County. The proposed North 

City Pure Water Pipeline (North City Pipeline) and Landfill Gas (LFG) Pipeline would 

traverse federal lands within Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Miramar.  

3.2 NO PROJECT/NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE  

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(e) and NEPA regulations (40 CFR 1502.14(d)), 

require that a No Project (CEQA) and No Action (NEPA) alternative be analyzed in 

an EIR and an EIS, respectively, to allow decision makers to compare the impacts 

of not approving the action with those of approving the action. In the remainder 

of this document, references to the No Project Alternative are synonymous with 

the No Action Alternative.  

Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e), the No Project Alternative assumes 

existing conditions at the time that the Notice of Preparation is filed or at the time 

the environmental analysis commenced. This document reflects existing 

conditions through 2016. In addition, to satisfy NEPA requirements, this EIR/EIS 

also considers foreseeable actions that are likely to occur without implementation 

of the Pure Water Program.  
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Under the No Project/No Action Alternative, the North City Project would not be 

implemented. The proposed North City Pure Water Facility (NCPWF) and associated 

improvements at other treatment, pumping, and conveyance facilities would not be 

constructed. Therefore, 30 million gallons per day (MGD) of purified water would 

not be produced. Instead, potable water demand would continue to be met 

through imported water supplies. In addition, current levels of wastewater flows 

would continue to the Point Loma Wastewater Treatment Plant (Point Loma 

WWTP). It is anticipated that the Point Loma WWTP would continue operating under 

a modified permit.  

3.3 NORTH CITY PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

The North City Project would use advanced water purification technology to 

produce purified water from recycled water and provide a safe, reliable, and cost-

effective drinking water supply for San Diego. The North City Project consists of the 

design and construction of a new NCPWF, upgrades to an existing water 

reclamation facility, and design and construction of new pump stations and 

pipelines. The North City Project would construct the NCPWF east of Interstate 805 

(I-805) and north of Eastgate Mall, across from the existing North City Water 

Reclamation Plant (NCWRP). Upgrades would occur at the existing NCWRP in order 

to provide sufficient tertiary influent for the NCPWF as well as to connect the 

existing centrate line with the proposed brine line. Pump station and pipeline 

facilities would convey different types of flows to and from the treatment facilities 

for: (1) diverting wastewater flows to NCWRP, (2) conveying recycled water to the 

NCPWF, (3) conveying purified water from the NCPWF to a reservoir, and (4) 

transporting waste flows (brine, centrate, and sludge) from treatment processes to 

solids handling facilities or back into the Metropolitan Sewerage System (Metro 

System). Upgrades would also occur at the Metro Biosolids Center (MBC) to handle 

the additional sludge produced by the NCWRP expansion and NCPWF. A new North 

City Renewable Energy Facility would be constructed at the NCWRP, which would 

receive landfill gas from the City’s Miramar Landfill gas collection system via a new 

Landfill Gas (LFG) Pipeline.  

Tertiary treated water would be treated at the NCPWF; from there, purified water 

would be piped to the Miramar Reservoir or San Vicente Reservoir, where it would 

blend with impounded water and imported supplies. The water would then 

receive further treatment at a potable water treatment plant before being 

distributed as potable water (see Figure 3-3, Pure Water System Overview).  
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The North City Project would create up to 30 MGD of locally controlled water and 

reduce flows to the Point Loma WWTP, which in turn would reduce total suspended 

solids (TSS) discharged to the ocean. The North City Project would construct 

facilities that have the ability to produce an annual average daily flow (AADF) of 30 

MGD in 2021. 

Two North City Project Alternatives (Project Alternatives) are proposed. The Miramar 

Reservoir Alternative is the (Locally Preferred Alternative as determined by the City of 

San Diego. This alternative is also the Preferred Alternative for purposes of NEPA, by 

the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation.) This alternative would construct the NCPWF and 

would convey purified water to Miramar Reservoir. The Miramar Reservoir Alternative 

would include improvements at the Miramar Water Treatment Plant (Miramar WTP) 

(see Figure 3-1, Miramar Reservoir Alternative, for a map of facilities proposed by the 

Miramar Reservoir Alternative). The San Vicente Reservoir Alternative would also 

construct the proposed NCPWF, but would include fewer treatment processes at the 

facility and would pipe purified water to the San Vicente Reservoir rather than the 

Miramar Reservoir. The San Vicente Reservoir Alternative would also include an 

additional pump station, the Mission Trails Booster Station (MTBS), along the San 

Vicente Pure Water Pipeline (San Vicente Pipeline) (see Figure 3-2, San Vicente 

Reservoir Alternative, for a map of facilities proposed by the San Vicente Reservoir 

Alternative). Table 3-1 shows a comprehensive list of all components associated with 

the North City Project and which components are associated with each Project 

Alternative. The two Project Alternatives are discussed in more detail below. 

Table 3-1  

North City Project Components 

Project Component 

Components Common to Project Alternatives 

Morena Pump Station 

Morena Wastewater Forcemain and Brine/Centrate Line (Morena Pipelines) 

North City Water Reclamation Plant (NCWRP) Expansion 

North City Pure Water Facility (NCPWF) Influent Pump Station 

North City Pure Water Pump Station (North City Pump Station)
 

North City Renewable Energy Facility  

Landfill Gas Pipeline 

Metro Biosolids Center (MBC) Improvements 

Miramar Reservoir Alternative 

North City Pure Water Facility – Miramar Reservoir (NCPWF-MR)  

North City Pure Water Pipeline (North City Pipeline)
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Table 3-1  

North City Project Components 

Project Component 

Pure Water Dechlorination Facility (Dechlorination Facility) 

Miramar Water Treatment Plant (WTP) Improvements 

San Vicente Reservoir Alternative 

North City Pure Water Facility – San Vicente Reservoir (NCPWF-SVR) 

San Vicente Reservoir Pure Water Pipeline (San Vicente Pipeline)
 
 

Mission Trails Booster Station (MTBS) 

 

3.3.1 MIRAMAR RESERVOIR ALTERNATIVE  

The Miramar Reservoir Alternative includes the following: (1) a new pump station 

at Morena Boulevard, a wastewater forcemain, and brine/centrate pipeline 

(Morena Pump Station and Pipelines); (2) expansion of the existing NCWRP; (3) 

construction of a new influent pump station at NCWRP and conveyance pipeline 

between NCWRP and the NCPWF; (4) construction of the new NCPWF; (5) 

construction of a new North City Pump Station; (6) construction of a new North 

City Pure Water Pipeline (North City Pipeline); (7) construction of a new renewable 

energy facility at the NCWRP; (8) a new LFG Pipeline between the Miramar Landfill 

gas collection system and the NCWRP; (9) upgrades at the MBC; and (10) 

improvements at the Miramar WTP (see Figure 3-1).  

Morena Pump Station and Pipelines 

In order to utilize the proposed expanded capacity of the NCWRP, approximately 32 

MGD AADF of additional wastewater flows that would normally be conveyed to the 

Point Loma WWTP would need to be diverted to the NCWRP. The Morena Pump 

Station and Wastewater Forcemain are proposed to deliver maximum flow of 37.7 

MGD of raw wastewater to the NCWRP, expanding the NCWRP’s production 

capacity from 30 MGD to 52 MGD in dry weather conditions. Wastewater will be 

conveyed to the Morena Pump Station by connections with four existing sanitary 

sewer trunk sewers: the 78-inch North Mission Valley Interceptor, the 72-inch 

Morena Boulevard Interceptor No. 14, the 33-inch Morena Boulevard Trunk Sewer 

No. 11, and the 60-inch East Mission Bay Trunk Sewer No. 4.  

The North City Project would also increase production of Title 22 recycled water at 

the NCWRP. The increased production would be utilized to meet the demand of the 
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NCPWF in order to produce an annual average daily flow of 30 MGD of purified 

water and to provide non-potable water to existing and planned future recycled 

water customers.  

The proposed Morena Pump Station is to be located on a parcel currently owned by 

the San Diego Humane Society and the Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to 

Animals. The site is approximately 1 acre and is near the intersection of Sherman 

Street and Custer Street (see Figure 3-4, Morena Pump Station Site). The proposed 

Morena Pump Station would consist of: (1) a junction structure and intake 

screening facility – flow separator and screening structures, (2) a pump station 

building, (3) odor control and chemical storage, (4) an energy dissipater for the 30-

inch brine/centrate line, (5) a transformer, (6) an electrical and motor control center 

building, and (7) a diversion structure (see Figure 3-5, Morena Pump Station 

Conceptual Site Layout). 

