SWEETWATER AUTHORITY
OPERATIONS COMMITTEE
AGENDA
DATE: Wednesday, September 19, 2018,

TIME: 10:00 a.m.

1.

CALL MEETING TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL.

2.

ITEMS TO BE ADDED, WITHDRAWN, OR REORDERED IN THE AGENDA.

3.

PUBLIC COMMENT.
Opportunity for members of the public to address the Committee. (Government Code Section
54954.3).

4.

ACTION AGENDA.
The following items on the Action Agenda call for discussion and action by the Committee. All items
are placed on the Agenda so that the Committee may discuss and take action on the item if the
Committee is so inclined, including items listed for information.

A. Parcel Subdivision at 3487 Main Street, Chula Vista
B. Consideration to Adopt Resolution 18-18 Approving and Adopting Addendum No.
2 to the Supplement and Final Environmental Impact Report for the Sweetwater
Reservoir Urban Runoff Diversion System Phase I and Approving Project
Modifications
C. Consideration to Award a Contract for Pipeline Construction for the 2018-2019
Pipeline Replacement Program
D. Water Storage Reporting – Loveland and Sweetwater Reservoirs (Information
Item)
E. Loveland Dam and Reservoir Asset Utilization (Information Item)
5.

CLOSED SESSION.
At any time during the regular session, the Committee may adjourn to closed session to discuss real
property matters within the attorney-client privilege, subject to the appropriate disclosures.
(Government Code Section 54956.8).

6.

NEXT MEETING DATE: Wednesday, October 17, 2018 at 10:00 a.m.

7.

ADJOURNMENT.

This agenda was posted at least seventy-two (72) hours before the meeting in a location freely accessible
to the Public on the exterior bulletin board at the main entrance to the Authority’s office and it is also posted
on the Authority’s website at www.sweetwater.org. No action may be taken on any item not appearing on
the posted agenda, except as provided by California Government Code Section 54954.2. Any writings or
documents provided to a majority of the members of the Sweetwater Authority Governing Board regarding
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any item on this agenda will be made available for public inspection at the Authority Administration Office,
located at 505 Garrett Avenue, Chula Vista, CA 91910, during normal business hours. Upon request, this
agenda will be made available in appropriate alternative formats to persons with disabilities, as required by
Section 202 of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990. Any person with a disability who requires a
modification or accommodation in order to participate in a meeting should direct such request to the Board
Secretary at (619) 409-6703 at least forty-eight (48) hours before the meeting, if possible.
To e-subscribe to receive
www.sweetwater.org.
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TO:

Governing Board (Operations Committee)

FROM:

Management

DATE:

September 14, 2018

SUBJECT: Parcel Subdivision at 3487 Main Street, Chula Vista
SUMMARY
At its August 8, 2018 meeting, the Board referred consideration of a request by Save
Our Heritage Organization (SOHO) to the Operations Committee.
The subject project involves the subdivision of a 6-acre parcel located at 3487 Main
Street, in Chula Vista, near the southernmost limits of the Authority’s service area. The
parcel contains a historically designated home which is approximately centered on the
parcel and is surrounded by miscellaneous uses, including vehicle storage and an
abandoned car wash facility. As part of the subdivision process, the owner proposes to
subdivide the single parcel into three different sized parcels, each fronting Main Street,
designated in the proposed subdivision as Parcels 1, 2, and 3, as shown on the map
attached as Exhibit A. Based on recent communications received from one of the
project’s proponents, SOHO, the Authority understands that one of the purposes of the
subdivision is to create a parcel containing the historical home, which will in turn be
gifted by the owner to SOHO.
Tentative Parcel Map Review
To accomplish the proposed subdivision, the owner is processing a Tentative Parcel
Map (TPM) through the City of Chula Vista (City). As is standard practice with proposed
subdivisions, the City’s Development Services Department has requested a review of
the TPM by the Authority, a process which provides the Authority the opportunity to
confirm that water service to the proposed parcels is feasible, that water facilities will not
conflict with other utilities, and that water service for the subdivision will comply with the
Authority’s Rates & Rules and other applicable requirements (e.g., construction
standards).
The Authority first reviewed the TPM in October 2017 and provided requirements and
concerns soon thereafter. The Authority has provided the same requirements since its
initial review, which have been reiterated in subsequent TPM and document reviews,
including the City’s draft Notice of Approval (NOA) for the proposed subdivision.
The Authority’s requirements and concerns are summarized below:
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1. The TPM shall show the source of water supply to each lot, as required by the
City’s Subdivision Manual, by showing proposed water facilities/services for each
lot. As submitted, the TPM does not show proposed water services.
2. The TPM shall show other utility improvements to allow for verification that the
construction of the proposed water facilities is feasible and will meet applicable
standards, such as the required separation between water and sewer laterals.
3. After the subdivision, the existing water service/meter can only serve Parcel 1, as
that is the parcel that the meter will front. Per the Authority’s Rates & Rules and
construction standards, water services/meters must front the parcel that they
serve.
4. The installation of water facilities to serve the subdivision shall occur prior to the
recordation of the final Parcel Map.
Authority staff was in regular communications with the City during June and July 2018,
as multiple versions of the NOA were developed in an effort to address the Authority’s
concerns and requirements. There was partial resolution of the Authority’s
requirements; however, there has been continuing objection by the owner,
communicated through the owner’s attorney, to the requirement that a new water
service be installed in front of Parcel 3 prior to the final Parcel Map recordation (i.e.,
before the subdivision), in order to provide service to the existing residence. Under
current conditions, the residence is served by the existing meter fronting the combined
parcel. After the subdivision, the existing meter may only service the parcel it fronts,
which would be the newly created Parcel 1. Continuing service to the residence on
Parcel 3 from a meter fronting Parcel 1 would not be in accordance with the Authority’s
Rates & Rules or its construction standards.
SOHO Request
As part of continuing project communications, a request was made by the City, and
subsequently by SOHO at the August 8, 2018 Board meeting, to serve Parcel 3 with the
existing service lateral through Parcel 1, by having the owner of Parcel 1 grant an
easement for the benefit of Parcel 3. A copy of SOHO’s letter to the South Bay Irrigation
District (SBID) Board, which was included in the August 8, 2018 Board meeting agenda,
is attached for reference. This proposal requests an installation similar to a remote
service; however, while the existence of an easement is a condition that must be met for
the installation of a remote service, there are additional criteria that are required for
remote services which are intended to serve parcels that do not front right-of-way or an
Authority easement. In this instance, Parcel 3 will front right-of-way and, as such, does
not meet the Authority’s criteria for a remote service.
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FISCAL IMPACT
Fiscal impacts are unknown at this time, but would likely include additional staff time
required to track non-standard water service installations in the future.
POLICY/STRATEGIC PLAN OBJECTIVE
Strategic Plan Goal #2 System and Water Supply Reliability, Objective SR7 is to review
proposed development plans and install necessary infrastructure to ensure the facilities
meet the required demand, achieve code compliance, avoid cross-connections, and
have minimal-to-zero impact to the Authority’s ratepayers.
Board policy, as set forth in the Authority’s Rates & Rules, require that new facilities
necessary to provide water service to lands or developments be installed at the
expense of the property owners or developers requesting service.
ALTERNATIVES
1. The Board could approve SOHO’s request and direct staff to accept the recordation
of an easement from Parcel 3 to Parcel 1, to allow water service to the existing
residence from the existing service fronting Parcel 1, as a condition for approval of
the subject project’s TPM.
2. The Board could deny the request from SOHO for the recordation of an easement as
a condition of TPM approval for the subject project, in order to maintain consistency
among Board consideration of similar developer requests in the application of the
Authority’s Rates & Rules and construction standards.
RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the Governing Board deny the request from SOHO for the
recordation of an easement as a condition of TPM approval for the subject project.
Staff’s recommendation supports a consistent approach to developer requests in order
to avoid any perception of preferential treatment or partiality. Approval of the request
would result in water service which would not comply with the Authority’s Rates & Rules
and construction standards, and would set a precedent for future similar requests which
could result in additional nonstandard and non-compliant water service installations.
Attachments:

Exhibit A – Site Map
Letter from SOHO, dated July 10, 2018
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South Bay Irrigation District Board
P.O. Box 2328
Chula Vista, CA 9 l 9 l 2
Re: 3487 Main Street, Chtila Vista
Dear Chairperson Terry Thomas & Members of the Governing Board,
For nearly 14 years, I have been in contact with Barbara Anderson who has very graciously and generously offered to
donate to SOHO a very significant historically designated resource, her home and immediate surrounding propertyi
located at 34·87 Main St!'eet. The pu,pose of this gift to SOHO i, to assure the long-term preservation and upkeep of the
Lorenzo Anderson Historic Site # 68. This generous gift by Ms. Anderson (now 86 years old) will be a very significant and
valuable resource for SOHO to own.
In order to accomplish this, Matthew Peterson Esq. of Peterson & Price, APC has contacted us recently and has been
pmcessing a 3 lot Tentative Parcel Map ("TPM") at tlie City of Chula Vista ("City") so that the site and home will be
contained within a separate legal pal'ccl. Once the TPM is recorded, Ms. Anderson will then make arrangements for the
transfer of Parcel 3 to SOHO.
The City has been most cooperative and helpful in expediting the TPM 1 and all issues have heen i-esolved except for l, a
Water District staff recommended condition that Parcel 3 must have a new meter installed adjacent/ contiguous to parcel
3 (the existing meter is approximately 35 feet to the east of proposed Parcel 3 in front of proposed Parcel 1).
The problem with the proposed District staff recommended condition is that it will be very costly (over $45,000) and time
consuming. Additionally, the new meter installation may also trigger more dedications, and other costly public
improvements, As you can imagine, SOHO docs not have the money to cover this recommended new water meter, and it
would create an extreme economic hardship on Ms. Anderson i11 the twilight of her years. Truthfully) Mr. Peterson has
told me that the District staff recommended condition will be a deal killer and Ms. Anderson will very sadly have to
withdraw her kind offer to SOHO.
It is our understanding that the City Lr; fine resolving this last remai11ing issue by simply having a condition of the TPM
approval and notes on the TPM that require Parcel l owner 01er grandson Chris Perkins) to grant to J>atccl 3 owner
(Barbara Anderson Trust) an Easement for the existing water meter and line for tl1e benefit of Pared 3 (fulure owner
SOHO). It is our understanding that Parcel 2 will remain in the Barbara Anderson T1ust.
We would respectfully request, and in fact plead, that the \,Vatcr District Board direct staff to accept as a condition of
approval the recordation of an easement for the existing meter and line that currently services Parcel 3.
Thank you for your conskleration 1

Bruce Coons
Executive Director
Save OuI' Heritage Organisation

·-----·-··--------·-----------------

2476 San Diego Avenue• San Diego CA 92110 • www.sohosandlego.org • 619/297·9327 • 619/291-3576 fax
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TO:

Governing Board (Operations Committee)

FROM:

Management

DATE:

September 14, 2018

SUBJECT: Consideration to Adopt Resolution 18-18 Approving and Adopting
Addendum No. 2 to the Supplement and Final Environmental Impact
Report for the Sweetwater Reservoir Urban Runoff Diversion System
Phase I and Approving Project Modifications
SUMMARY
On November 12, 1987, the Authority’s Board certified the Supplement and Final
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Sweetwater Reservoir Urban Runoff
Diversion System Phase 1 (URDS-1) for the construction of the URDS-1 on the north
side of the Sweetwater Reservoir. The URDS-1 is a water quality control system that
captures first flush storm flows and low-flow runoff before the water enters Sweetwater
Reservoir. The URDS-1 facilities include diversion structures located at membrane-lined
forebays and detention ponds, which form artificial or constructed wetlands that provide
passive physical and biological remediation of the captured runoff. These URDS-1
facilities were permitted and installed in 1991.
In the early 2010s, Authority staff identified the need to provide major maintenance,
including dredging of accumulated sediment, of the URDS-1 detention ponds and
forebays and prepared Addendum No. 1 to the EIR since not all of the necessary
maintenance activities were discussed in the EIR. Authority staff and the Authority’s oncall contractor (El Cajon Grading and Engineering Co., Inc.) recently finalized the
dredging activities. While placement of dredged materials at the staging areas located
at the Sweetwater Reservoir property was approved as a temporary measure by the
regulatory agencies, permanent off-site disposal of all dredged materials, including soils
and vegetation, was proposed in Addendum No. 1. Currently, there are approximately
4,800 cubic yards (CYs) of dredged sediment placed on the Sweetwater Reservoir
property, upstream from the URDS-1 facilities.
Authority staff has re-evaluated the original off-site disposal option considered in
Addendum No. 1 and determined that it would be too costly and economically infeasible
to dispose of the dredged sediments at a landfill. Instead, Authority staff is
recommending on-site disposal of the dredged sediments at a previously disturbed
location along Jamacha Boulevard, in the northeastern portion of the Sweetwater
Reservoir property, and upstream of the URDS-1 facilities. The proposed disposal site
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includes portions of the Authority’s existing main staging area and another adjacent
area that was originally a natural hillside, but was impacted during the widening of
Jamacha Boulevard and later used as a borrow area for the URDS-2 Project. In order to
do this, as on-site disposal of soils is a minor modification to the previously approved
URDS-1 project, an addendum (Addendum No. 2) has been prepared in accordance
with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The Addendum and associated
technical analyses show that the proposed on-site disposal of soils would not result in
new environmental impacts or an increase in severity previously identified
environmental impacts, as described in the EIR, or result in potential water quality
deterioration at the Sweetwater Reservoir.
FISCAL IMPACT
The FY 2018-19 Budget includes a total of $205,000 for on-site disposal activities. No
additional funds are being requested at this time. However, future requirements or
additional conditions from regulatory agencies may increase the cost of the tasks
described in Addendum No. 2.
POLICY/STRATEGIC PLAN OBJECTIVE
Infrastructure Maintenance - Strategic Plan Goal #2, System and Water Supply
Reliability, Objective SR-9 is to Cost effectively maintain facilities and infrastructure to
optimize its useful life and performance.
Addendum No. 2 to the Supplement and Final EIR for the Sweetwater Reservoir URDS1 project was prepared in compliance with the CEQA and the Sweetwater Authority
Local Guidelines for Implementing CEQA.
ALTERNATIVES
1. Adopt Resolution 18-18 approving and adopting Addendum No. 2 to the
Supplement and Final Environmental Impact Report for the Sweetwater
Reservoir Urban Runoff Diversion System Phase 1 and approving the project
modifications.
2. Do not adopt Addendum No. 2 to the EIR; stop pursuing soil disposal on-site;
and to direct Authority staff to dispose of soils at an off-site facility. If disposal of
soils is to occur at an off-site facility (e.g. landfill), there would be a $500,000 to
$600,000 additional cost associated with hauling and disposal of materials,
assuming the off-site facility would accept the soils once vegetation and soils are
separated.
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RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the Governing Board adopt Resolution 18-18 Approving and
Adopting Addendum No. 2 to the Supplement and Final Environmental Impact Report
for the Sweetwater Reservoir Urban Runoff Diversion System Phase 1 Project and
Approving Project Modifications.
Attachments: Supplement and Final Environmental Impact Report for the Sweetwater
Reservoir URDS-1 (due to excessively large size, the document is
available for viewing in the General Manager’s office, during regular
business hours)
Addendum No. 2 to the Environmental Impact Report, pages 1-33 (due
to excessively large size, the complete document is available for viewing
in the General Manager’s office, during regular business hours)
Resolution 18-18
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FINAL
ADDENDUM No. 2
TO THE PREVIOUSLY CERTIFIED SUPPLEMENT AND FINAL
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
FOR THE
SWEETWATER RESERVOIR
URBAN RUNOFF DIVERSION SYSTEM PHASE I
State Clearinghouse Number 85042404
September 10, 2018
Lead Agency Name and Address:
Sweetwater Authority
505 Garrett Avenue
Chula Vista, California 91910
Contact: Israel Marquez, Environmental Project Manager
Phone Number: (619) 409-6759
E-mail: imarquez@sweetwater.org
Project Applicant’s Name and Address:
Sweetwater Authority
505 Garrett Avenue
Chula Vista, California 91910
(619) 420-1413
FAX (619) 425-7469
http://www.sweetwater.org
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1.0 INTRODUCTION
This document is Addendum No. 2 to the Supplement and Final Environmental Impact Report
for the Sweetwater Reservoir Urban Runoff Diversion System Project. This Addendum No. 2
describes minor modifications/refinements to the original project as described in the Supplement
and Final Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) that do not result in any new or substantially
more adverse significant effects or require any new mitigation measures not identified in the
EIR. This Addendum No. 2, together with the EIR, will be considered by Sweetwater Authority’s
Governing Board prior to making a decision on the project.

2.0 DETERMINATION
This Addendum No. 2 has been prepared in accordance with California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15162 and 15164 to revise the previously adopted EIR to
accurately reflect the changes or additions to the project, changes in conditions under which the
project is undertaken, or to add new information. No substantial changes are proposed and
there are no substantial circumstances under which the project will be undertaken that will
require major revisions to the previous EIR due to the involvement of significant new
environmental effects or substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant
effects. Also, there is no “new information of substantial importance” as defined in CEQA
Guidelines 15162(a)(3). Therefore, the previously adopted EIR is adequate upon completion of
this Addendum No. 2 pursuant to Section 15164(b) of the CEQA guidelines.

3.0 BACKGROUND

Sweetwater Authority (Authority), as the lead agency pursuant to CEQA, certified the URDS I
Project EIR (State Clearinghouse [SCH] No. 85042404) on November 12, 1987. The EIR found
that the construction of the Sweetwater Reservoir Urban Runoff Diversion System Phase One
(URDS I) would result in less than significant effects to the environment, and mitigation
measures were made a condition of the project. The URDS I is a water quality control system
that captures first flush storm flows and low-flow runoff before the water enters Sweetwater
Reservoir. The URDS I facilities include diversion structures located at membrane-lined
forebays and holding ponds, which form artificial or constructed wetlands that provide passive
physical and biological remediation of the captured runoff. These URDS I facilities were
permitted and installed in 1991.
Following the certification of the EIR and the construction of the URDS I, Authority staff realized
that while the dredging of detention ponds was discussed in the EIR, the dredging of diversion
ponds (also known as forebays) was not. Relevant environmental studies were conducted in
2013 and 2014 to identify the potential constraints and impacts associated with the maintenance
of the detention ponds and forebays. As part of the environmental analysis, a Soil Composition
Testing and a Biological Resources Assessment, including a Jurisdiction Delineation, were
conducted (Amec Foster Wheeler 2014a and 2014b). After the Authority’s Governing Board
consideration, a CEQA Addendum was adopted on August 13, 2014, hereinafter referred to as
the “First Addendum” (Amec Foster Wheeler 2014c). Maintenance activities evaluated in the
First Addendum included sediment removal and disposal in three phases over a 3-year period.
Page 3
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Less than 5,000 cubic yards (CYs) of sediment were proposed for removal and disposal during
each phase. Analytical results from soil composition testing indicated that the soils accumulated
in all the URDS I ponds met solid waste disposal requirements outlined in the Special Waste
Acceptance Guidelines for San Diego Area Landfills and were safe for off-site disposal within a
landfill (Amec Foster Wheeler 2014b; see Attachment 3). As such, sediments were proposed for
off-site disposal at either the Otay Landfill or Sycamore Landfill. With the adoption of the First
Addendum, URDS I maintenance activities – including dewatering of the ponds, vegetation
clearing, sediment removal, and revegetation of the detention ponds and forebays with
freshwater marsh species – were completed in accordance with the EIR, the EIR’s Mitigation
Plan, the First Addendum, and regulatory permit conditions. As of August 2018, revegetation
and monitoring of dredged sites is ongoing.

4.0 ADDITIONS AND CHANGES TO THE EIR
Following the certification of the EIR, the construction of the URDS I, the adoption of the First
Addendum, and the ponds and forebays’ maintenance activities, there are proposed changes to
the URDS I Project that consist of the following:
x

On-Site Disposal of Dredged Sediments

x

Expansion and Improvements to Main Staging Area

The on-site disposal of dredged sediments and the expansion and improvements of the main
staging area as described below, in the environmental review update checklist (Section 6.0),
and in the attachments, are the two main changes/additions to the URDS I Project. These two
changes are hereinafter referred to as “Proposed Activities.”
Authority staff has re-evaluated the original off-site disposal option considered in the First
Addendum and determined that it would be too costly and economically infeasible to dispose of
the dredged sediments at a landfill. Instead, the Authority is considering on-site disposal of the
dredged sediments at a previously disturbed location along Jamacha Boulevard in the
northeastern portion the Sweetwater Reservoir property and upstream of the URDS I facilities
(Figure 1). The proposed disposal site includes portions of the Authority’s existing main staging
area and another adjacent area that was originally a natural hillside, but was impacted during
the widening of Jamacha Boulevard and later used as a borrow area for the URDS II Project.
The Authority is also considering the reconfiguring of the existing staging area, which would
include the soil disposal site and a wood chipping site (Figure 2). Following the placement of
the dredged sediments within the 1.92-acre disposal site, the sediments would be covered with
3 inches of road base. This area would continue to be used by Authority staff for ongoing
operations and maintenance activities. Another 1.73-acre area immediately to the southeast of
the disposal site would be used as a wood chipping site and would provide a vegetation
disposal site and a buffer between the soil disposal site and URDS I Collector Channel 5, which
is located further to the south and southeast from the Proposed Activities. A 10-foot wide road
and a 20-foot wide road would be created to provide access to the reconfigured staging area
and for patrol purposes. The roads would initially be constructed as dirt roads, but placement of
decomposed granite or gravel road base would occur over the following years.

Page 4
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5.0 IMPACT ANALYSIS
As part of the environmental constraints analysis for the Proposed Activities, Amec Foster
Wheeler was retained to prepare a Biological Constraints Assessment and to re-evaluate the
soil composition study. The documents listed below are the most recent and relevant
environmental analyses/permit applications that inform the conclusions of this addendum.
Previous environmental documentation can be obtained by contacting the Authority’s
environmental staff at environmental@sweetwater.org.
1. Attachment 1. Update to the Notice of Intent (NOI) Application to Comply with the
Conditional Waivers of Waste Discharge Requirements. Includes: Revised
comparison table for Tier 1 and Tier 2 soils, updated Site Clearing Map, flood hazards
map, USDA soil survey data, and groundwater background and site drainage
information.
2. Attachment 2. NOI Application with Appendices. Includes: Additional Responses to
NOI, Evaluation for On-Site Soil Disposal, Revised Runoff / BMP Management Plan,
Project Vicinity Map, Site Clearing Map (outdated), and Water Pollution Control Plan
(outdated).
3. Attachment 3. Biological Constraints Assessment. Includes: Quino Checkerspot
Butterfly Survey Report and Otay Tarplant Survey Memorandum.
Proposed Activities Considerations
The Authority originally considered disposal of the dredged sediments across an entire 9-acre
site (“study area”). However, following the completion of environmental constraints assessments
and the review of agreements with other public agencies, the proposed soil disposal area was
reconfigured and reduced to approximately 3.65 acres, such that the proposed on-site soil
disposal would completely avoid slopes, existing easements, public utilities, and sensitive
resources, including Waters of the U.S. and/or State and disturbed Diegan coastal sage scrub
habitat. To ensure that the URDS I Project changes are consistent with applicable regulations,
the Proposed Activities have been designed in close coordination with regulatory agencies,
including the San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).
While the necessary approvals are obtained from other agencies, vegetation previously
removed from detention ponds and forebays and placed in the main staging area, as described
in the First Addendum, would continue to be removed from the staging area. In order to access
the vegetation piles, however, an extension to the staging area is necessary, as noted in Figure
1. The extension limit would be a parallel line 100 feet away from the staging area’s fence,
approximately 0.6 acre, and would be used for staging bins and any construction equipment
needed to separate vegetation from soils and to dispose of vegetation. The extension is part of
the Proposed Activities and a temporary measure; no regulatory requirements are needed to
conduct this extension. Once all regulatory clearances are obtained, the Proposed Activities
would occur as described throughout this document.