Yard piping is anticipated to consist of both wet and dry underground piping as well 

as duct banks. The pump station will be an approximately 92-foot-long by 66-foot-

wide, reinforced, cast-in-place concrete structure. The finished floor of the pump 

room and wet well will be approximately 52 feet below grade. Due to the location of 

the pump station, an additional depth of 6 to 10 feet may be required for sub-grade 

stabilization below the groundwater level. The top slab of the pump station will 

extend above finish grade approximately 1 foot, 6 inches at the ridge and taper down 

to 1 foot, 3 inches at the edges. It is anticipated that the cast-in-place walls will be 

approximately 4 feet thick and include external buttresses for lateral soil support.  

Influent flows are conveyed in reinforced concrete pipe (RCP) with protective linings 

via a 72-inch-diameter west diversion and a 78-inch-diameter east diversion sewer 

pipeline. The pipelines will merge in a junction structure near the southwest parcel 

corner. From here the combined influent is conveyed via an 84-inch-diameter RCP 

conduit to the flow separator structure before discharging into the intake screening 

building via three 42-inch-diameter RCP conduits. Downstream of the intake 

screening building, the influent is sent to the pump station building through 

another 72-inch-diameter RCP.  

Off-site infrastructure of the pump station facility, excluding the Morena 

Wastewater Forcemain and Brine/Centrate Line (Morena Pipelines), consists of a 

storm drainage line, pump station inflow piping, overflow piping, and associated 

subgrade diversion structures. Diversion structure No. 1 will be approximately 14 

feet long by 12 feet wide; diversion structure No. 2 will be approximately 18 feet 
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long by 10 feet wide. Flow control gates will be installed at each diversion structure 

for flow management into the pump station.  

The Morena Pump Station would convey new wastewater approximately 11 miles 

through a new 48-inch-diameter wastewater forcemain to the existing NCWRP. 

The wastewater forcemain will connect to the existing 60-inch-diameter reinforced 

steel line prior to entering the existing headworks building at NCWRP. 

Approximately 6 MGD AADF of brine (produced as a by-product of the advanced 

water purification treatment process) and 6 MGD AADF of centrate (product 

remaining after centrifugation at MBC) will be conveyed via a new 30-inch-diameter 

gravity flow line from the new NCPWF back to Morena Pump Station, and then to a 

sanitary sewer located in Friars Road where it will ultimately flow to the Point Loma 

WWTP. The brine/centrate line will combine with the 60-inch diameter overflow 

sewer and would discharge downstream of the diversion structures back to the 

Mission Valley Interceptor with sufficient distance as to not recirculate brine flows 

into the screening facility of the pump station. 

The Morena Pipelines will follow the alignment as depicted in Figures 3-6A through 3-

6C, Morena Wastewater Forcemain and Brine/Centrate Line Alignment. The 

alignment would begin in an open cut section near the north corner of the Morena 

Pump Station site, entering the public street right-of-way (ROW) on Custer Street. The 

alignment would generally head north along Sherman Street, Morena Boulevard, and 

West Morena Boulevard. The alignment would cross Tecolote Creek just to the east 

of Tecolote Road bridge, then continue generally heading north and east along Ingulf 

Jellette Street, Denver Street, Clairemont Drive, Clairemont Mesa Boulevard, and 

Genesee Avenue. It would cross near the bridge at San Clemente Canyon near the 

State Route 52 (SR-52) on-ramp. Following the bridge, the alignment would continue 

along Genesee Avenue, crossing SR-52 and the Metropolitan Transit System (MTS) 

railroad tracks. After the railroad tracks, the alignment will continue north along 

Genesee Avenue to the intersection of Nobel Drive and Genesee Avenue. After the 

intersection, the alignment will head east on Nobel Drive and then continue heading 

north on Towne Centre Drive. The alignment would turn east on Executive Drive and 

cross I-805. The alignment would end at NCWRP. Three trenchless installations are 

proposed along the Morena Pipelines alignment and include the following: (1) San 

Clemente Canyon at the SR-52 eastbound off-ramp/on-ramp; (2) railroad tracks 

owned by the MTS at Rose Canyon north of University City High School and (3) the I-

805 at the terminus of Executive Drive to the NCWRP. An additional trenchless 
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installation would occur where the overflow pipeline crosses MTS right-of-way near 

the Morena Pump Station.  

The entire alignment of the wastewater forcemain would be constructed of welded 

steel pipe that has an inner mortar coating that is tape wrapped with a mortar shield 

coating on the outside. The pipe would be cathodically protected by an induced 

current to prevent corrosion. The pipe would be tested to a pressure that is 1.5 times 

higher than the proposed operational pressure to ensure structural integrity. 

North City Water Reclamation Plant Expansion 

The NCWRP is an existing facility located south of Eastgate Mall and east of I-805, 

and is currently developed with wastewater treatment facilities, an operations 

building, a power generation facility, and the Demonstration Project (see Figure 3-7, 

North City Water Reclamation Plant Expansion Site). The NCWRP would be 

expanded from a capacity of 30 MGD to 52 MGD (AADF) and 90 MGD on a peak 

daily flow and additional wastewater flows would be delivered from the Morena 

Pump Station and Wastewater Forcemain (CH2M 2017). This recommended 

expansion intends to provide sufficient capacity to meet the NCPWF flow and water 

quality needs, and to improve energy efficiency. Up to 12 MGD of disinfected 

tertiary effluent produced by the NCWRP will be delivered to satisfy non-potable 

reuse demand. An additional 42 MGD of tertiary effluent flow will be pumped to the 

NCPWF to produce an AADF of 30 MGD of purified water. 

To ensure the 30 MGD AADF of purified water can be produced at the NCPWF, the 

NCWRP will undergo an expansion of the primary, secondary, and tertiary 

treatment processes, as well as the corresponding support systems. The 

recommended improvements are presented in Figure 3-8, North City Water 

Reclamation Plant Expansion Improvements, and the proposed location for 

improvements are shown on Figure 3-9, North City Water Reclamation Plant 

Expansion Conceptual Site Plan. An alternative design concept to the site layout 

shown is being evaluated to repurpose the existing secondary clarifiers to minimize 

demolition and the size of new aeration basins. 

To increase capacity at the NCWRP, a number of new process units and tankage 

would be required. Process units requiring expansion include influent screening, 

primary sedimentation, flow equalization, aeration basins, secondary clarification, 

and tertiary filtration. The expanded NCWRP facilities are expected to include an 

additional bar screen, grit pumps, primary sedimentation with chemically enhanced 
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primary treatment, a primary equalization basin, aeration basins using biological 

nutrient removal, secondary clarifiers, tertiary filters, and additional ancillary and 

support systems. 

The existing main access road, Road “B” (near Eastgate Mall), will need to be 

realigned to allow the addition of the new secondary clarifiers and to be aligned 

with the plant entrance for the NCPWF across Eastgate Mall. At the perimeter of the 

new secondary clarifiers a new maintenance road will be constructed. The 

maintenance road will be 20 feet wide at the south leg, and then narrow down to 

15 feet wide on the east leg.  

Centrate, which is the water leaving a centrifuge after most of the solids have been 

removed at MBC, is currently pumped through a 4.3-mile-long, 20-inch-diameter 

forcemain to a drop structure at the Influent Pump Station at NCWRP. An increased 

volume of centrate would be produced at MBC as a result of the increased influent 

received at MBC. In addition, construction of the Morena Pump Station would divert 

additional wastewater flows to the NCWRP, including increased centrate flows, 

which would result in a higher than desirable concentration of nitrogen in the 

tertiary effluent produced at NCWRP, and therefore in the influent received at the 

NCPWF. The centrate forcemain would be connected to the proposed brine line 

that discharges from the NCPWF to convey flows downstream of the Morena Pump 

Station. A brine-centrate valve vault will be constructed on the NCWRP site adjacent 

to the tunnel that conveys the brine and wastewater forcemains on the western 

edge of the NCWRP next to the existing aeration basins. The brine-centrate valve 

vault would be approximately 22 by 14 feet, within which the centrate pipeline 

would connect into the brine pipeline. The vault would allow for personnel access 

to check valves and perform routine maintenance.  