Page 7
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Biological Resources
The Biological Constraints Assessment (Amec Foster Wheeler 2018b) evaluated the study area
that was originally considered by the Authority and included a site reconnaissance survey and
vegetation mapping as well as follow up surveys for Otay tarplant and Quino checkerspot
butterfly. The Biological Constraints Assessment determined that the overall ecological value of
the study site was low due to its disturbed condition, low species diversity, prevalence of nonnative plant species, and proximity to development. Further, based on the results of the
vegetation mapping and other environmental constraints, the Authority reconfigured the
boundaries of the proposed soil disposal site to minimize impacts to non-native grassland and
completely avoid disturbed Diegan coastal sage scrub habitat. As such, vegetation removal
would be limited to disturbed/ruderal habitat and a small patch of non-native grassland. A
juvenile California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica) was identified one occasion
during the surveys and appeared to be a dispersing individual. The site is not believed to
currently support breeding by this species. None-the-less all the existing, disturbed Diegan
coastal sage scrub habitat will be avoided by the Proposed Activities. During the implementation
of the Proposed Activities, the Authority and its contractors will ensure that the mitigation
measures and conditions are followed, as described in the EIR, the EIR’s Mitigation Plan, and
any permit conditions or requirements. Mitigation measures include avoidance of Otay tarplant if
encountered and clearing of sensitive habitat during the non-nesting season.
Soils and On-Site Soil Disposal
Using the results of the soil composition testing conducted in 2013-14 and by looking at
potential contaminant activities occurring upstream of the URDS I, Amec Foster Wheeler reevaluated the suitability of the soils for on-site disposal and prepared an Evaluation for On-Site
Soil Disposal. Amec Foster Wheeler concluded that, with the exception of arsenic, the average
metal concentrations for all tested soils are below the Tier 1 Soil Screening Level (SSL)
threshold values for Title 22 metals of inert waste soils. The naturally occurring background
level for arsenic is 3.50 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg), a value that is equal to the Tier 1 SSL.
Arsenic was detected in the URDS I soils at an average concentration of 3.90 mg/kg,
approximately 10 percent above the naturally occurring background level and the Tier 1 SSL for
this analyte. According to Amec Foster Wheeler, “it is possible that the soils in the watershed
may naturally contain higher than average arsenic levels. To further investigate the potential
effect of arsenic levels in the soil, metal concentrations were also compared to Tier 2 SSL.
However, none of the average metal concentrations exceeded the Tier 2 SSL threshold values
(Amec Foster Wheeler 2018a). ”
With the information provided in Amec Foster Wheeler’s Evaluation for On-Site Soil Disposal,
Authority staff prepared a Notice of Intent (NOI) and submitted it to the RWQCB to comply with
the conditions of the Conditional Waivers of Waste Discharge Requirements (WDR) Order No.
R9-2014-0041 for Low Threat Discharges in the San Diego Region (RWQCB 2014). The
application was first submitted on February 8, 2018 and then again on June 13 of the same
year. RWQCB staff reviewed the application, including the soil composition testing results and
compared the results with requirements described in Conditional Waivers No. 10. As required in
Conditional Wavier No. 10, RWQCB staff calculated the 90 Percent Upper Confidence Limit.
RWQCB staff concluded that most of the analytes met the Tier 1 criteria. Arsenic, lead, and
zinc, however, were above the Tier 1 criteria and met only Tier 2 criteria. An update to the NOI
application was prepared to ensure consistency with Tier 2 requirements (see Attachment 1). As
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such, these soils are available for reuse on commercial or industrial sites provided that the soils
are:
x
x
x
x

Placed at least 5 feet above the highest historically known or anticipated level of
groundwater;
Placed at least 100 feet from the nearest surface water body and any MS4 facility;
Projected against 100-year peak stream flows; and
Covered by engineered road base or not less than 2 feet of non-contaminated, clean fill.

As part of the Project Activities and consistent with the WDRs Waiver No. 10 conditions for Tier
2 Soil Wastes, following the placement of the dredged sediments within the 1.92-acre disposal
site, the soil would be:
x
x
x
x
x

Placed on a parcel of land that is currently used as a staging area for equipment and
materials;
Placed on soils with a depth to water table of more than 80 inches, per the Web Soil
Survey and previous groundwater assessments;
Placed at least 100 feet from any water body or storm drain facility;
Protected against the 100-year stream flows; and
Covered with 3 inches of road base.

Stormwater Best Management Practices
Soil disposal and the associated construction of the new staging area would include all the
proper stormwater and non-stormwater best management practices (BMPs) and would comply
with all regulations. In addition to complying with Conditional Waiver No. 10, Authority staff has
prepared a Runoff / BMP Management Plan for the URDS I Maintenance Project (“BMP Plan”)
to ensure consistency with stormwater regulations. This BMP Plan includes BMPs to prevent
both stormwater and non-stormwater pollution, including stabilization of construction entrance
and exits, watering construction access roads, as well as soil management and disposal. While
many of the measures included in the BMP Plan would be utilized for the proposed on-site soil
placement, the BMP Plan has been revised to better accommodate the Proposed Activities. In
addition to the BMP Plan, a Site Clearing Plan and a Water Pollution Control Plan have also
been prepared to ensure stormwater pollution does not result from the Proposed Activities (see
Attachment 2). Because of the small volume of evenly placed material, the BMPs described
above and in the Revised Runoff / BMP Management Plan would provide adequate soil
stabilization and erosion control. Further, any potential runoff from the site would be directed
into the URDS I Alacena Forebay East and Alacena Court Detention Pond for appropriate
containment. This would prevent any runoff from the disposal site entering into Sweetwater
Reservoir.
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6.0 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW UPDATE CHECKLIST
Subject areas determined to have new or substantially more severe significant environmental
effects compared to those identified in the previous EIR. The subject areas checked below were
determined to be new significant environmental effects or to be previously identified effects that
have a substantial increase in severity either due to a change in project, change in
circumstances or new information of substantial importance, as indicated by the checklist and
discussion on the following pages.
;

None
Aesthetics

Agriculture Resources

Air Quality

Greenhouse Gas
Emissions

Cultural/Paleontological/
Tribal Resources
Hazards & Hazardous
Materials

Land Use/Planning

Mineral Resources

Noise

Population/Housing

Public Services

Recreation

Transportation/Traffic

Utilities/Service Systems

Mandatory Findings of
Significance

Biological Resources

Geology/Soils
Hydrology/Water
Quality

The following responses briefly summarize the previous findings of the EIR and focus on
changes in the project, changes in circumstances under which the project is undertaken and/or
"new information of substantial importance" that may cause one or more effects to
environmental resources. The responses support the “Determination” above, as to the type of
environmental documentation required, if any.
I. AESTHETICS – Since the previous EIR was certified, are there any changes in the project,
changes in circumstances under which the project is undertaken and/or "new information of
substantial importance" that cause one or more effects to aesthetic resources including: scenic
vistas; scenic resources including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, or historic
buildings within a state scenic highway; existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings; or day or nighttime views in the area?
Yes

No

The EIR and subsequent First Addendum identified no important visual resources or scenic
elements that would be impacted by the construction, operation, or maintenance of URDS I. The
EIR determined that the landform alterations necessary to accommodate the construction of the
detention ponds, pipeline segments, pump station, low-flow cutoff barrier, and overflow
interceptor would result in less than significant impacts and would not require mitigation
measures beyond the features already incorporated into the design of URDS I. The Proposed
Activities would similarly have no impact on aesthetics and visual resources. Dredged
sediments would be moved to the permanent disposal site, which is currently a staging area and
an empty lot. The Proposed Activities site has been subject to extensive ground disturbance
over the last 25 years. As such, there are no scenic resources (e.g., trees, rock outcroppings, or
historic buildings) located on the site. The dredged sediments would be spread evenly across
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the approximately 1.92-acre site, resulting in a 26-inch increase in the overall ground surface,
including 19-inches of disposed soil and 3-inches of overlying road base. This area would
continue to be used by Authority staff for ongoing operations and maintenance activities (e.g.,
temporary trailers, construction equipment staging, materials staging, etc...) and no major
changes are anticipated. The landform alteration would be minimal and on-site soil disposal and
reconfiguring of the staging area would not substantially affect the surrounding visual
landscape. The views from the Jamacha Road or neighboring properties would not be affected
as the Project Activities site is mostly covered by the Jamacha Boulevard slope and would
continue to be operated as a staging and vegetation management area. Furthermore, the
aesthetics modifications of the site would be minimal as the site, in its current form, is mostly
comprised of a staging area and “idle lot” covered with ruderal vegetation, and the proposal is to
convert the site into a staging area covered with road base and woodchips. Therefore, the
proposed changes would not affect the conclusions of the EIR or the First Addendum.
II. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES – Since the previous EIR was certified,
are there any changes in the project, changes in circumstances under which the project is
undertaken and/or "new information of substantial importance" that cause one or more effects to
agriculture or forestry resources including: conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance to a non-agricultural use, conflicts with existing zoning for
agricultural use or Williamson Act contract, or conversion of forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code Section 12220[g]), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code Section
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code Section
51104[g])?
Yes
No

The EIR and subsequent First Addendum identified no impacts to agricultural resources. A
comment letter from the California Department of Food and Agriculture concurred that the
construction and maintenance of URDS I would not significantly affect any agricultural land.
Similarly, the Proposed Activities would not have any impacts on agricultural resources and the
Proposed Activities site is not a forested land nor do timberland operations occur on the site or
in the vicinity. The Proposed Activities area, or its vicinity, is not characterized as Prime
Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance. Furthermore, the Proposed
Activities site has been used for the last 25 years or so for staging materials and was also used
as a borrow site for the construction of the URDS II. Therefore, the proposed changes would
not affect the conclusions of the EIR or the First Addendum.
III. AIR QUALITY – Since the previous EIR was certified, are there any changes in the project,
changes in circumstances under which the project is undertaken and/or "new information of
substantial importance" that cause one or more effects to air quality including: conflicts with, or
obstruction of, implementation of the San Diego Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) or
applicable portions of the State Implementation Plan (SIP); violation of any air quality standard
or substantial contribution to an existing or projected air quality violation; a cumulatively
considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment
under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard; exposure of sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; or creation of objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people?
Yes
No
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The EIR identified less than significant impacts to air quality due to emissions from construction
equipment and trenching operations during installation of the ponds, pipelines, and other
improvements associated with URDS I. The EIR also described that operational emissions from
the pumps as well as the vehicles and equipment used during maintenance of the facility would
be nominal. Therefore, the EIR concluded that the total air emissions associated with URDS I
would be less than significant on both a local and regional scale. Similarly, the First Addendum
also identified less than significant impacts to air quality as a result of the proposed
maintenance activities. The Proposed Activities would reduce overall construction emissions
relative to those described in the First Addendum, which accounted for the transportation of
dredged sediments off-site to either the Otay Landfill or Sycamore Landfill, located
approximately 6 miles and approximately 12 miles from Sweetwater Reservoir, respectively.
Because off-site transport would not occur and dredged sediments would instead be transported
less than 1,000 feet via Authority-owned access roads, emissions related to the Proposed
Activities would be lower than those identified in the First Addendum.
A conflict with the San Diego Regional Air Quality Standards (RAQS) typically occurs when
development would result in greater emissions than what is accounted for in the RAQS. The
RAQS is based on local land use plans such as general plans that provide population and traffic
projections. Thus, the emphasis of this criterion is to ensure that the project would result in
similar emissions as forecast in the RAQS. Therefore, projects that propose development that is
consistent with the growth anticipated by the general plans would be consistent with the RAQS.
The project emissions associated with short-term construction activities would be localized and
would not affect RAQS compliance. The project does not add housing or employment and
would not affect the land use assumptions used in the development of the RAQS. Therefore, the
project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan and
no impact would occur.
The contractor and involved Authority personnel would be required to conform to all existing
San Diego Air Pollution Control District rules and regulations related to dust control, including
reduction measures that would reduce emissions of 10-micron and 2.5-micron particulate
matter. In addition, any involved personnel shall also be required to perform continuous dust
abatement measures in accordance with these regulations to prevent the Proposed Activities
from producing dust in amounts harmful to persons or animals or causing a nuisance to persons
or animals living nearby or occupying buildings in the vicinity of the work. Clearing, grading, and
placement of soils and road base would require that measures such as watering, application of
surfactants, shrouding, control of vehicle speeds, or other technological measures to reduce
dispersion of dust. As noted in the BMP management plan (Attachment 2), the Proposed
Activities would include design features that incorporate specific air pollution control BMPs. As
such, the proposed activities and use of the modified staging area would only generate minimal
amounts of air pollutant emissions. Therefore, the proposed changes would not affect the
conclusions of the EIR or the First Addendum.
IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES – Since the previous EIR was certified, are there any changes
in the project, changes in circumstances under which the project is undertaken and/or "new
information of substantial importance" that cause one or more effects to biological resources
including: adverse effects on any sensitive natural community (including riparian habitat) or
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in a local or regional plan,
policy, or regulation, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) or U.S. Fish
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and Wildlife Service (USFWS); adverse effects to federally protected wetlands as defined by
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA); interference with the movement of any native
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with wildlife corridors, or impeding the use of
native wildlife nursery sites; conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance; and/or conflicts with the provisions
of any adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Communities Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional or state habitat conservation plan, policies or ordinances?
Yes