Non-potable recycled water usage is highly affected by the seasons since a majority 

of the water serves landscaping. Demands peak in the summertime, with a general 

rule of thumb being that peak summer day demands will be twice the average 

annual demands. The seasonal fluctuation is an important constraint for non-

potable recycled water systems since serving peaks require sizing treatment plants 

and storage facilities large enough to handle the highest demand condition. This 

generally means that the treatment plant capacity must be two times larger than 

the average demands, resulting in potentially underutilized capacity at the 

treatment plants. Optimization through peak management is a major focus for all 

infrastructure systems (City of San Diego 2012). 
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North City Pure Water Facility Influent Pump Station and Conveyance 

The NCPWF Influent Pump Station will be constructed at the NCWRP and will 

convey tertiary effluent from the NCWRP to the NCPWF as shown on Figure 3-10, 

North City Pure Water Facility Influent Pump Station and Conveyance Location. The 

NCPWF Influent Pump Station will have a maximum capacity of 42.5 MGD to enable 

the NCPWF to produce a maximum of 34 MGD of purified water after accounting 

for recycle and other streams. The NCPWF Influent Pump Station would be located 

on the west side of the NCWRP adjacent to the tertiary filters to divert tertiary 

effluent from upstream of the chlorination facilities and pump it to the NCPWF. The 

NCPWF Influent Pump Station would consist of a single enclosed 6,700-square-foot 

building approximately 32 feet high and would contain two separate rooms: a 

pump room and electrical room.  

Piping, equipment, and appurtenances are currently located within the site. These 

components will be removed prior to construction of the NCPWF Influent Pump 

Station. The site is partly covered with grass and is relatively flat.  

The proposed tertiary effluent pipeline alignment crosses Road C in a northwest 

direction and then continues to the north along the western boundary of the 

NCWRP site until it passes under Eastgate Mall to the future NCPWF site. Existing 

grades vary from about 342 feet above mean sea level (AMSL) at the pump station 

to about elevation 368 feet AMSL at the NCPWF site to the north. A concrete 

retaining wall up to 20 feet in height is located on the north side of the landscaped 

area west of Building 51. Other improvements include a concrete modular 

(reinforced earth) wall located adjacent to the proposed pipeline alignment along 

the western boundary of the NCWRP, as well as landscaped and hardscaped areas.  

North City Pure Water Facility – Miramar Reservoir Alternative  

The new NCPWF under the Miramar Alternative (NCPWF-MR) would be located on 

the vacant 10-acre City-owned lot across Eastgate Mall to the north of the NCWRP 

(see Figure 3-11, North City Pure Water Facility Site). The NCPWF-MR would produce 

34 MGD AADF of purified water. A portion of the purified water would be returned to 

the NCWRP to reduce the TSS concentration of the disinfected tertiary treated 

effluent to 1,000 milligrams per liter (mg/L), a level suitable for irrigation. 

Approximately 30 MGD AADF of purified water will be pumped to Miramar Reservoir. 

The treatment process is described in more detail in Section 3.6. The treatment train 

includes an ozone system, biological activated carbon filtration (BAC), membrane 
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filtration (MF), reverse osmosis (RO), and ultraviolet/advanced oxidation process 

(UV/AOP), before it is stabilized and chlorinated prior to pumping out to Miramar 

Reservoir. In addition to process areas for each stage of treatment at the NCPWF-MR, 

the facility would include chemical feed systems and post-treatment chemical storage.  

Figure 3-12, North City Pure Water Facility – Miramar Reservoir Conceptual Site 

Layout, provides a conceptual site layout for the NCPWF-MR. The access to the site 

will be from Eastgate Mall, and the entrance will be coordinated with the entrance to 

the NCWRP. A traffic signal is proposed at the NCWRP driveway to provide a 

protected crossing for pedestrians and will be designed in accordance with the City 

of San Diego standards, including appropriate signing and striping. An 

approximately 15,000-square-foot operations and maintenance (O&M) building with 

three above-grade stories will be built as part of the NCPWF-MR, including a water 

quality testing laboratory.  

All the pipes between the NCPWF-MR and the NCWRP will be direct buried. Major 

piping and duct banks within the NCPWF-MR will also be direct buried. Smaller 

pipes (chemical, utility lines etc.) will be installed in shallow utility trenches for 

better access.  

North City Pure Water Conveyance System  

The North City Pure Water Conveyance System will transmit product water from the 

NCPWF-MR to Miramar Reservoir where it will be blended with the imported raw 

water in the Miramar Reservoir and receive additional treatment at the Miramar 

WTP. The North City Pure Water Conveyance System consists of the North City Pure 

Water Pump Station (North City Pump Station), North City Pipeline, and the Pure 

Water Dechlorination Facility (Dechlorination Facility).  

The North City Pump Station would be located on the southeast corner of the 

NCPWF site as shown on Figure 3-12. The North City Pump Station will have three 

duty pumps and one standby pump, all of which are 1,000 horsepower (HP) motor 

pumps and vertical-turbine. Each pump will be design to deliver a flow rate of 

7,593 gallons per minute. The North City Pump Station layout is shown on Figure 

3-13, North City Pump Station Conceptual Site Layout. The North City Pump 

Station will serve as the NCPWF-MR’s only effluent pump station and will convey 

purified water from the NCPWF Product Water Storage Tank via the approximately 

8-mile (46,000-linear-foot) North City Pipeline to the Miramar Reservoir.  
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The North City Pipeline will be designed for an average daily flow of 30 MGD with 

a minimum daily flow of 23 MGD and a maximum daily flow of 33 MGD. A 48-

inch-diameter welded steel pipe is the recommended width and material for the 

North City Pipeline as the most suitable for the design conditions.  

The North City Pipeline alignment is shown on Figures 3-14A and 3-14B, North City 

Pure Water Pipeline Alignment. Detailed cross sections of the North City Pipeline are 

included on Sheets C1 through C51 in the Design Report for the North City Pure 

Water Pipeline (HDR 20172018). The North City Pipeline is proposed to travel through 

the University, Mira Mesa, and Scripps Miramar Ranch communities of the City of San 

Diego (City of San Diego 2017a). The North City Pipeline would also cross federal 

lands in MCAS Miramar along segments of Miramar Road and would cross an 

unincorporated area of the County of San Diego immediately after the I-15 crossing.  

The North City Pipeline alignment would begin in an open trench in Eastgate Mall 

and would head southeast, with a short trenchless section just before Eastgate 

Court. At Miramar Road, the North City Pipeline would continue east for 

approximately 4.5 miles, with a bridge over the MTS Railway crossing and a short 

trenchless section under the BNSF Railway crossing. The North City Pipeline would 

turn north on Kearny Villa Road and then turn east on Candida Street. The North City 

Pipeline would head north on Via Pasar via a trenchless segment, and then continue 

east on Via Excelencia in an open cut section. A trenchless segment would cross I-15 

then would return to an open cut section across private property then turn north on 

Businesspark Avenue. The North City Pipeline would continue north on Carroll 

Canyon Road then head east on Hoyt Park Drive and Meanley Drive, continuing 

east/northeast before crossing Evans Pond in a trenchless segment.  

The final segment of the North City Pipeline will consist of a subaqueous pipeline 

within Miramar Reservoir. The segment of pipeline will begin at the Miramar WTP site 

and continue to the far east side of Miramar Reservoir. The pipeline would be a 

submerged, 4,800-foot-long HDPE pipe ranging in diameter from 8 inches to 54 inches 

with 94 outlets and 188 subaqueous diffusers along the bottom of Miramar Reservoir.  

The Dechlorination Facility will be located at the end of Meanley Drive off the cul-

de-sac on the City’s property for the Miramar Recycled Water Storage Tank as 

shown on Figure 3-15, Pure Water Dechlorination Facility Site. The facility will 

include an approximately 768-square-foot above-grade building to house chemical 

storage tanks, dosing pumps, analyzers, and associated piping valves and 

appurtenances as shown on Figure 3-16, Pure Water Dechlorination Facility 
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Conceptual Site Layout. The NCPWF purified water will be chlorinated to maintain 

chlorine residual and prevent regrowth within the North City Pipeline. Prior to 

blending the purified water with the raw water at Miramar Reservoir, the remaining 

free chlorine residual will be removed from the purified water to protect the 

aquatic life in the lake. The Dechlorination Facility would reduce the residual 

chlorine concentration to below the required limit of 0.019 mg/L. The use of 38% 

concentration liquid sodium bisulfite solution is proposed as the preferred method 

of removing total and free chlorine residue from the purified water.  

North City Renewable Energy Facility 

A new North City Renewable Energy Facility would be constructed in order to 

provide power to the expanded NCWRP as well as the new NCPWF and North City 

Pump Station. The new facility includes approximately 15.4 megawatts (MW) of new 

generation capacity. The 5 MW of existing power generation capacity already at 

NCWRP would remain.  

Six new internal combustion engines (ICE) and generator units would be installed. 

Each of these consists of a 3.8 MW Caterpillar Model CG260-16 IC or equivalent ICE 

and generator units. The generator units would use landfill gas as fuel, 

supplemented with natural gas as needed. One additional 3.8 MW Caterpillar 

Model CG260-16 IC or equivalent ICE will serve as backup to the engines. 

The engines will be placed inside a building located immediately south of the new 

circular secondary clarifiers and north of the existing power generation facility at 

NCWRP (see Figure 3-7, NCWRP Expansion Site). The building will include sound 

suppression features to reduce the noise levels outside the building. The 

estimated stack height of the engines’ exhaust stacks is 55 feet measured from 

the finished ground elevation immediately adjacent to the power generation 

building (at approximate elevation 354 feet AMSL) which is approximately 30 feet 

above the top of the building.  

A skid-mounted equipment package consisting of a natural gas compressor system, 

air receivers, and oil storage will be located on the site adjacent to the power 

generation building. Two additional buildings will be included on the site for 

controls equipment and storage. The facility will also include a gas cleaning and 

cooling equipment skid and an electrical switchyard. An area chemical storage, 

containment, and feed facility will be provided for emissions control.  
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The facility layout includes relocation of the City’s existing 1.6 MW engine to a new 

location on the site near the existing power generation equipment at NCWRP in 

order to accommodate the layout of the new North City Renewable Energy Facility. 

Figure 3-17, North City Renewable Energy Facility Conceptual Site Layout, illustrates a 

preliminary layout for the new North City Renewable Energy Facility at the NCWRP. 

The North City Renewable Energy Facility covers an area of approximately 1 acre 

and is fully contained within the existing NCWRP property. Approximately half of 

that area is existing impervious paved surface and the entire area will be 

impervious once the facility is constructed. The site topography for the new North 

City Renewable Energy Facility at NCWRP will necessitate a perimeter retaining wall 

approximately 300 feet in length with a maximum height of 22 feet. The retaining 

wall will be either a mechanically stabilized earth wall or reinforced concrete. The 

North City Renewable Energy Facility will include utility relocations, new utilities, 

equipment, earthwork, retaining wall, paving, and other site-preparation activities. 

Landfill Gas Pipeline 

The new North City Renewable Energy Facility will receive landfill gas from the City’s 

Miramar Landfill gas collection system via a new 12-inch diameter LFG Pipeline. The 

approximately 15,885 linear feet alignment runs from the existing Miramar Landfill 

north along the western end of the MCAS Miramar property to the NCWRP site as 

shown on Figure 3-18, Landfill Gas Pipeline Alignment. The new LFG Pipeline will 

parallel an existing 10-inch-diameter gas pipeline that conveys landfill gas from the 

landfill to fuel the existing power generation units at NCWRP. Approximately 4,050 

linear feet of the new LFG Pipeline will be constructed within the limits of the City’s 

existing 40-foot utility easement where it crosses the Veteran’s Administration (VA) 

at the Miramar National Cemetery. Within the VA, the majority would be 

constructed using open trench techniques. A short section of the LFG Pipeline 

would be constructed using trenchless techniques where the alignment passes 

developed portions of the cemetery in order to avoid sensitive vegetation 

(wetlands) and to minimize disturbance to cemetery visitors. An expanded 

additional 10-foot easement is planned along the remainder of the alignment 

outside of the VA to facilitate construction and future maintenance activities.  

A new 5,000-square-foot gas compressor station will be sited immediately 

adjacent to an existing gas compressor station at the Miramar Landfill in order to 

pressurize and convey the landfill gas from the landfill to NCWRP.  
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Metro Biosolids Center Improvements 

The MBC site is currently developed with biosolids treatment facilities. MBC is 

located adjacent to the Miramar Landfill, north of State Route 52 and south of 

MCAS Miramar (see Figure 3-19, Metro Biosolids Center Site).  

Diverting additional wastewater flows to the NCWRP ultimately changes the relative 

contribution of biosolids received at the MBC from the NCWRP and the Point Loma 

WWTP. Projected flows of raw solids from the NCWRP will increase, while projected 

flows of digested solids from Point Loma WWTP will remain roughly constant such 

that MBC will be required to provide on-site anaerobic digestion for a greater 

percentage of the system’s biosolids output. In addition to changes in quantity, 

changes in treatment processes at the NCWRP and Point Loma WWTP may change 

the quality, and hence treatability, of the two biosolids streams. Raw solids flows 

are expected to increase by a factor of 7 from a current maximum operating flow of 

0.89 MGD to a projected flow of 6.55 MGD at maximum conditions; solids in 

pounds per day (lb/d) are expected to increase by a factor of 5:1 from 56,000 lb/d 

(current) to 294,000 lb/d (maximum conditions).  

Improvements at MBC would include expanding the existing closed-loop grit removal 

system and building; replacement of the existing thickening centrifuges (a total of six 

new centrifuges will be installed); upgrades to digesters, including replacing the 

existing digester gas laterals with larger lines and larger gas handling appurtenances, 

installing one additional flare, and replacing existing biogas booster blowers with 

three new blowers and increasing the size of the biogas feed line from the blowers to 

the cogeneration facility; installing new thickened sludge supply line; upgrading the 

sludge feed pumps and polymer feed pumps; installing three new centrate pumps 

and variable frequency drives; adding a fourth off-the-shelf replacement peristaltic 

pump; and expansion of existing piping systems. Improvements at MBC are shown 

on Figure 3-20, Metro Biosolids Center Improvements Conceptual Site Layout.  

The current centrate pump station at MBC would require pumps to be upgraded to 

be capable of higher flows and pressure. In addition, the centrate forcemain would 

need regular maintenance to clean the pipe and restore capacity to its full potential. 

As part of the pipe cleaning, existing plug valves would need to be replaced with full 

port valves. Launching and receiving pits may need to be constructed. 
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Miramar Water Treatment Plant Improvements 

Under the Miramar Reservoir Alternative, purified water discharged into the 

Miramar Reservoir will be pumped via the existing Miramar Reservoir Pump Station 

to the Miramar WTP for treatment and eventual distribution (see Figure 3-21, 

Miramar Water Treatment Plant and Miramar Reservoir Pump Station Site, for the 

location of the Miramar WTP and Miramar Reservoir Pump Station). Currently, the 

majority of the water treated at the Miramar WTP is fed directly to the plant, and 

the Miramar Reservoir is primarily used for balancing flows and emergency storage. 

Under the Miramar Reservoir Alternative, the Miramar Reservoir will receive 

approximately 30 MGD AADF of purified water on a more or less continuous basis, 

meaning that the Miramar Reservoir Pump Station must operate at roughly 30 

MGD AADF to maintain the inflow/outflow balance in the reservoir. This increased 

use calls for rehabilitation of the Miramar Reservoir Pump Station, which includes 

upgrading the existing pumps with Variable Frequency Drives along with various 

mechanical upgrades to the valves and piping. Machinery and pumps would be 

housed within concrete structures with acoustically absorptive treatments, where 

necessary. Additional noise reduction measures may also be applied, such as sound 

enclosures, separate rooms for high noise equipment, etc. 

In addition to increased pumping, the Miramar Reservoir Alternative will result in 

changes to the treatment and corrosion control processes during operation of the 

Miramar WTP. Operational adjustments, such as changes to chemical dosing, may 

also be required. The Miramar WTP would be completely powered by an on-site 1 

megawatt solar photovoltaic system. 

3.3.2 SAN VICENTE RESERVOIR ALTERNATIVE 

Project components described above under the Miramar Reservoir Alternative 

that are also common to the San Vicente Reservoir Alternative include (1) the 

Morena Pump Station and Pipelines, (2) expansion of the existing NCWRP, (3) 

construction of a new influent pump station at NCWRP and conveyance pipeline 

between NCWRP and the NCPWF, (4) a new power generation facility at the 

NCWRP, (5) a new LFG Pipeline between the Miramar Landfill gas collection 

system and the NCWRP; and (6) upgrades at the MBC. The San Vicente Reservoir 

Alternative would yield 31.4 MGD AADF of purified water and 12 MGD AADF of 

recycled water for non-potable use. 
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Both alternatives would include the construction of a new full-scale advanced water 

purification facility adjacent to the NCWRP and a pipeline to convey purified water 

from the NCPWF to a reservoir. However, because of the different sizes of the 

Miramar Reservoir and San Vicente Reservoir, the design of the NCPWF for each will 

be different (i.e., no ozone system or BAC filtration treatment processes would be 

required at the NCPWF-SVR). Similarly, the pipeline alignment would be different 

depending on which reservoir purified water would be delivered to. Additionally, no 

improvements at the Miramar WTP would be required under this alternative. 

Therefore, details regarding these components which are applicable to the San 

Vicente Reservoir Alternative are discussed separately below.  