No

The Proposed Changes would occur in portions of the Authority’s existing main staging area
and an adjacent area that was originally a natural hillside, but was impacted during the widening
of Jamacha Boulevard and later used as a borrow area (i.e., scraped level) for the URDS II
Project. A Biological Constraints Assessment was prepared to identify biological resources
within the Proposed Activities area and to evaluate potential impacts resulting from them (Amec
Foster Wheeler 2018b; see Attachment 3). The focus of the site reconnaissance survey
conducted as a part of Biological Constraints Assessment was to characterize the existing
vegetation communities on the Proposed Activities site, inventory all plants and wildlife species
observed, and identify the potential for occurrence of sensitive biological resources with
particular emphasis on sensitive species including the federally listed and state-listed
endangered Otay tarplant (Deinandra conjugens) and the federally listed endangered Quino
checkerspot butterfly (Euphydryas editha quino). The “study area” included the entire 9-acre
area that was originally considered by the Authority.
Vegetation Communities. The study area supports mostly disturbed/ruderal habitats with
relatively low diversity of plant species. Additional vegetation communities that were mapped
include non-native grassland, disturbed Diegan coastal sage scrub, and developed land uses
(i.e., the Authority-owned dirt access roadway). Although non-native grassland and disturbed
Diegan coastal sage scrub communities are not necessarily considered native habitats, native
species existing within these communities create more ecological value than disturbed/ruderal
habitat. Therefore, based on the results of the Biological Constraints Assessment, these areas
of the site were avoided to the maximum extent feasible during the design of the disposal site.
Table 1.
Vegetation Communities within the 9-acre Survey Area
Vegetation within the
Permanent Vegetation
Vegetation Community
Survey Area
Impacts
(acres)
(acres)
Disturbed Coastal Sage Scrub
1.07
0.00
Non-native Grassland
1.53
0.025
Disturbed/Ruderal Vegetation
5.25
3.24
Disturbed/Tilled (Soil Processing Area)
1.15
1.10
Developed
0.17
0.09
Total
9.17
4.73
Source: Amec Foster Wheeler 2018

Non-native grassland within the study area supports a dense to sparse cover of annual grasses.
Dominant species include non-natives such as wild oats (Avena spp.), foxtail brome (Bromus
madritensis), soft chess (Bromus hordeaceus), and rabbitsfoot grass (Polypogon spp.). This
community is considered sensitive due to its potential to support reptiles, small mammal
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species, and foraging habitat for raptors. A variety of native forbs may also be associated with
this habitat, but their presence may be episodic and rainfall dependent. Plants will generally be
dead through the summer to fall dry season, with germination beginning with the fall to winter
rains and growth and seed-set through the spring. Non-native grassland habitat within the study
area is minimal, limiting its value as nesting and foraging habitat, and is therefore considered to
be of low ecological value.
Disturbed/ruderal habitat within in the study area was comprised of non-native forbs, grasses,
and shrubs including southern Russian thistle (Salsola spp.), tree tobacco (Nicotiana glauca),
fennel (Foeniculum vulgare), turkey-mullein (Croton setiger), tumbleweed (Amaranthus albus),
and crystalline ice plant (Mesembryanthemum crystallinum). However, non-native vegetation
within the disturbed/ruderal habitat may still provide habitat for nesting birds as well as small
vertebrate species. An abundance of birds including common species such as California towhee
(Melozone crissalis), western meadowlark (Sturnella neglecta), house finch (Haemorhous
mexicanus), northern mockingbird (Mimus polyglottos), and black phoebe (Sayornis nigricans)
were observed within this habitat type during the site reconnaissance.
Wetlands are protected as defined in Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA). The EIR
describes impacts to riparian and freshwater marsh habitats, which were mitigated as a
condition for the construction of the URDS I. The First Addendum also described temporary
impacts to freshwater marsh habitat as the result of dredging the detention ponds and forebays.
Temporary impacts resulting from the recent dredging activities are currently being mitigated,
per the EIR’s mitigation plan and as described in the First Addendum and permit conditions. The
Proposed Activities in this addendum, however, would fully avoid riparian and freshwater marsh
habitats and would not result in any impacts to these habitats as all the activities would occur in
upland areas.
The northeastern corner of the study area is currently in use as the primary staging area / soil
processing area. This area is heavily managed and currently does not support vegetation
growth. At the time of the site reconnaissance survey parts of this area were covered with
uprooted cattails (Typha spp.) that were previously removed from the detention ponds and
diversion ponds.
Special Status Species. The study area supports small patches of San Diego County viguiera
(Bahiopsis laciniate), which is a California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) 4B.2 species. However,
these occurrences were observed in disturbed habitat that is isolated from areas of higher
ecological value and from other populations of this species. Therefore, the population within the
study area is not considered to contribute substantially to the overall recovery of this species.
The study area also provides potential foraging habitat, but does not provide suitable nest
habitat for Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii) or northern harrier (Circus cyaneus). While
present adjacent to the site, Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow (Aimophila ruficeps
canescens) is unlikely to occur as a breeding inhabitant within the study area given the overall
low quality of habitat. Other sensitive wildlife species observed within the study area – including
the Coronado skink (Plestiodon skiltonianus interparietalis) and orange-throated whiptail
(Aspidocelis hyperthyra) – are on CDFW’s Watch List, but are relatively common in San Diego
County.
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Table 2.
Sensitive Species Observed and Potentially Occurring in the Study Area
Scientific Name

Common Name

Status
(Federal/State/Other)

Potential for Occurrence

Plants
Bahiopsis laciniata

San Diego
County vigiuera

Deinandra
conjugens

Otay tarplant

- / - / CRPR 4B.2

FT / SE / CRPR 1B.1

Present – Several individuals observed
within the study area.
Not expected to very low – Suitable coastal
sage scrub, ruderal/disturbed, and nonnative grassland habitat, occur within the
study area. Not detected during the initial
survey; however, follow up surveys in 2018
by Authority biologist did not detect the
species (P. Famolaro, pers. comm.)

Birds
Accipiter cooperii

Cooper’s hawk

- / - / CDFW WL

Aimophila ruficeps
canescens

Southern
California rufous
crowned
sparrow

- / - / CDFW WL

Polioptila
californica
californica

Coastal
California
gnatcatcher

Circus cyaneus

northern harrier

FT / - / CSC

- / - / CSC

Present – This species was observed
foraging over the study, but is not expected
to nest is this location.
Present – One individual was observed near
the drainage to the southeast of the study
area. This species is not expected to nest
within the study area.
Present – Occupied breeding habitat occurs
in close proximity, but outside the study area
(P. Famolaro, pers. comm.) A juvenile was
also observed dispersing through the site
during surveys for Otay tarplant (Authority
2018); however, the proposed soil disposal
site has been configured to avoid the
disturbed Diegan coastal sage scrub.
High potential for foraging/very low potential
for nesting – Grassland habitat exists, but is
not extensive and the study area is bordered
by development to the north.

Reptiles
Aspidoscelis
hyperythra

orange-throated
whiptail

Phrynosoma
blainvillii

coast horned
lizard

Plestiodon
skiltonianus
interparietalis
Invertebrates

Euphydryas editha
quino

Coronado skink

Quino
checkerspot
butterfly

- / - /CDFW WL

Present – The species has been detected in
disturbed/ruderal habitat within the study
area by the Authority’s biologist (P.
Famolaro, 2016 pers. obs., Authority 2018).

- / - / CSC

Low – Low quality potentially suitable habitat
along the edges within disturbed coastal
sage scrub habitat.

- / - / CDFW WL

Present – A skink was observed within the
study area during the reconnaissance
survey.

FE / - / -

Not expected to very low – This species is
typically associated with open habitats;
however, the study area supports a dense
cover of non-native grassland and
disturbed/ruderal habitats. Therefore, the
potential to support this species is greatly
reduced. Protocol surveys in 2018 did not
detect this species.

Notes: Federal Status: FE = Federally Endangered, FT = Federally Threatened; State Status: SE = State Endangered, ST= State Threatened; Other:
CSC = California Species of Special Concern, CDFW WL = CDFW Watch List; Source: Amec Foster Wheeler 2018b

Page 15

29

Otay Tarplant. The Authority’s biologist conducted four Otay tarplant surveys across the study
area (Authority 2018b; see Attachment 3). Survey conditions were not ideal due to low rainfall;
however, stunted and low-density specimens of Otay tarplant were observed in flower at a
nearby location, indicating that Otay tarplant would have been detectable during the surveys.
Additionally, the Authority biologist searched the study area for any dried tarplant remains,
which even though non-species specific, would also have determined the potential for presence.
However, no living individuals or dried remains were observed. While the EIR and the EIR’s
mitigation plan include measures to mitigate impacts to Otay tarplant, no impacts to this plant
species are expected to occur as a result of the Proposed Activities. Nevertheless, the
Proposed Activities would be performed in full compliance with the EIR and the mitigation plan.
If tarplant individuals or populations are observed at any point before the Proposed Activities
occur, they would be fenced out of the Activities footprint and the areas would be completely
avoided.
Coastal California Gnatcatcher. During the Otay tarplant surveys, the Authority’s biologist
detected a juvenile coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica) within the
study area. The individual utilized existing mapped disturbed Diegan coastal sage scrub areas
and appeared to be dispersing given its long flights across the site (Authority 2018b; see
Attachment 3). While gnatcatchers have been detected immediately off-site, disturbed coastal
sage scrub in the study area is not currently believed to support breeding by the species.
Nonetheless, all the existing, disturbed Diegan coastal sage scrub will be avoided by the
Proposed Activities. While the EIR includes measures to mitigate impacts to California
gnatcatcher or its habitat, including habitat restoration, no impacts to this species or occupied
habitat are expected to occur from the Proposed Activities. Nevertheless, the Proposed
Activities would be performed in full compliance with the EIR, the mitigation plan, and consistent
with industry standards. Activities related to the on-site soil disposal and modification of the
staging area would avoid the nesting season to the maximum extent practicable. Otherwise,
pre-construction surveys would be conducted prior to vegetation removal and soil deposition,
and no-work buffers would be established by a qualified biologist.
Quino Checkerspot Butterfly. Based on the vegetation communities present within the study
area and given that the study area is located within the USFWS-designated Quino checkerspot
butterfly survey area, the soil disposal site does not meet any of the criteria for survey exclusion.
Consequently, a total of 12 weekly surveys were conducted between February 20 and May 9,
2018 according to the 2014 USFWS protocol (USFWS 2014). A total of 14 butterfly species
were detected during the surveys; however, no Quino checkerspot butterflies were detected
(Amec Foster Wheeler 2018c; see Attachment 3). Overall, the survey area supports low-quality
Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat, consisting of small, isolated areas of open habitat
supporting a combination of native and non-native plant species with very few nectar sources.
Non-native grassland habitat provides low quality Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat due to its
lack of open areas, highly dense composition, and lack of nectar sources. Further, the study
area is situated adjacent to Jamacha Boulevard and residential development to the northwest.
Least Bell’s Vireo. The EIR identified impacts to the least Bell’s vireo (vireo) and its habitat. A
total of 0.21 acre of vireo habitat (“riparian habitat”) was impacted during the construction of the
URDS 1, and was mitigated on the north side of Sweetwater Reservoir along the Sweetwater
River. The Proposed Activities would fully avoid vireo habitat and would not result in any
impacts to the vireo or its habitat.
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Wildlife Corridors and Conservation Plans. The Authority is not a participant in the County of
San Diego Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP). The study site, however, occurs
just outside of, but not within the Metro-Lakeside-Jamul MSCP planning area boundary.
Nonetheless, the study area is part of a wide east-west corridor that includes the Sweetwater
River and Sweetwater Reservoir. The Sweetwater Reservoir serves as an important habitat
linkage to the San Diego National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) and to riparian areas that occur along
the Sweetwater River. The Sweetwater Reservoir itself is an important contribution to
conservation providing animal movement from east to west, as urban development encroaches
on the northern edge of the reservoir. Protection of this wildlife core area and linkage is
imperative for the movement of wildlife through a variety of habitats from coastal sage scrub and
chaparral to oak woodland, freshwater marsh, and riverine riparian zones. The Sweetwater
Reservoir and associated Authority lands are contiguous with the Otay Sweetwater Unit of the
NWR within the San Diego MSCP preserve area. Existing habitats within the study area,
however, are primarily disturbed, adjacent to developed areas, and do not contribute
substantially to regional habitat for wildlife species other than those that are relatively common.
The Proposed Activities would involve intermittent disturbance activities within the study area;
however, the proposed action (placement of fill and use as vegetation disposal/compost area)
would maintain the site’s current character as low quality open lands.
The ecological value of a site is based on a number of factors including habitat quality, diversity
of biological resources present, potential to support sensitive biological resources, patch size,
and connectivity to other high-quality habitat, among others. The entire 9-acre study area has a
low overall ecological value due to its disturbed condition, low species diversity, prevalence of
non-native plant species, and proximity to development. Further, the Authority reconfigured the
boundaries of the proposed soil disposal site to avoid the removal of disturbed Diegan coastal
sage scrub. As such, with the exception of a small 0.025-acre patch of non-native grassland,
vegetation removal associated with the proposed on-site soil disposal would be limited to
disturbed/ruderal vegetation (refer to Table 1). Soils would be processed for on-site disposal
beginning at the unvegetated primary staging area / soil processing area. After the soils are
staged and processed for disposal, the soils would be spread evenly across the 1.92-acre
disposal site, covered with 3 inches of road base, and treated with appropriate BMPs.
Vegetation removal and soil deposition would be primarily limited to disturbed/ruderal habitats.
The Proposed Activities would occur in compliance with all the applicable mitigation measures
as described in the EIR and the mitigation plan, and consistent with industry standards. The
Proposed Activities and project changes would not affect the conclusions of the EIR or the First
Addendum.
V. CULTURAL AND TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES – Since the previous EIR, are there
any changes in the project, changes in circumstances under which the project is undertaken
and/or "new information of substantial importance" that cause one or more effects to cultural
resources or tribal cultural resources including: causing a change in the significance of a
historical or archaeological resource as defined in State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5;
destroying a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature; disturbing any
human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries; causing a change in a
tribal cultural resource that is listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical
Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code
Section 5020.1(k); and/or causing a change in a resource determined by the lead agency to be
significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section
5024.1?
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Yes