North City Pure Water Facility – San Vicente Reservoir 

The new NCPWF under the San Vicente Alternative (NCPWF-SVR) would be located on 

the vacant 10-acre City-owned lot across Eastgate Mall to the north of the NCWRP (see 

Figure 3-11). The NCPWF-SVR would produce 31.4 MGD AADF of purified water. A 

portion of the purified water would be returned to the NCWRP to reduce the TDS 

concentration of the disinfected tertiary treated effluent to 1,000 mg/L, a level suitable 

for irrigation. Another portion, about 1.4 MGD on average, would be sent to non-potable 

reuse customers connected to a repurposed segment of the San Vicente Pipeline. 

Approximately 30 MGD of purified water will be delivered to the San Vicente Reservoir. 

The treatment process is described in more detail in Section 3.6. The treatment 

train includes MF, RO, and UV/AOP, before it is stabilized and chlorinated prior to 

pumping out to San Vicente Reservoir.  

Figure 3-22, North City Pure Water Facility – San Vicente Reservoir Conceptual Site 

Layout, provides a conceptual site layout for the NCPWF-SVR. The access to the site 

will be from Eastgate Mall, and the entrance will be coordinated with the entrance 

to the NCWRP to be at the same traffic signal along Eastgate Mall. An approximately 

17,000-square-foot O&M building with three above-grade stories will be built as 

part of this project. The third level of the O&M building will be dedicated for a water 

quality testing laboratory.  Access between NCWRP and NCPWF-SVR will be via a 

traffic signal and pedestrian crosswalk on Eastgate Mall.  

All the pipes between the NCPWF-SVR and the NCWRP will be direct buried. Major piping 

and duct banks within the NCPWF-SVR will also be direct buried. Smaller pipes (chemical, 

utility lines etc.) will be installed in shallow utility trenches for better access.  
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San Vicente Pipeline and Pump Stations  

Two pump stations would be required to convey purified water via the approximately 

29-mile (154,775-linear-foot) San Vicente Pipeline to the San Vicente Reservoir. The 

North City Pump Station would be located on the southeast corner of the NCPWF site 

and would be the same as discussed above under the Miramar Reservoir Alternative 

(see also Figure 3-11). The MTBS would be located along Mission Gorge Road spread 

across two privately owned parcels (see Figure 3-23, Mission Trails Booster Station 

Site). Both the North City Pump Station and MTBS will have three duty pumps and 

one standby pump, all of which are 1,000 HP vertical-turbine motor pumps (see 

Figure 3-24, Mission Trails Booster Station Conceptual Site Layout).  

The San Vicente Pipeline will be designed for an average daily flow of 30 MGD with 

a minimum daily flow of 27 MGD and a maximum daily flow of 35 MGD. The San 

Vicente Pipeline includes a segment (approximately 21,300 linear feet) of existing 

recycled water pipe that will be repurposed for purified water conveyance (San 

Vicente Pipeline - Repurposed 36-inch Recycled Water Line). That segment currently 

serves non-potable reuse customers. Under the San Vicente Reservoir Alternative, 

the San Vicente Pipeline will continue to supply those non-potable reuse customers 

with purified water. Approximately 1.4 MGD AADF will be provided as non-potable 

reuse to existing customers.  

The remaining 133,475 linear feet of the San Vicente Pipeline would be newly 

constructed using a combination of open cut trench and trenchless construction 

methods to deliver 30 MGD AADF to the San Vicente Reservoir. A 48-inch-diameter 

and 60-inch-diameter welded steel pipe is the recommended width and material for 

the San Vicente Pipeline as the most suitable for the design conditions.  

The general alignment of the San Vicente Pipeline is shown on Figures 3-25A 

through 3-25D, San Vicente Pure Water Pipeline Alignment. Detailed cross sections 

of the San Vicente Pipeline are included on Sheets 7 through 89 in Appendix K of 

the 10% Engineering Design Report: North City Plant to San Vicente Reservoir 

(Brown and Caldwell 2015). The pipeline is proposed to travel through the 

University, Kearny Mesa, Navajo, Tierrasanta, and East Elliot communities of the 

City of San Diego; the City of Santee; and the unincorporated community of 

Lakeside in the County of San Diego.  

The first approximately 5,500 linear feet of the San Vicente Pipeline would follow 

the same alignment as the North City Pipeline along Eastgate Mall. At Miramar 
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Road, purified water would be conveyed via the San Vicente Pipeline – 

Repurposed 36-inch Recycled Water Line. This repurposed 36-inch-diameter 

pipeline traverses federal lands, including the Miramar National Cemetery and 

MCAS Miramar. The new 48-inch-diameter San Vicente Pipeline would begin again 

in an open cut segment on Copley Drive and would continue southeast until 

heading due east on Copley Park Place, then south on Convoy Street, then east 

again on Convoy Court. The San Vicente Pipeline would continue east on Mercury 

Court, passing through various business park and industrial uses before heading 

south on Industrial Park Driveway.  

A trenchless segment would cross Clairemont Mesa Boulevard, and the San Vicente 

Pipeline would continue south on Ronson Court before heading east on Ronson 

Road. A trenchless segment would cross SR-163 and then the San Vicente Pipeline 

would continue again in an open cut segment east along Lightwave Avenue. The 

alignment would continue north on Ruffin Road, east on Clairemont Mesa 

Boulevard and then south on Murphy Canyon Road. At Elanus Canyon, the 

alignment would head east across a parking lot before crossing I-15 in a trenchless 

segment and traversing the canyon until rejoining Clairemont Mesa Boulevard. At 

Santo Road the alignment would head south then east along Tierrasanta Boulevard. 

A trenchless segment would continue south across the San Diego River and then 

the alignment would turn east on Mission Gorge Road, traversing the Mission Trails 

Regional Park. A trenchless segment would cross the SR-52 at West Hills Parkway 

before continuing east on Carlton Oaks Drive. The alignment would leave the 

roadway ROW for a short segment and then cross Sycamore Canyon via a 

trenchless crossing before continuing east again within Carlton Oaks Drive.  

The San Vicente Pipeline would continue north on Halberns Boulevard, then east 

on Mast Boulevard with another trenchless segment between two disconnected 

portions of Mast Boulevard. The alignment would continue east on Riverside Drive 

and Lakeside Avenue before connecting with Willow Road. From Willow Road the 

San Vicente Pipeline would turn north on Moreno Avenue, continuing north to the 

shore of the San Vicente Reservoir.  

San Vicente Reservoir Inlet Terminus Alternatives 

The San Vicente Reservoir Alternative proposes three alternative pipeline terminus 

options as shown on Figure 3-26, San Vicente Reservoir Inlet Terminus Alternatives: 

(1) San Vicente Pipeline - Tunnel Alternative Terminus (TAT), (2) San Vicente Pipeline 
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- In-Reservoir Alternative Terminus (IRAT), and (3) San Vicente Pipeline - Marina 

Alternative Terminus (MAT).  

For the San Vicente Pipeline - TAT, an approximately 5,400-linear-foot tunnel would 

be located at the end of the San Vicente Pipeline. The San Vicente Pipeline - TAT 

would discharge 32 feet above the spillway elevation of the San Vicente Dam 

(elevation 766 feet) into a reinforced concrete discharge structure and flow down a 

natural drainage way into the San Vicente Reservoir. Prior to the structure itself, a 

dechlorination injection point is envisioned to be incorporated to eliminate any 

residual chlorine in the purified water prior to discharge. Monitoring and injection 

equipment could be located on an existing City property nearby or at the structure 

itself, provided regular maintenance can be accommodated. 

The San Vicente Pipeline - IRAT would continue via open trench from Moreno 

Avenue approximately 6,900 linear feet up the existing Marina access road to the 

San Vicente Reservoir’s western side near the newly constructed Marina. An 

approximately 10,000-linear-foot subaqueous HDPE pipeline would then convey 

water across the San Vicente Reservoir, exiting up the far bank where it would 

connect to the same discharge structure as proposed for the San Vicente Pipeline - 

TAT. As proposed for San Vicente Pipeline – TAT, a dechlorination injection point is 

envisioned to be incorporated to eliminate any residual chlorine in the purified 

water prior to discharge. The subaqueous pipeline would be weighted to ensure it 

remains on the San Vicente Reservoir bottom in its final position. 

The San Vicente Pipeline - MAT would follow the same alignment as the San Vicente 

Pipeline - IRAT from the intersection of Vigilante Road and Moreno Avenue along the 

Marina access road. At the road’s high point, near the saddle dam, the pipeline would 

continue in the access road to the Marina parking area rather than transition to a 

subaqueous pipeline. The pipeline would continue in the access road that runs along 

the shoreline and would discharge at the western shore of the San Vicente Reservoir. 