No

The EIR determined that construction of the pipeline associated with URDS I could destroy two
cultural (archeological) resources sites; however, these impacts were mitigated according to
measures outlined in the Cultural Resource Assessment of the Sweetwater Authority Facilities
(RECON 1987 [Appendix C to the EIR]). The Proposed Activities would not involve new
construction or excavation where cultural or tribal cultural resources are known to occur. The
Proposed Activities site has been previously scraped level with the construction of URDS II and
Jamacha Boulevard and no evidence of cultural or tribal cultural resources has been identified
on or adjacent to the site; therefore, the likelihood of encountering previously undiscovered
cultural or tribal cultural resources is low. Further, the implementation of the Proposed Activities
would involve depositing dredged sediments on top of previously disturbed soils. No excavation
would occur and the use of the site would not have the potential to affect any native soils.
Therefore, the proposed project changes would not affect the conclusions of the EIR or the First
Addendum.
VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS – Since the previous EIR was certified, are there any changes in
the project, changes in circumstances under which the project is undertaken and/or "new
information of substantial importance" that result in one or more effects from geology and soils
including: exposure of people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, seismic-related
ground failure, including liquefaction, strong seismic ground shaking, or landslides; result in
substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil; produce unstable geological conditions that will
result in adverse impacts resulting from landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or
collapse; being located on expansive soil creating substantial risks to life or property; and/or
having soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative
wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater?
Yes

No

The EIR and the First Addendum identified no impacts to geology and soils with regard to
unique constraints or construction hazards. The Proposed Activities would involve the
deposition of approximately 5,000 CYs of soil, which would be spread evenly across a selected
portion of the Proposed Activities site and would avoid impacting the Jamacha Boulevard 2:1
slope (soil disturbance would only occur in areas where the slope is minimal i.e., slope
averaging from 1 to 3.6 percent). Due to the relatively flat nature of the Proposed Activities site,
no landslides would occur on the site. Following the placement of the dredged sediments within
the 1.92-acre soil disposal area, the soils would be covered with 3 inches of road base. Another
1.73-acre area immediately to the southeast of the soil disposal area, would be used as a wood
chipping site and would provide a buffer between the disposal site and the URDS I runoff
diversion channel, located further to the southeast. A 10-foot wide road and a 20-foot wide road
would be created to access the new staging area and for patrol purposes. The roads would be
initially constructed as dirt roads, but placement of decomposed granite or gravel road base
would occur over the following years, particularly if road erosion or other issues arise. The
installation of road base, woodchips, and decomposed granite or gravel, together with the
installation of stormwater and non-stormwater BMPs, would help minimize any erosion issues or
loss of top soil (see Attachments 1 and 2) in compliance with stormwater regulations. In
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addition, the Proposed Project area would continue to be used by Authority staff for ongoing
operations and maintenance activities only, and no structures would be placed on the site after
the completion of the Proposed Activities. Therefore, the proposed changes would not affect the
conclusion of the EIR or the First Addendum.
VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS – Since the previous EIR was certified, are there any
changes in the project, changes in circumstances under which the project is undertaken and/or
"new information of substantial importance" that result in one or more effects related to
environmental effects associated with greenhouse gas emissions or compliance with applicable
plans, policies or regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing greenhouse gas emissions?
Yes

No

The EIR did not quantify greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. However, the analysis concluded
that construction-related energy consumption would be short-term and the only measurable
long-term energy consumption during operation of URDS I would be associated with the pumps
and maintenance activities. The EIR further states that the degree of long-term energy use
would be minimal and would not have a significant impact on the environment. The
maintenance activities, as proposed in the First Addendum, included taking all dredged soils to
a landfill. By keeping the soils on-site, the Proposed Activities would reduce overall GHG
emissions relative to those discussed in the First Addendum, which accounted for the
transportation of soils off-site to either the Otay Landfill or Sycamore Landfill. Because off-site
transport of disposed soils would not occur and soils would instead be transported less than
1,000-feet via Authority-owned access roads, construction-related GHG emissions would be
slightly lower than those identified in the First Addendum. Therefore, the proposed changes
would not affect the conclusions of the EIR or the First Addendum.
VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS – Since the previous EIR was certified, are
there any changes in the project, changes in circumstances under which the project is
undertaken and/or "new information of substantial importance" that result in one or more effects
from hazards and hazardous materials including: creation of a significant hazard to the public or
the environment through the routine transport, storage, use, or disposal of hazardous materials
or wastes; creation of a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the
environment; production of hazardous emissions or handling hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school;
location on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 creating a hazard to the public or the environment; location
within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of
a public airport or public use airport; within the vicinity of a private airstrip resulting in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the project area; impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan; and/or
exposure of people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland
fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?
Yes

No
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The Proposed Activities would not alter the conclusions of the EIR and the First Addendum,
which described that the construction, operation, and maintenance of URDS I, would not affect
an airport land use plan or areas within 2 miles of a public airport or private airstrip. Further,
these activities would not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan; and/or expose people or structures to
a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are
adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands.
As previously described, soil composition testing was conducted in 2013, which helped informed
the conclusions of the First Addendum. The results indicated that soil accumulated in all six
URDS I ponds met solid waste disposal requirements outlined in the Special Waste Acceptance
Guidelines for San Diego Area Landfills and were therefore safe for off-site disposal within a
landfill. However, prior to removal and permanent off-site disposal, Authority staff determined
that it would be too costly and economically infeasible to dispose of the soils at a landfill.
Instead, the Authority began to consider on-site disposal of the dredged soils at the Proposed
Activities site. Based on the results of the original soil composition testing (Amec Foster
Wheeler 2014b), Amec Foster Wheeler concluded that, with the exception of arsenic, the
average metal concentrations for all tested soils are below the Tier 1 Soil Screening Level (SSL)
threshold values for Title 22 metals of inert waste soils, as described in Conditional Waiver No.
10, adopted by the RWQCB in 2014 (Amec Foster Wheeler 2018a, see Attachment 2). The
naturally occurring background level for arsenic is 3.50 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg), a value
that is equal to the Tier 1 SSL. Arsenic was detected in the URDS I soils at an average
concentration of 3.90 mg/kg, approximately 10 percent above the naturally occurring
background level and the Tier 1 SSL for this analyte. It is possible that the soils in the watershed
may naturally contain higher than average arsenic levels (Amec Foster Wheeler 2018a). To
further investigate the potential effect of arsenic levels in the soil, metal concentrations were
also compared to Tier 2 SSL. However, none of the average metal concentrations exceeded the
Tier 2 SSL threshold values.
RWQCB staff reviewed the soil composition testing results and an application for a WDR waiver
submitted by the Authority on February 8, 2018 and then again on June 13, 2018 and compared
the results with requirements described in the WDR Waiver No. 10. As required in Conditional
Wavier No. 10, RWQCB staff calculated the 90 Percent Upper Confidence Limit. RWQCB staff
concluded that most of the analytes met the Tier 1 criteria. Arsenic, lead, and zinc, however,
were above the Tier 1 criteria and met only Tier 2 criteria. An update to the NOI application was
prepared to ensure consistency with Tier 2 requirements (see Attachment 1). As such, these
soils are available for reuse on commercial or industrial sites provided that the soils are:
x
x
x
x

Placed at least 5 feet above the highest historically known or anticipated level of
groundwater;
Placed at least 100 feet from the nearest surface water body and any MS4 facility;
Protected against 100-year peak stream flows; and
Covered by engineered road base or not less than 2 feet of non-contaminated, clean fill.

The Authority has prepared a NOI application and an update to the NOI application (see
Attachments 1 and 2). As part of the Project Activities and consistent with the WDRs Waiver No.
10 conditions for Tier 2 Soil Wastes, following the placement of the dredged sediments within
the 1.92-acre disposal site, the soil would be
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x

x
x
x
x

Placed on a parcel of land that is currently used as a staging area for equipment and
materials. This area would continue to be used by Authority staff for ongoing operations
and maintenance activities;
Placed on soils with a depth to water table of more than 80 inches, per the Web Soil
Survey (USDA, 2018);
Placed 100 feet, horizontal distance, from the URDS I channel 5, which is the nearest
stormwater collector located downstream of the Proposed Activities site;
Protected against the 100-year stream flows; and
Covered with 3-inches of road base.

In addition, the Proposed Activities would not produce hazardous emissions or involve handling
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 miles of an existing
or proposed school. The Proposed Activities would not involve a significant hazard to the public
or the environment through the routine transport, storage, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials. The on-site disposal of dredged sediments would be consistent with the WDR waiver
No. 10 conditions for Tier 2, inert soils. Soils that qualify for this specific waiver, including the
dredged URDS I soils, are not expected to pose a threat to water quality and are not considered
hazardous. Therefore, the proposed project changes would not involve creation of a significant
hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident
conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment. Therefore, the
proposed changes to the project would not affect the conclusions of the EIR or the First
Addendum.
IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY – Since the previous EIR was certified, are there
any changes in the project, changes in circumstances under which the project is undertaken
and/or "new information of substantial importance" that cause one or more effects to hydrology
and water quality including: violation of any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements; substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of
the local groundwater table level; substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area in a manner which would result in substantial erosion, siltation or flooding on- or off-site;
create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm
water drainage systems; otherwise degrade water quality; provide substantial additional sources
of polluted runoff; place housing or other structures which would impede or redirect flood flows
within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map, including County Floodplain Maps;
expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding,
including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam; and/or inundation by seiche,
tsunami, or mudflow?
Yes

No

The URDS facilities are, by definition, diversion facilities that have the main goal of protecting
Sweetwater Reservoir from pollutants associated with urban runoff, including (1) the first flush
storm flows from the upstream urbanized watersheds, (2) continual low-flow urban runoff, and
(3) other potential pollutant sources (i.e., oil or sewer spills). The URDS could also be described
as a treatment control BMP, since it helps mitigate issues associated with sediment
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accumulation or higher rates of algal blooms due to nutrient loading in the Sweetwater
Reservoir. Furthermore, the URDS I detention ponds and diversion ponds are artificially sealed
by polyvinyl chloride (PVC)-lined impermeable membranes, which are covered by 2 feet of
topsoil for protection and to allow emergent freshwater marsh vegetation to grow. During the dry
season and when the collected runoff contains high levels of total dissolved solids, the URDS is
placed in “diversion mode” and flows are diverted into the detention ponds, where over time,
water quality improvements take place in the constructed wetlands via settling, heavy metal and
nutrient plant uptake, and biological and ultraviolet light degradation.
Waste Discharge Requirements. The EIR concluded that if WDRs were adopted for the
Project, then the regulatory procedure would insure that adverse effects from the project would
not occur. The Authority is in full compliance with the General WDRs and the Clean Water Act
Section 401 Water Quality Certification for the URDS I maintenance activities that were
conducted between 2015 and 2017; this included the removal of sediments and vegetation
from, and the revegetation of, detention ponds and selected forebays. The on-site soil disposal,
which is part of the Proposed Activities, would qualify as a Tier 2 “low threat discharge” and
would be in compliance with Conditional Waiver No. 10 (RWQCB 2014). To qualify as a low
threat discharge the soils would need to be reused on commercial or industrial sites provided
that the soils are:
x
x
x
x

Placed at least 5 feet above the highest historically known or anticipated level of
groundwater;
Placed at least 100 feet from the nearest surface water body and any MS4 facility;
Protected against 100-year peak stream flows; and
Covered by engineered road base or not less than 2 feet of non-contaminated, clean fill.

The Authority has prepared an NOI application and an update to the NOI application (see
Attachments 1 and 2 for complete technical information). As part of the Project Activities and
consistent with the WDRs Waiver No. 10 conditions for Tier 2 Soil Wastes, following the
placement of the dredged sediments within the 1.92-acre disposal site, the soil would be:
x
x
x
x
x

Placed on a parcel of land that is currently used as a staging area for equipment and
materials;
Placed on soils with a depth to water table of more than 80 inches, per the Web Soil
Survey and previous groundwater assessments;
Placed at least 100 feet from any water body or storm drain facility;
Protected against the 100-year stream flows; and
Covered with 3-inches of road base.