As proposed for San Vicente Pipeline – TAT, a dechlorination injection point is 

envisioned to be incorporated to eliminate any residual chlorine in the purified 

water prior to discharge. The San Vicente Pipeline – MAT would be approximately 

8,625 linear feet.  
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3.4 CONSTRUCTION SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES 

3.4.1 CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE 

The North City Project Alternatives would be constructed in approximately 36 

months, beginning in October 2018 and completing in December 2021. All North 

City Project components would be online by the end of 2021.  

Table 3-2 

North City Project Construction Schedule 

Project Component Construction Start Date Construction End Date 

Components Common to Project Alternatives 

Morena Pump Station and Pipelines 4/2019 10/2021 

NCWRP Expansion 10/2018 12/2021 

NCPWF Influent Pump Station  1/2019 10/2021 

North City Pump Station 5/2019 11/2021 

Renewable Energy Facility 3/2020 12/2021 

Landfill Gas Pipeline 3/2020 10/2021 

MBC Improvements 4/2019 10/2021 

Miramar Reservoir Alternative 

NCPWF-MR  10/2018 11/2021 

North City Pipeline + Dechlorination Facility 11/2018 10/2021 

Miramar WTP Improvements 7/2020 9/2021 

San Vicente Reservoir Alternative 

NCPWF-SVR 10/2018 11/2021 

San Vicente Pipeline + MTBS 12/2018 5/2021 

MTBS 5/2019 9/2021 

 

3.4.2 CONSTRUCTION HOURS 

Construction will generally occur for 8 to 10 hours during the work day. However, 

night or holiday work may occur to accommodate time-sensitive work, such as 

construction of pipelines in roadway ROW, or at the NCWRP and NCPWF. Nighttime 

work hours may be modified/reduced or work may be performed during weekends 

on roadways near residential areas. Night or holiday work would typically occur for 

a maximum of one week in any given location, and most frequently between 2 to 3 

days (refer to Section 6.16, Transportation and Traffic, for details regarding 

duration and progression of pipeline construction within roadways).  
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3.4.3 CONSTRUCTION METHODS 

Treatment Facilities 

Construction of treatment facilities includes the new construction of the NCPWF, as 

well as improvements and/or expansion of existing facilities, including the NCWRP, 

Miramar WTP, and MBC. Under the Miramar Reservoir Alternative, the 

Dechlorination Facility would also be constructed.  

The construction phasing for treatment facilities generally begins with initial 

procurement of equipment and materials concurrent with physical mobilization on 

the facility site. Following the start of the procurement phase, general site civil 

engineering work would begin, focused on rough grading, installation of yard 

piping, and preparation for structural work. As the general civil work progresses, 

structural work would commence and include the installation of foundation slabs 

and concrete or steel structures. Once foundation slabs are complete, equipment 

deliveries would begin and mechanical installation would commence. As equipment 

is installed, the electrical work would continue, tying each facility area to the on-site 

electrical system. After all mechanical and electrical work is complete, the facility 

would be tested and commissioned.  

Pumping Facilities 

Pump stations would include the Morena Pump Station, Influent Pump Station, and the 

North City Pump Station. The Influent Pump Station and North City Pump Station would 

be constructed within the footprint of a treatment facility. Under the San Vicente 

Reservoir Alternative, the MTBS would also be constructed and would be located on an 

undeveloped parcel along the proposed San Vicente Pipeline alignment.  

The pumps and ancillary facilities (instrumentation, control, and power supply 

systems) would be placed within a masonry enclosure to minimize interior noise.  

Conveyance Facilities 

All pipeline facilities will be located within public ROW and/or publicly owned 

properties where available corridors exist. Easements will be required at locations 

where the pipeline crosses controlled access such as MTS and Caltrans facilities. In 

addition, at various locations the proposed pipelines will cross through private 

properties. Currently, utility easements are known within the private properties. 
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Adjustments to the existing easements will be required to provide the appropriate 

utility easements for the new pipelines. 

Open Cut Construction 

The majority of the pipeline alignments are anticipated to be constructed using cut-

and-cover, or open-cut, construction techniques. Minimum cover will be based on 

the pipe diameter and purpose of the pipeline. Pipelines will typically follow agency 

guidelines with 5 to 8 feet of cover, and where feasible, would be constructed below 

the typical depth of other wet and dry utilities to avoid conflict and potential 

exposure during future improvements. It is anticipated that excavation will be 

achievable with typical heavy excavation equipment. Vertical trench walls are 

anticipated for construction to minimize impacts to surface improvements, traffic 

flow, and adjacent utilities. Vertical trench walls can be provided by speed shoring, 

trench boxes, trench shields, driven sheet piles, soldier piles, soil nails, or other 

forms of shoring depending on local subsurface conditions and depth. Temporary 

construction easements and staging areas for construction will be determined 

based on pipeline diameter, recommended trench width, and depth of cover. Work 

areas for open-cut construction, including required lay-down area for supplies and 

equipment, would range from 30 to 60 feet wide, depending on depth of the trench 

and would typically occupy half the roadway width.  

Trenchless Construction 

Portions of the pipeline alignments will also be constructed using trenchless 

construction methods such as auger boring/auger jack and bore, drill and blast, 

microtunneling, or horizontal directional drilling. These methods are typically used in 

sensitive environmental areas, heavily congested areas or to cross-controlled access 

freeway and railroad crossings where open cut is not allowed. 

The selection and suitability of specific trenchless methods is largely dependent 

upon the anticipated ground conditions along the alignment; geotechnical reports 

or geotechnical baseline reports will be prepared where trenchless methods are 

proposed. Several other design elements should also be considered in assessing 

appropriate trenchless methods, including pipeline material and diameter, drive 

length, alignment and grade tolerances, available staging areas, control of 

groundwater, ground loss, and the potential for heave or settlement and permit 

requirements for casings in a two-pass installation. 
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Trenchless methods can be either a “one-pass” or “single-pass” system with the 

product pipe installed directly in place or “two-pass” with the product pipe installed 

within a casing pipe that has been installed by a trenchless method. Casings 

required are anticipated to be a minimum of 12 inches larger than the product pipe 

(60-inch-diameter casings for 48-inch nominal diameter pipelines) with a minimum 

3/4-inch wall thickness per California Department of Transportation requirements.  

Auger Boring/Auger Jack and Bore 

Auger boring is recommended for short two-pass installations where a casing is 

required. It is best suited to displaceable, cohesive, and dry soft soils. As the 

method is typically an open-face operation, it is not generally suitable where 

groundwater or running soils are present because of raveling or ground loss. For 

ground containing boulders or hard base rock, contractor access to the cutter face 

may be required to remove obstacles that cannot be bored through.  

The method employs a rotating cutting head attached to the leading end of a series 

of connected continuous-flight augers (auger chain) to construct a bore hole. A 

rotating cutter head is attached to the lead auger and can be placed within the 

casing, set flush with the leading edge or be larger in diameter than the casing pipe 

and excavate the soil in front of the casing. The auger boring machine uses large 

hydraulic pistons to advance the casing as the augers are rotated. Spoils are 

transported back to the drive shaft by the rotation of helical-wound auger flights by 

muck bucket, excavator, or conveyor.  

Multiple steering methods are available depending on the drive length and 

required tolerances. For short drives, unguided machines or water levels for vertical 

control are commonly used. For longer drives, precise tolerances can be obtained 

with pilot drilling or front-steer optical guidance systems such as “on-target” 

proprietary auger boring steering heads.  

Two work pits are required for construction: (1) a launching pit, which is the primary 

work area from which the auger boring machine is launched and the pipe is jacked 

in behind the machine; and (2) a receiving pit, where the auger boring machine is 

removed at the completion of the drive. The size of the pits is a function of the 

auger boring machine selected for the operation, the type and configuration of the 

jacking frame, and the size and length of pipe being installed. A launching pit 

approximately 12 to 15 feet wide and 35 to 40 feet long is anticipated based on 

common industry guidelines. 
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Microtunneling 

Microtunneling is a one- or two-pass method defined as “a remotely controlled, 

guided, pipe-jacking operation that provides continuous support to the excavation 

face by applying mechanical or fluid pressure to balance groundwater and earth 

pressures.” Face support and accurate guidance are key features distinguishing this 

method from auger boring. Microtunneling can be used in a wide variety of ground 

conditions including granular soils, cohesive soils, and bedrock, either above or 

below the groundwater table. However, without careful selection of the machine 

and investigation of the subsurface conditions, large quantities of cobbles or large 

rocks can block the cutter head and require that a separate rescue pit be 

constructed to remove the obstacles.  