Groundwater and Permeability. Past geotechnical investigations that have occurred in the
vicinity of the Sweetwater Reservoir and the proposed soil disposal site indicate that
groundwater levels generally reflect present static levels of Sweetwater Reservoir, which has a
high water level of 239-feet above mean sea level (amsl). The soil disposal site is located at an
elevation of 250-feet amsl at its lowest point. While it is very uncommon for the reservoir to
reach its maximum elevation (239’ amsl), there is a 11 feet elevation difference between the
surface of the proposed soil disposal site and the reservoir’s high water mark. In addition, the
URDS collector channels were engineered with weep holes with the purpose of relieving
hydrostatic pressures behind the channels. Channel 5, which is located between the reservoir
and the proposed on-site soil disposal site, would continue to dewater potential groundwater
behind it. According to the most recent USDA soil survey, the soils on site are Diablo Clay, 9 to
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30 percent slopes, warm MAAT, MLRA 20 (“Diablo clay soils”) with some areas on the south
side of the site delineated as Olivenhain Cobbly Loam, 9 to 30 percent slopes (“Olivenhain
Cobbly Loam soils”). The Diablo clay soils on site are classified as part of Group C in the
Hydrologic Soil Groups (HSG) classification. Group C soils typically have 20 to 40% clay
content. Diablo clay soils within Group C have the following characteristics:
x
x
x

Typical depth profile: Clay from 0 to 28 inches, clay loam from 28 to 40 inches, and
bedrock from 40 to 79 inches;
Depth to groundwater is calculated at more than 80 inches from surface; and
Moderately low to moderately high permeability between 0.06 to 0.20 in/hr.

The Olivenhain Cobbly Loam soils are classified as part of Group D in the HSG classification.
Group D soils typically have 40% or greater clay content. Olivenhain Cobbly Loam soils within
Group D have the following characteristics:
x
x
x

Typical depth profile: Cobbly loam from 0 to 10 inches and very cobbly clay, very cobbly
clay loam, cobbly loam, or cobbly clay loam from 10 to 27 inches;
Depth to groundwater is calculated at more than 80 inches from surface; and
Very low to moderately low permeability between 0.00 to 0.06 in/hr.

Due to the groundwater and permeability characteristics of the site, it is not expected to
encounter groundwater or potentially contaminate groundwater at any point.
Surface Waters and Storm Drains. Dredged soils would be placed at least 100 linear feet
away from the URDS I Collector Channel 5, which is the nearest stormwater collector located
downstream of the disposal site. As part of the URDS project, dry weather low flows and the first
flush are collected by Channel 5 and are diverted to the URDS 1 Alacena Court detention pond
(“diversion mode”). The nearest MS4 storm drain facility is located approximately 110 linear feet
from the soil disposal site. This MS4 facility is on Jamacha Boulevard and upstream from the
proposed disposal site. The proposed on-site soil disposal area is also located approximately
150 linear feet from the high water mark of Sweetwater Reservoir. The collector channel
described above (Channel 5) is located between the disposal site and the reservoir, making the
actual travel distance between these two locations at approximately 690 feet. The site is also
upstream from the URDS 1 Alacena Court detention pond.
Compliance with stormwater regulations would be achieved by implementing the BMPs and
design features described in the Site Clearing Plan, Revised Runoff / BMP Management Plan,
and the Water Pollution Control Plan (see Attachments 1 and 2). During the implementation of
the Proposed Activities, any potential runoff from the site would be directed into the URDS I
Alacena Forebay East and Alacena Court Detention Pond for appropriate containment.
Diversion would prevent any runoff from the Proposed Activities site entering Sweetwater
Reservoir.
Drainage. The Proposed Activities site does not have a storm drain conveyance system,
concrete or unlined channels, natural channels, or signs of rill or gully erosion. It can be
deduced from the lack of natural drainage patterns that most of the rainfall excess either sheet
flows off site or evapotranspirates (site’s low permeability is discussed above). The only portion
of the site subject to stormwater run-on is the area immediately downslope of the Jamacha
Boulevard slope, but this slope is properly vegetated and does not have any observable erosion
or sedimentation issues. Additionally, most of the runoff from upstream areas does not enter the
Proposed Activities site as it is collected by the County’s storm drain conveyance system and
then it is discharged into the URDS I collector channels. While the site is almost completely
isolated from run-on stormwater, the soils onsite have moderate-to-high runoff potential when
thoroughly wet due to their high clay content (USDA 2018). The site’s existing surface cover can
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be described as a pervious, disturbed area. The proposed surface changes are staging area
with road base cover and idle lands covered with woodchips (the permanent woodchip site
would be a buffer between the soil disposal/road base area and the URDS I collector channels;
woodchips would act as a stormwater BMP and would minimize the amount of site-generated
runoff that would otherwise leave the Project Activities site). Once the site surface and
hydrologic conditions are modified, the runoff volume and patterns would be approximately the
same (see Appendix 1, Exhibit E). Furthermore, the site would be maintained as needed to
prevent any erosion issues and to keep staging area operable.
Site Flooding. The site is not subject to flooding. The entire site has been mapped as an “area
of minimal flood hazard” and is not located in the vicinity of any mapped floodplain or 100-year
flood hazard area. Furthermore, if failure of the nearest upstream dam were to occur, the site
would be out of harm’s way, as the current dam inundation map shows the site outside of the
potentially impacted area.
In summary, the Proposed Activities would not result in a violation of waste discharge
requirements; and would have less than significant impacts related to contribution to an
exceedance of applicable surface or groundwater receiving water quality objectives or
degradation of beneficial uses; increase in any pollutant for which the water body is already
impaired or a tributary to an impaired water body; creation or contribution of runoff that would
exceed capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage systems; substantial alteration of
the existing drainage pattern of the site or area that would result in substantial erosion or
siltation onǦ or offǦsite; and provision of substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. The
Proposed Activities would not involve substantial depletion of groundwater supplies or
interference with groundwater recharge; placement of housing within a 100Ǧyear flood hazard
area; placement of structures within a 100Ǧyear flood hazard area that would impede or redirect
flood flows; exposure of people or structures to a significant risk involving flooding, including
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam; or inundation by seiche, tsunami, or
mudflow. With the modifications described above and shown in Attachment 1, the Proposed
Activities can be performed consistent with the requirements outlined in conditional waiver No.
10, specifically those requirements related to Tier 2 inert waste. During the placement of soils,
stormwater and non-stormwater BMPs must be installed, as described in the NOI and update to
NOI, to prevent soils from entering Sweetwater Reservoir. Placement of 3 inches of road base
would keep the soils in-place and further reduce permeability of the site. Groundwater
contamination is unlikely to occur as result of the proposed soil disposal activities. The
Proposed Activities would not result in new significant impacts to hydrology and water quality.
X. LAND USE AND PLANNING – Since the previous EIR was certified, are there any changes
in the project, changes in circumstances under which the project is undertaken and/or "new
information of substantial importance" that cause one or more effects to land use and planning
including: physically dividing an established community; conflicts with any applicable land use
plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted for the purpose
of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect; and/or conflicts with any applicable habitat
conservation plan or natural community conservation plan?
Yes

No

There are four parcels of land that would be impacted by the Proposed Activities, APNs 580010-15, 580-010-08, and small portions of 580-010-53 and 585-161-04. The soil disposal
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activities would occur on APNs 580-010-15 and a small portion of 580-010-53. The Proposed
Activities site is located within the boundaries of the Spring Valley Community Planning Area.
The County of San Diego General Plan (“General Plan”) and the County of San Diego Property
Information Tool (GIS viewer) currently identifies the area where the area where soil disposal
would occur as “Public Agency Lands,” with a zoning designation of “Holding Area.” The 2017
current land use layer identifies the land as “Vacant and Undeveloped Lands.” The rest of the
Proposed Activities area (i.e. area not subject to soil disposal) is either identified as “Public
Agency Lands” and “Open Space or Preserve” with a zoning designation of “Limited
Agriculture.” The Authority, as a special district, follows state law, which allows the Authority to
carry out selected public works projects, including the construction and maintenance of drainage
and water facilities, such as the URDS, regardless of consistency with existing land uses and
zoning. Because local land use and zoning codes do not govern on the URDS I project, there
would be no significant impact to the County’s general plan. By approving this addendum to the
URDS I EIR via resolution, the Authority’s Governing Board would determine the use of these
lands, which would be similar to typical “light industrial” land uses. A good reason for the
Authority to codify this land as “light industrial” is that the Authority has no current or future plans
of using these lands for any purposes other than staging materials and equipment. With some
minor changes in configuration, the entire Proposed Activities area would continue to be used
by Authority staff and contractors for the same purposes that have been used for at least the
last 20 years, which are ongoing operations and maintenance activities related to reservoir and
land management.
While the County’s General Plan categories and designations do not necessarily apply to the
URDS I Project, the Proposed Activities are not necessarily incompatible or in direct conflict with
the General Plan nor physically divide any community or conflicts with any applicable land use
plan, policy, or regulation. The Proposed Activities site includes portions of the existing main
staging area and another area that was originally a natural hillside, but was impacted during the
widening of Jamacha Boulevard and later used as a borrow area (i.e., scraped level) for the
URDS II Project. The Proposed Activities site is surrounded by non-residential uses or facilities,
including the Spring Valley sewer pump station to the south and southwest, with a current land
use designation of “Communications and Utilities,” and Jamacha Boulevard to the west and
north. The entire site is isolated from recreational areas and is not adjacent to any residential
areas, schools, or parks. The nearest residential area is 215 feet away and across Jamacha
Boulevard (see Figure 1).
As noted in the biological assessment prepared by Amec Foster Wheeler (2018), the Authority
is not a participant in the County of San Diego MSCP. The site, however, occurs just outside of,
but not within the Metro-Lakeside-Jamul MSCP planning area boundary. The Sweetwater
Reservoir serves as an important habitat linkage to the NWR and to riparian areas that occur
along the Sweetwater River. Together, these lands form the largest biological core area in the
San Diego MSCP planning area. The Sweetwater Reservoir and associated Authority lands are
contiguous with the Otay Sweetwater Unit of the San Diego NWR within the San Diego MSCP
preserve area. The URDS I Maintenance Project would maintain the site’s current character.
Therefore, the proposed changes to the project would not affect the conclusions of the EIR or
the First Addendum.
XI. MINERAL RESOURCES – Since the previous EIR was certified, are there any changes in
the project, changes in circumstances under which the project is undertaken and/or "new
information of substantial importance" that cause one or more effects to mineral resources
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including: the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the
region and the residents of the state; and/or loss of locally-important mineral resource recovery
site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?
Yes

No

The EIR and the First Addendum identified no impacts to mineral resources with regard to the
potential loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and
the residents of the state; and/or potential loss of availability of a locallyǦimportant mineral
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan.
No mineral resources of value are located within the soil disposal area location. The proposed
changes would be implemented within previously disturbed areas and would neither reduce
access to nor availability of mineral resources. Therefore, the proposed changes would not
affect the conclusions of the EIR or the First Addendum.
XII. NOISE – Since the previous EIR was certified, are there any changes in the project,
changes in circumstances under which the project is undertaken and/or "new information of
substantial importance" that result in one or more effects from noise including: exposure of
persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general
plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies; exposure of persons to or
generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels; a substantial
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without
the project; a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the project; for projects located within an airport land use
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public
use airport, or for projects within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose
people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?
Yes