A microtunnel boring machine typically consists of a bi-directional rotating cutter 

head equipped with cutter teeth, picks, or spades for excavation of soil and a conical-

shaped crushing chamber to pulverize cobbles and boulders. During excavation, 

slurry is pumped to the head and mixed with the soil cuttings. The slurry is then 

returned to a separation plant in the staging area at the launching pit to remove soil 

particles. Slurry pressure balanced microtunneling systems enable installations 

below the water table or in very wet soil without the need for dewatering.  

Most microtunneling operations include the following components: 

 Hydraulic jacking system to advance the microtunnel boring machine and 

pipe string  

 Closed-loop slurry system to transport the excavated spoils  

 Slurry cleaning system to remove the spoil from the slurry water  

 Lubrication system to lubricate the exterior of the pipe string during installation  

 Guidance system to provide line and grade control  

 Electrical supply and distribution system to power equipment 

 Crane to hoist pipe sections into the launching pit 

 Various trucks and loaders to transport spoil off site 

Microtunneling requires launching and receiving shafts, or pits, at the opposite 

ends of each drive. The launching pit and staging/work area requirements are 

heavily dependent on the contractor’s choice of methods, equipment, and layout. 

Typical launching pit and work area sizes for the Miramar Pipeline are 
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approximately 16 feet by 33 feet to 50 feet by 100 feet with an additional working 

area of 20 to 40 feet wide and 75 to 150 feet long.  

Horizontal Directional Drilling 

Horizontal directional drilling is a multi-pass method that uses steered drilling 

technologies to install product pipelines in a curved vertical alignment. This method 

is suitable for a variety of soil conditions; 2,000-foot drive lengths are common and 

lengths of up to 6,000 linear feet have been achieved in pipe diameters up to 54 

inches to date.  

The first pass in horizontal directional drilling drills a pilot hole approximately 2 to 

5 inches in diameter along the proposed alignment. Drilling heads come in 

multiple designs, and selection depends on the subsurface conditions at the 

proposed depth. Heads have multiple ports to allow injection of drilling fluid and 

removal of material. Cutting tools allow for steering and excavation of the soil , 

and mud-motors may be used in rocky soils. The pilot hole is drilled with a surface 

launched rig with an inclined carriage, typically adjusted at an angle of 8 to 18 

degrees with the ground for entrance and 8 to 12 degrees for exit angle.  

Once the initial bore hole is complete, a series of passes are made to enlarge or 

ream the drill hole to the desired diameter. In the final pass, the product pipe is 

attached to the reamer and pulled back. The product pipe is attached to the reamer 

with a swivel assembly to ensure that the rotation (torque) applied to the reamer is 

not transmitted to the pipe. Prior to the pull-back operation, the pipeline is usually 

assembled to its full length and tested. For steel pipe, welding, weld testing, and 

field-applied lining and coating is completed. Joints are commonly welded or fused 

to carry tension during pull-back.  

Drilling fluid is pumped through the drill head during the pilot bore, reaming, and 

pull-back operation. This fluid is a mixture of water and additives (bentonite, 

polymers, surfactants, etc.) and aids in the removal of drill cuttings, reduces friction 

against the soil, and stabilizes the bore hole during installation. Drilling fluid should 

be selected or designed for the site’s specific soil and groundwater conditions to 

prevent inadvertent fluid returns (hydraulic fracture). The best defense against 

losing fluid to the surface is monitoring drilling fluid pressures and careful drilling 

fluid design. Mitigation measures also include use of release holes and conductor 

casings in poor granular soils.  
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Supporting equipment such as a drilling mud recycling system, shale shaker, mud 

cleaner, centrifugal pump, mud tanks, etc., is needed to assist horizontal directional 

drilling and complete the work.  

Subaqueous Construction 

The “float-and-sink” method is recommended to install the subaqueous discharge 

pipeline at the bottom of Miramar Reservoir. The HDPE pipe segments will be butt-

fused at the Miramar Reservoir parking lot and on a barge. Once fused, the pipe will 

be towed into position along the Miramar Reservoir surface. As the pipe is floated, 

pre-cast concrete ballast blocks will be connected to the positively buoyant pipeline 

at regular intervals. Precast concrete ballast blocks such as single piece blocks held 

in place by stainless-steel strapping and bolts or two-piece concrete blocks will 

depend on the evaluation of installation condition, depth, and service conditions 

such as anticipated wave action, current movements, and bottom topography. 

Trenching and backfilling other than at the shoreline and reservoir entry are not 

anticipated for construction. Once the pipe is towed into position at the surface, 

water is allowed to fill the pipe in a controlled fashion, causing it to sink to the 

reservoir bottom. During the operation, the position of the pipe is monitored to 

place the pipe in the correct alignment. 

Landfill Gas Pipeline 

The approximately 15,882-linear-foot LFG Pipeline would be constructed using a 

combination of open cut and trenchless methods. Approximately 13,577 linear feet will 

be constructed using open trench methods. Limits of work for open cut construction 

would range from 40 to 60 feet with a 4-foot-wide open trench. Approximately 2,305 

linear feet would be constructed using trenchless methods; launching and receiving 

pits for each trenchless section would measure approximately 8 feet by 15 feet. Access 

to the LFG Pipeline would be via existing access roads, and all staging and equipment 

would be located in previously disturbed areas. 

San Vicente Reservoir Inlet Terminus Alternatives 

For the San Vicente Pipeline - TAT, the tunnel and tunnel boring machine portal 

sites would be located at the end of the San Vicente Pipeline alignment near the 

City’s maintenance yard. The tunnel is approximately 5,400 linear feet in a straight 

horizontal alignment at an approximate 5.4% (3-degree) grade. Excavation is 

anticipated to be completed by a single tunnel boring machine with an entry portal 

at the lower downstream end and exit portal in the canyon area above at the 
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designed discharge point near elevation 798. A 60-inch-diamater steel pipe would 

be installed within the tunnel, and the space between the tunnel and pipe would be 

backfilled with grout and the pipeline interior coated with cement mortar. 

Intermediate access along the alignment is not anticipated based on the existing 

terrain along the tunnel alignment. 

The San Vicente Reservoir - IRAT would be constructed using the open cut 

methods described above until reaching the reservoir’s shoreline. An 

approximately 10,000-linear-foot subaqueous pipeline constructed of HDPE would 

then convey water across the San Vicente Reservoir, exiting up the far bank where 

it would connect to the same discharge structure as proposed for the San Vicente 

Pipeline - TAT. The subaqueous pipeline would be weighted to ensure it remains 

on the San Vicente Reservoir bottom in its final position. 

The San Vicente Pipeline - MAT would be constructed using the same open cut 

methods described above until reaching the western shore of the San Vicente 

Reservoir, where it would discharge into the reservoir.  

3.4.4 CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT 

For facility construction, grading and excavation equipment, heavy-duty trucks, 

cranes, generators, bulldozers, compactors, welders, rollers, saws, and pumps are 

anticipated. Pile driving is not anticipated.  

For pump station construction, it is anticipated that the equipment will consist of a 

bulldozer, an excavator, a grader, a crane, a concrete pump, dewatering pumps, 

two dump trucks, two pick-up trucks, a generator, and a welding machine.  

Construction equipment for pipelines would typically include pickup and utility 

trucks, excavators, loaders, compactors/rollers, welding machines, asphalt/concrete 

saw, and pipe fusion machines. Specialized equipment would be required for 

trenchless construction portions as described above under Section 3.4.3.  

Construction Personnel 

It is assumed that multiple crews of approximately eight members each would be 

working simultaneously on each pipeline alignment. Specialty crews would work 

solely on the trenchless segments using specialized equipment. In addition, 

separate crews would construct the treatment facilities and pump stations; it is 

anticipated that a single crew would be responsible for construction of each facility.  
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3.4.5 STAGING AND ACCESS 

Staging areas for facilities and pump stations would be located within the 

facility footprints.  

Pipeline staging areas will be located within developed parking lots or other 

developed and disturbed areas to minimize traffic and road disruptions and would 

move frequently as construction progresses along the alignment. No new access 

roads would be needed. Staging areas for open cut construction would generally 

range from 30 feet to 60 feet wide. Staging areas for trenchless construction would 

range from 20 feet by 50 feet up to 100 feet by 150 feet.  

A jacking pit would be constructed at the beginning of each trenchless pipeline 

segment and a receiving pit would be constructed at the end of each segment.  

3.4.6 TRAFFIC CONTROL PLAN 

The City would prepare traffic control plans for pipeline construction to 

specifically address construction traffic within the City’s public rights-of-way. The 

traffic control plans would include provisions for construction times, control plans 

for allowance of bicyclists, pedestrians, and bus access throughout construction. 

The traffic control plans would also include provisions to ensure emergency 

vehicle passage at all times, and include signage and flaggers when necessary to 

allow the heavy equipment to utilize surrounding streets. The traffic control plans 

would include provisions for coordinating with local school hours and emergency 

service providers regarding construction times.  

3.5 OPERATION SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES 

3.5.1 STAFFING, PARKING, AND SECURITY 

Staffing 

A maximum of 60 new full-time employees would be required for operation of the 

entire North City Project, including 15 new full-time employees at the NCWRP and 45 

at the NCPWF.  

The NCPWF would include an O&M building on site. Approximately 45 new 

workers are anticipated to be required for operation, including a staff of 

approximately 12 researchers. These staff would be provided by the City. The 

facilities would be staffed in shifts 24 hours per day. A fully automated control 
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system would allow for remote monitoring. Pumping facilities would operate 24 

hours per day. No permanent staff would be required, and monitoring would 

occur remotely. City staff would routinely visit the pump station for maintenance 

and monitoring activities. 

Parking 

The Morena Pump Station is considered an unmanned facility. To anticipate O&M 

needs, five parking stalls will be located within the site. Relocation and addition of 

parking at the NCWRP is also anticipated. There is existing parking at MBC and 

Miramar WTP, and no new parking spaces would be provided. No new parking 

would be provided at the MTBS or along any of the pipeline alignments. 

Approximately 82 parking spaces would be provided for staff and visitors at the 

NCPWF-MR, and approximately 92 parking spaces would be provided at the 

NCPWF-SVR, in addition to the existing parking at the NCWRP. Pedestrian access 

between NCWRP and NCPWF will be via a potentially signalized intersection and 

pedestrian crosswalk at the intersection of Eastgate Mall and Eastgate Drive. The 

proposed main entrance is located west of the North City Pump Station and east 

of the O&M building. The emergency access is located in the southwest corner of 

the property or west of the O&M building. Parking at the NCPWF would include 

space for the North City Pump Station, which is located on the same site.  

Security 

Pump stations not collocated with the NCWRP or NCPWF, as well as the 

dechlorination facility, would be fully fenced and would include exterior lighting for 

security purposes. Security lighting will be activated through motion detection and 

will remain active for a minimum duration of 4 hours during the nighttime hours. 

Security lighting will have a manual override activated by O&M personnel in the 

event site activities exceed the 4-hour lighting pre-programmed limit. 

Site security at the NCWRP would remain similar to existing conditions, including 

on-site security guards, cameras, and a secure entrance. Security lighting would be 

provided around new equipment/structures, as necessary. For the NCPWF, security 

lighting on the exterior of structures, paths, and the entrance would be provided as 

necessary. The main entrance would include a secure access via a guard shack at 

the entrance and the perimeter of the facility would be fully fenced.  
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3.5.2 MAINTENANCE 

Morena Pump Station and Pipelines 

The Morena Pump Station will operate 24 hours per day, 7 days a week. The pump 

station will not have any full-time personnel for general operation purposes. O&M 

personnel will be on site at regular intervals for the removal of collected screenings 

and delivery of materials. Pump stations are designed with one redundant pump so 

that peak flows can be achieved even with one pump out of service for 

maintenance or repair. In the unlikely case of pipe failure, the NCPWF would be 

shut down until the pipe is repaired. In the event the NCPWF is shut down for any 

purpose, the Morena Pump Station will also be shut down and go into a by-pass 

mode directing flows to the Point Loma WWTP. 

Regular maintenance of conveyance facilities would be required to ensure that 

adequate flow is maintained. Permanent access along pipeline alignments would 

allow for inspection and maintenance. Operation and maintenance of the 

conveyance facilities would consist of routine patrolling, emergency repair, exercising 

valves, repair and maintenance, inspections, and periodic pipeline dewatering to 

allow for interior inspections or repairs. Flows would also be maintained via 

cleansing and flushing activities with a variety of tools. Video inspections would be 

performed on selected sections of pipelines when necessary. O&M activities also 

include no-dig rehabilitations such as epoxy coatings, polyurethane coatings, slip 

liners, and cured-in-place resin compound liners. Maintenance for elements of the 

proposed conveyance facilities would include activities similar to those performed 

throughout the existing water and wastewater system, such as exercising valves.  

North City Water Reclamation Plant and Influent Pump Station  

The NCWRP and Influent Pump Station will operate 24 hours a day 7 days a week.  

Operation and maintenance of the facility would consist of routine patrolling, 

emergency repair, exercising valves, repair, maintenance, and inspection. O&M will 

be conducted similar to operation of the existing NCWRP, with additional staff 

provided to support the increased flow and expanded treatment processes.  

A schedule will be developed for routine maintenance, but the treatment 

processes have built-in monitoring and controls as well as standby equipment. 

Maintenance would be performed on a routine schedule, and repairs would be 
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conducted as needed. Large equipment such as a crane may be used to replace 

pumps or other appurtenances. 

The pumping facility would operate 24 hours per day. Monitoring would occur 

through the control system and routine site patrolling for the pump station 

collocated with the treatment facility.  

North City Pure Water Facility and North City Pump Station 

The NCPWF and North City Pump Station will operate 24 hours a day 7 days a week, 

and the NCPWF will be staffed full-time, two shifts per day. 

O&M of the facility would consist of routine patrolling, emergency repair, exercising 

valves, repair, maintenance, and inspection. O&M procedures and protocols is based 

on the Demonstration Project for each process. A schedule will be developed for 

routine maintenance, but the treatment processes (MF, RO, etc.) have built in failsafe 

technology and equipment standby. Maintenance or repairs would only be required 

if, for example, there are substantial fluxes in the MF system. A crane will be used to 

remove and replace pumps. Other appurtenances within the North City Pump 

Station will be removed and replaced using the facility’s proposed bridge crane. 

North City Pure Water Conveyance System 

Pumping facilities would operate 24 hours per day. No permanent staff would be 

required, and monitoring would occur remotely. City staff would routinely visit 

pump stations that are not collocated with a treatment facility for maintenance and 

additional monitoring activities.  

Regular maintenance would be required to assure that adequate flow is maintained. 

Permanent easements along pipeline alignments would allow access for inspection 

and maintenance. O&M of the conveyance facilities would consist of routine patrolling, 

emergency repair, exercising valves, repair and maintenance, inspections, and periodic 

pipeline dewatering to allow for interior inspections or repairs. Flows would also be 

maintained via cleansing and flushing activities with a variety of tools. Video 

inspections would be performed on selected sections of pipelines when necessary. 

O&M activities also include no-dig rehabilitations such as epoxy coatings, polyurethane 

coatings, slip liners, and cured-in-place resin compound liners. Maintenance for 

elements of the proposed conveyance facilities would include activities similar to those 

performed throughout the existing water and wastewater system, with the exception 

that City divers will maintain the subaqueous pipeline.  
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San Vicente Pure Water Pipeline and Pump Stations 

Pumping facilities would operate 24 hours per day. No permanent staff would be 

required, and monitoring would occur remotely. City staff would routinely visit the 

MTBS for maintenance and additional monitoring activities.  

Regular maintenance would be required to assure that adequate flow is 

maintained. Permanent easements along pipeline alignments would allow access 

for inspection and maintenance. Operation and maintenance of the conveyance 

facilities would consist of routine patrolling, emergency repair, exercising valves, 

repair and maintenance, inspections, and periodic pipeline dewatering to allow 

for interior inspections or repairs. Flows would also be maintained via cleansing 

and flushing activities with a variety of tools. Video inspections would be 

performed on selected sections of pipelines when necessary. O&M activities also 

include no-dig rehabilitations such as epoxy coatings, polyurethane coatings, slip 

liners, and cured-in-place resin compound liners. Maintenance for elements of the 

proposed conveyance facilities would include activities similar to those performed 

throughout the existing water and wastewater system.  

3.5.3 ENERGY REQUIREMENTS 

Table 3-3 summarizes the energy requirements by component for each  

Project Alternative.  

Table 3-3  

Estimated Electricity Consumption for North City Project 

Project Component Estimated Energy Use (kWh/year) 

Miramar Reservoir Alternative 

Morena Pump Station 25,458,000 

NCWRP Expansion 32,498,000 

NCPWF Influent Pump Station 3,942,000 

NCPWF 42,209,000 

North City Pump Station 19,230,000 

North City Renewable Energy Facility (building usage) 2,628,000 

MBC Upgrades 15,884,000 

Dechlorination Facility  44,000 

Miramar WTP Improvements 586,000 

Reduction in Collection System and Wastewater Treatment (15,598,000) 

Total Miramar Reservoir Alternative 126,881,000 
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