No

The EIR and the First Addendum identified less than significant impacts to noise due to shortterm noise from construction, operation, and maintenance of URDS I. After the construction of
the URDS I, the site was used as a borrow site for the construction of the URDS II and graded
for Jamacha Road Boulevard. Then the site was used for operations and maintenance activities
for many years. While the Proposed Activities would not affect the operational noise of the
URDS I, the Proposed Activities would result in a minor temporary increase in on-site
construction noise due to the use of heavy equipment within the disposal site. However, once
temporary Proposed Activities are finalized, long-term operational noise levels would not
change from current site conditions as the Authority does not anticipate more frequent
maintenance and operations than the ones currently occurring.
The site is not in an area within two miles of a public airport, public use airport, or private airstrip
facility. The closest sensitive receptors to the disposal site are residences located across
Jamacha Boulevard (approximately 150 feet to the northwest from the site). These residents
would experience a minimal increase in noise due to short-term construction noise.
The Proposed Activities would result in an increase in ambient noise levels due to short-term
daytime project construction-type activities. Activities would include placing of approximately
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5000 CYs of dredged soils on the modified staging area and then covering the disposal site with
3-inches of road base. Approximately 15 working days would be required for the placement of
disposed soils and road base. Other activities, such as mulching, and installation and
maintenance of BMPs may occur as needed. Construction activity noise levels would fluctuate
depending on the particular type, number, and duration of uses of various pieces of construction
equipment. For example, haul trips would raise the ambient noise levels along haul routes.
Similarly, clearing site and compaction of disposed soils on the site would increase noise levels
temporarily in that area and its surroundings.
While the Proposed Activities would not result in greater noise levels than the noise generated
during the construction of the URDS I facilities, including the construction of the channels and
force main, the Authority’s temporary construction-type activities would be consistent with the
County’s Noise Regulations, limiting construction activities between 7 a.m. and 7 p.m. Monday
through Saturday to avoid noise sensitive hours of the day. Per the Noise Regulations,
construction activities would be prohibited on Sundays and holidays. Additionally, all
construction equipment, fixed or mobile, shall be equipped with properly operating and
maintained mufflers. Further, stationary construction equipment (e.g., generators) shall be
placed such that emitted noise is directed away from or shielded from the residences located
within 200 feet.
The Proposed Activities would not result in greater noise levels than the noise generated during
the construction of the URDS I facilities, including the construction of the channels, Alacena
Forebay, and the force main in the same vicinity. In addition, consistency with the County’s
Noise Ordinance would be a requirement for contractors and involved Authority staff. Therefore,
while there would be a slight, temporary increase in noise experienced by sensitive receptors,
the proposed changes would not affect the conclusions of the EIR or the First Addendum.
XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING – Since the previous EIR was certified, are there any
changes in the project, changes in circumstances under which the project is undertaken and/or
"new information of substantial importance" that result in one or more effects to population and
housing including displacing substantial numbers of existing housing or people, necessitating
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?
Yes

No

The EIR and the First Addendum described that the construction, operation, and maintenance
of URDS I would not be growth-inducing. Similarly, the Proposed Activities would not impact
population and housing or induce substantial growth in an area. No existing housing or people
would be displaced as a result of proposed on-site soil disposal. There are no existing
residential structures on the soil disposal area and there is no large scale planned housing or
commercial developments within the immediate area. Therefore, the proposed changes would
not affect the conclusions of the EIR or the First Addendum.
XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES – Since the previous EIR was certified, are there any changes in the
project, changes in circumstances under which the project is undertaken and/or "new
information of substantial importance" that result in one or more substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities or the
need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause
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significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times
or other performance objectives for any of the following public services: fire protection, police
protection, schools, parks, or other public facilities?
Yes

No

The EIR and the First Addendum described that the construction, operation, and maintenance
of URDS I would not impact public services, including adverse physical impacts associated with
the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance
objectives of any of the public services. The Proposed Activities would have no impacts on
public services. The Proposed Activities would not increase the available water supply. The
Proposed Activities would not require additional public services, such as fire prevention, police
protection, schools or parks. The site would continue to be used for similar purposes and would
therefore not increase the risk of fire services in the long term. Short-term construction-type
activities would not impact fire services due to the limited number of workers on-site and ease of
access to the project work area. All existing infrastructure easements and public facilities would
be avoided by the Proposed Activities. Therefore, the proposed changes to the project would
not affect the conclusions of the EIR or the First Addendum.
XV. RECREATION – Since the previous EIR was certified, are there any changes in the project,
changes in circumstances under which the project is undertaken and/or "new information of
substantial importance" that result in an increase in the use of existing neighborhood and
regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or be accelerated; or that include recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect
on the environment?
Yes
No

The EIR and the First Addendum identified no impact to recreation or recreational facilities. The
Proposed Activities would not result in an increase in the use of existing parks (e.g., Sweetwater
Regional Park) or other existing recreational facilities (e.g., Riding & Hiking Trail), such that
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated. The Proposed Activities site
neither overlaps with any existing recreational facilities nor requires the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities as the Proposed Activities would only occur on lands owned
by the Authority and currently managed for operational purposes. Therefore, the proposed
changes would not affect the conclusions of the EIR or the First Addendum.
XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC – Since the previous EIR was certified, are there any
changes in the project, changes in circumstances under which the project is undertaken and/or
"new information of substantial importance" that cause effects to transportation/traffic including:
an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the
street system; exceedance, either individually or cumulatively, of a level of service standard
established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways; a
change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location
that results in substantial safety risks; substantial increase in hazards due to a design feature
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(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment);
inadequate emergency access; and/or a conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?
Yes
No

The Proposed Activities involve on-site disposal of dredged soils at an existing staging area and
adjacent lot and therefore would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
supporting alternative transportation; result in a change in air traffic patterns (including either an
increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks); cause a
substantial increase in hazards due to roadway design features or incompatible uses; or result
in inadequate emergency access. Further, on-site soil disposal would not involve an increase in
traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system;
exceedance, either individually or cumulatively, of a level of service standard established by the
County congestion management agency for designated roads or highways. On-site soil disposal
would only affect the Authority-owned roadway network. By eliminating the use of off-site
landfills, on-site soil disposal would result in a decrease of approximately 500 constructionrelated heavy haul truck trips (assuming the use of trucks with a 10-CYs haul capacity) and
would not contribute to traffic congestion along regional roadways. Therefore, the proposed
changes to the project would not affect the conclusions of the EIR or the First Addendum.
XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS – Since the previous EIR was certified, are there
any changes in the project, changes in circumstances under which the project is undertaken
and/or "new information of substantial importance" that cause effects to utilities and service
systems including: exceedance of wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable
Regional Water Quality Control Board; require or result in the construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities, new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects; require new or
expanded entitlements to water supplies or new water resources to serve the project; result in a
determination by the wastewater treatment provider, which serves or may serve the project that
it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s
existing commitments; be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate
the project’s solid waste disposal needs; and/or noncompliance with federal, state, and local
statutes and regulations related to solid waste?
No
Yes

The Proposed Activities would not exceed the wastewater treatment requirements of the
RWQCB; require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or
expansion of existing facilities; require new or expanded entitlements to water supplies or new
water resources; or result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that it has
inadequate capacity to serve projected demand. Additionally and as noted in Attachment 1,
runoff volumes resulting from the changes in surface cover would not change significantly; and
the URDS I Collector Channel 5 and the diversion facilities downstream of Channel 5 would not
be negatively impacted by the Proposed Activities.
Prior to removal and permanent off-site disposal of the dredged soils associated with the URDS
I maintenance activities, Authority staff determined that it would be too costly and economically
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infeasible to dispose of the soils at a landfill. Instead, the Authority began to consider disposal of
the soils at an appropriate location on Authority-owned property. On-site soil disposal would
include transport and disposal of approximately 5,000 CYs from the previously approved
temporary staging area adjacent to URDS I Channel 5 and upstream from the Alacena East
Forebay to the soil disposal site along Jamacha Boulevard. On-site disposal of soils would
result in a nominal increase in elevation by approximately 2 feet, including 3 inches of road
base. On-site soil disposal would not result in any significant impacts on the capacities of the
Otay Landfill or Sycamore Landfill, and would be less than those analyzed in the First
Addendum.
As described in Population and Housing, the EIR and the First Addendum concluded that the
construction, operation, and maintenance of URDS I would not directly affect any of the factors
used in predicting either regional population figures or the distribution of that population, and is
therefore would not be growth inducing. Consequently, the maintenance activities – including
the proposed on-site soil disposal – would not create a higher demand on utilities and service
systems. Therefore, the proposed changes would not affect the conclusions of the EIR or the
First Addendum.
XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE – Since the previous EIR was certified, are
there any changes in the project, changes in circumstances under which the project is
undertaken and/or "new information of substantial importance" that result in any mandatory
finding of significance listed below?
Does the project degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a
fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels,
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a
rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory?
Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable
when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects,
and the effects of probable future projects)?
Does the project have environmental effects, which will cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly?
Yes

No

The Proposed Activities, including the expansion of the staging area and the on-site soil
disposal, would not affect the conclusions of the EIR or First Addendum and would not degrade
the quality of the environment, reduced the habitat of any fish or wildlife species, or cause a fish
or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, as it is described in the biological
resources section of this document and the attached Biological Constraint Analysis, the Quino
Checkerspot Butterfly (QCB) survey letter report, and the Otay tarplant survey memorandum.
The Proposed Activities avoid sensitive biological resources, including waters of the U.S. and
habitat such as the Diegan coastal sage scrub. To ensure impacts to fish and wildlife are
prevented, the Proposed Activities would apply all the applicable mitigation measures, as
described in the Mitigation Plan for the URDS I, implement all the proper environmental BMPs,
and comply with any permit conditions and regulatory requirements. Further, the Proposed
Activities would not involve new construction or excavation where cultural or tribal cultural
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resources are known to occur. The Proposed Activities site has been previously scraped level
with the construction of URDS II and Jamacha Boulevard and no evidence of cultural or tribal
cultural resources has been identified on or adjacent to the site; therefore, the likelihood of
encountering previously undiscovered cultural or tribal cultural resources is low. Further, the
implementation of the Proposed Activities would involve depositing dredged sediments on top of
previously disturbed soils. No excavation would occur and the use of the site would not have the
potential to affect any native soils.
The Proposed Activities do not result in new impacts beyond those analyzed in the EIR and
First Addendum and therefore would not have significant cumulative impacts. The Proposed
Activities site has already been disturbed by previous projects and ongoing activities, including
the construction of the Jamacha Boulevard, URDS II, and the existing use as a staging area.
The site’s biological characteristics, including habitat, are of low quality, as described in the
biological constraints analysis, the QCB survey letter report, and the Otay tarplant
memorandum. The on-site soil disposal would be considered a “low threat discharge” since it
would meet all the characteristics of, and comply with all the conditions outlined in the RWQCB
Waiver No. 10. Any stormwater regulations would be achieved by implementing the proper
stormwater BMPs and design features described in the Site Clearing Plan, Revised Runoff /
BMP Management Plan, and the Water Pollution Control Plan. Further, The URDS I would be
placed in diversion mode during the implementation of the Proposed Activities to prevent any
project-related activity from entering Sweetwater Reservoir.
The Proposed Activities would not have any environmental effect which would cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings, directly or indirectly. The disposal of soils would be
conducted consistent with the state’s water quality regulations, including those described in the
Order No.R9-2014-0041 which describes the Conditional Waivers in detail. Conditional waivers
are only approved for discharges that [1] do not adversely affect the quality or the beneficial
uses of the waters of the State, or [2] the discharge is not readily amenable to regulation
through the adoption of individual WDRs but warrants oversight to ensure compliance with
mandated conditions soils that qualify for waiver No. 10, including the dredged URDS I soils, are
not expected to pose a threat to water quality and are not considered hazardous.
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RESOLUTION 18-18
RESOLUTION OF THE GOVERNING BOARD
OF SWEETWATER AUTHORITY
APPROVING AND ADOPTING ADDENDUM No. 2 TO THE SUPPLEMENT AND FINAL
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE SWEETWATER RESERVOIR URBAN
RUNOFF DIVERSION SYSTEM PHASE I PROJECT (SCH No. 85042404) AND
APPROVING PROJECT MODIFICATIONS
WHEREAS, on November 12, 1987, Sweetwater Authority ("Authority") certified the
Supplement and Final Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") for the Sweetwater Reservoir
Urban Runoff Diversion System Project (State Clearinghouse Number 85042404) under the
California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"), Public Resources Code section 21000 et.
seq., adopted the Sweetwater Reservoir Urban Runoff Diversion System Mitigation Plan
("Mitigation Plan"), and approved Phase One of the Urban Runoff Diversion System ("Phase I
Project"); and
WHEREAS, the Phase I Project consisted of a detailed design of the system;
construction of Gum Tree Cove, Alacena Court, and Hansen's Creek ponds (including
detention ponds and diversion ponds); construction of the force main and pump station; and
construction of the gravity pipeline from Gum Tree Cove pond to Hansen's Creek pond. The
Authority determined that the Phase I Project would result in less than significant impacts with
implementation of the Mitigation Plan; and
WHEREAS, in 1991, the Authority finalized construction of the Phase I Project and
implemented the Mitigation Plan; and
WHEREAS, in the early 201 Os, Authority staff identified the need for dredging the
Phase I Project detention ponds and diversion ponds (forebays) to prevent loss of water
storage capacity to sedimentation; and
WHEREAS, on August 13, 2014, an addendum (Addendum No. 1) to the EIR was
prepared and adopted to include dredging of the forebays, which was not deemed necessary
at the time the EIR was certified; and
WHEREAS, on October 13, 2014, a Notice of Determination was filed with the San
Diego County Clerk and then with the California State Clearinghouse for the Phase I Project
and Addendum No. 1, and because neither the Authority's initial certification of the EIR and
adoption of Addendum No.1, nor their approval of the Phase I Project or Addendum No. 1
were challenged, the EIR is presumed to be valid; and
WHEREAS, in December 2014, dredging and revegetation of detention ponds and
forebays began, as described in Addendum No. 1, the EIR's Mitigation Plan, and the special
conditions described in the Clean Water Act Section 404 Nationwide Permit #31 Maintenance
of Existing Flood Control Facilities Permit No. SPL-2014-00584-PJB, Section 401 Water
Quality Certification No. R9-2014-0087, and Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement No.
1600-2014-0126-RS; and
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WHEREAS, Addendum No. 1 and the regulatory permits and agreements obtained for
the dredging of the detention ponds and forebays discussed that all the dredged materials,
including accumulated soils, vegetation, and other debris would be disposed at an off-site
facility; and
WHEREAS, Authority staff evaluated off-site disposal of soils and has found that it
would be economically infeasible to dispose of the dredged soils in a landfill, and is
recommending on-site disposal of dredged soils; and
WHEREAS, Authority staff has identified an area within the Sweetwater Reservoir
lands to dispose of dredged soils (Proposed Disposal Site), which is owned by the Authority.
The Authority currently uses a portion of the Proposed Disposal Site for light industrial uses,
including a staging area for the Authority's field operations and maintenance activities as well
as a portion of a disturbed Jot previously used as a borrow site for the construction of the
Sweetwater Reservoir Urban Runoff Diversion System Phase II Project and the expansion of
Jamacha Boulevard. The Proposed Disposal Site is surrounded by non-residential uses and
is not adjacent to any schools or parks; and
WHEREAS, the on-site disposal of soils, together with the modifications of the staging
area to include the Proposed Disposal Site footprint and other areas, are the Proposed
Changes to the Phase I Project and were not discussed or analyzed in the EIR or the
Addendum No. 1; and
WHEREAS, Authority staff evaluated the Proposed Changes in light of the
environmental analysis contained in the EIR and prepared an Environmental Review Update
Checklist to assist the Authority in its consideration of whether any supplemental or
subsequent environmental review is required. Staff concluded that none of the circumstances
described in Public Resources Code section 21166 or State CEQA Guidelines section 15162
have occurred, and thus no supplemental or subsequent EIR is required; and
WHEREAS, Authority staff prepared an addendum (Addendum No. 2) to the EIR to
address any changes or additions to the Phase I Project and Addendum No. 1 to account for
the Proposed Changes under State CEQA Guidelines section 15164; and
WHEREAS, the Governing Board has reviewed Addendum No. 2 to the EIR and the
Environmental Review Update Checklist, along with the information in the EIR, prior to taking
action on the Phase I Project. The Environmental Review Update Checklist and the
Addendum No.2 to the EIR reflect the independent judgment and analysis of the Authority;
and
WHEREAS, on September 26, 2018, at a regularly scheduled meeting, the Governing
Board considered Addendum No. 2 together with the EIR and accepted oral and written
testimony from interested parties; and
WHEREAS, having reviewed and considered the information contained in Addendum
No. 2 together with the EIR, all comments made at the regularly scheduled meeting, and all
other information in the administrative record, the Governing Board has determined that all
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environmental effects of the Proposed Changes were fully examined and mitigated by the
EIR; and
WHEREAS, the Addendum to the certified EIR was prepared pursuant to CEQA and
the State CEQA Guidelines; and
WHEREAS, all other legal prerequisites to the adoption of this Resolution have
occurred.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED AND ORDERED by the Governing Board of
Sweetwater Authority as follows:

SECTION 1. RECITALS. The above recitals are incorporated herein by reference.
SECTION 2. COMPLIANCE WITH THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
ACT. As the decision-making body for the Phase I Project, the Governing Board has
reviewed and considered the EIR for the Phase I Project and the Addendum No. 2 to the EIR,
any oral or written comments received, and the administrative record prior to making any
decision. The Governing Board finds that together, Addendum No. 2 and the EIR contain a
complete and accurate reporting of the environmental impacts associated with the Proposed
Changes. The Authority finds that the Addendum No. 2 to the EIR and administrative record
has been completed in compliance with CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines.
SECTION 3. FINDINGS ON THE NECESSITY FOR A SUBSEQUENT OR
SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT. Based on the Addendum No. 2 to
the EIR and all related information presented to the Authority, the Authority finds that the
preparation of a subsequent or supplemental EIR is not required for the Phase I Project
because the addendum is merely a minor modification to the EIR and such a minor
modification: (1) does not constitute a substantial change to the Phase I Project that will
require major revisions of the EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental
effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects; (2)
does not constitute a substantial change with respect to the circumstances under which the
Phase I Project is undertaken that will require major revisions of the EIR due to the
involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity
of the previously identified significant effects; and (3) does not contain new information of
substantial importance that was not known and could not have been known with the exercise
of reasonable diligence at the time the EIR was certified, that shows any of the following: (a)
the Phase I Project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the EIR; (b)
significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in the
EIR; (c) mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact
be feasible and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the Phase I
Project, but the lead agency declined to adopt such measures or alternatives; or (d)
mitigation measures or alternatives considerably different from those analyzed in the EIR
would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment, but the lead
agency declined to adopt such mitigation measures or alternatives.
SECTION 4. FINDINGS ON ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS. Based on Addendum No.
2, the administrative record, and having considered the EIR and all written and oral evidence
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presented to the Governing Board, the Authority finds that all environmental impacts of the
Proposed Changes have been addressed within the certified EIR and the associated MMRP,
as revised by Addendum No. 2. The Authority finds that no new or additional mitigation
measures or alternatives are required. The Authority further finds that there is substantial
evidence in the administrative record supporting the conclusion that the Proposed Changes
would not result in any significant environmental impacts beyond those analyzed in the
certified EIR. The Authority incorporates by reference the Findings for the Sweetwater
Reservoir Urban Runoff Diversion System dated October 29, 1987, as if those findings were
fully set forth herein.
SECTION 5. ADOPTION OF ADDENDUM No. 2. The Authority approves and adopts
Addendum No. 2 to the EIR for the Phase I Project, dated September 10, 2018.
SECTION 6. NOTICE OF DETERMINATION. The Governing Board directs staff to file
a Notice of Determination with the San Diego County Clerk within five (5) days of approval of
Addendum No. 2 to the EIR.
SECTION 7. PROJECT CHANGES The Authority approves the Proposed Changes,
as described in Addendum No. 2, for the Phase I Project.
SECTION 8. LOCATION OF DOCUMENTS. The EIR, CEQA Findings, Addendum No.
2 to the EIR, and any other documents and materials that constitute the record of
proceedings on which these findings have been based are on file and available for public
review at the Authority's offices at 505 Garrett Avenue, Chula Vista, California 91910. The
custodian for these records is the General Manager of the Authority.
PASSED AND ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the Governing Board of Sweetwater
Authority held on the 26th day of September 2018, by the following vote, to wit:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

None
None
None
None

Teresa "Terry" Thomas, Chair
ATTEST:

Janet Gonzalez, Board Secretary

52

TO:

Governing Board (Operations Committee)

FROM:

Management

DATE:

September 14, 2018

SUBJECT: Consideration to Award a Contract for Pipeline Construction for the 20182019 Pipeline Replacement Program
SUMMARY
The FY 2018-19 Budget includes seven pipeline projects under the Pipeline
Replacement Program. These seven pipeline projects were consolidated into the first
five segments listed below.
Seg.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Pipeline Project Location

Scope of Work

East 16th Street, N Avenue to Interstate 805,
NC
Hilltop Drive, I Street to J Street, CV
Oxford Street, Cuyamaca Avenue to Judson
Way, CV
Oxford Street, Fifth Avenue to 500 LF east,
CV
Bonita Glen Terrace and Glen Verde Drive,
from Golfglen Road to Dawsonia Street, BN
Harding Avenue, West 20th to West 21st
Street., NC
West 21St Street, Wilson Avenue to Harding
Avenue, NC

620 LF of 16-inch PVC Pipe
1,250 LF of 18-inch PVC Pipe
1,300 LF of 16-inch PVC Pipe
920 LF of 12-inch PVC Pipe
500 LF of 12-inch PVC Pipe
2,150 LF of 12-inch PVC Pipe
300 LF of 8-inch PVC Pipe
415 LF of 8-inch PVC Pipe

The installation of pipeline Segment 6 listed above is required as part of a City of
National City (City) street improvement project on a portion of Harding Avenue that will
rebuild the existing unpaved road by raising the road grade approximately 15 feet and
paving. This will require the replacement of an existing 6-inch AC pipeline in order to
provide an accessible pipeline depth. The installation of pipeline Segment 7 listed above
represents an extended segment of piping that is to provide additional fire flow capacity
for the City’s improvement project, which includes the construction of a public park. If
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Subject: Consideration to Award a Contract for Pipeline Construction for the 2018-2019
Pipeline Replacement Program
September 14, 2018
Page 2 of 3
the City decides to implement this improvement, the Authority is to be reimbursed by the
City for costs associated with Segment 7.
On September 11, 2018, six bids were submitted to the Authority, as listed below by bid
amount.
CONTRACTOR
Bali Construction, Inc.
Cass Construction, Inc.
Piperin Corporation
Palm Engineering Construction Co., Inc.
El Cajon Grading & Engineering Co., Inc.
Burtech Pipeline, Inc.

BID AMOUNT
$2,475,491
$2,555,555
$2,969,443
$3,047,510
$3,131,256
$3,475,000

Bali Construction, Inc. (Bali) made an error in the calculation of its bid and formally
requested that the Authority consent to the withdrawal of its bid from consideration,
pursuant to the Relief of Bidder Statutes (Public Contract Code section 5100 et seq.).
With the withdrawal of Bali’s bid, Cass Construction, Inc. dba Cass Arrieta (Cass) is the
lowest responsible bidder submitting a responsive bid. Cass successfully completed
pipeline replacement work for the Authority in the past and they performed satisfactorily.
FISCAL IMPACT
FY 2018-19 Capital Budget

$ 2,279,100

Less Proposed Contract Amount
Less Projected Authority Inspection Labor
Transfer of funds from Street Improvement
Budget for Segment 6
Transfer of funds from Street Improvement
Budget for Segment 6 Inspection
Reimbursement by City of National City
for Segment 7
Reimbursement by City of National City
for Segment 7 Inspection
Transfer – Capital Contingency Fund(1)

<2,555,555>
< 113,183>
64,240
7,500
60,398
7,500
250,000

BALANCE
(1)

$ 0

The Capital Contingency Fund has a current balance of $250,000.

54

Memo to: Governing Board (Operations Committee)
Subject: Consideration to Award a Contract for Pipeline Construction for the 2018-2019
Pipeline Replacement Program
September 14, 2018
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POLICY/STRATEGIC PLAN OBJECTIVE
The Authority’s Purchasing Policy requires Governing Board approval to award public
work contracts in excess of $50,000. Additionally, this project is in accordance with
Strategic Plan Objective SR1, to implement the current Water Distribution System
Master Plan to include pipeline replacements and new pipelines for capacity, reliability,
and redundancy.
ALTERNATIVES
1. Approve the request from Bali Construction, Inc. to be relieved of its bid due to a
material bid error; and award a contract in the amount of $2,555,555 to Cass
Construction, Inc. dba Cass Arrieta, El Cajon, CA, for the construction of the 20182019 Pipeline Replacement Program.
2. Reject all bids and rebid.
RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the Governing Board approve the request from Bali
Construction, Inc. to be relieved of its bid due to a material bid error; and award a
contract in the amount of $2,555,555 to Cass Construction, Inc. dba Cass Arrieta, El
Cajon, CA, for the construction of the 2018-2019 Pipeline Replacement Program.
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TO:

Governing Board (Operations Committee)

FROM:

Management

DATE:

September 14, 2018

SUBJECT: Water Storage Reporting – Loveland and Sweetwater Reservoirs
SUMMARY
At the second Board meeting of every month, Management presents the Management
Monthly Report containing an Organizational Performance Dashboard (Dashboard) for
the preceding month. One of the performance parameters shown on the Dashboard is
the water storage and is presented as pie charts showing percentages of full and
additional capacity storages for both Loveland and Sweetwater Reservoirs (see
Attachment 1). Based on Board feedback, Management proposes to revise the format
of the water storage pie charts to show the additional capacity storage (as is currently
shown) and to separate the percentage of full storage into the three components that
comprise the water in the reservoir, which are:
1. Storage available for use (water quality permitting);
2. Emergency storage; and
3. Inactive storage (see Attachment 2).
Historically, the Authority does not withdraw water past the minimum pool levels
established for each reservoir. The minimum pool level consists of an inactive storage
component, which is the amount of storage that cannot be accessed by the lowest
outlet at each dam, and an emergency storage component which is held to provide a
source of water after a catastrophic event, such as an earthquake, that could disrupt the
supply of imported water. At Loveland Reservoir, the emergency storage consists of
and average of three month’s water demand for the Authority’s service area, plus
approximately twenty-five percent of water that is assumed to be lost during a water
transfer from Loveland to Sweetwater Reservoir. At Sweetwater Reservoir, the
emergency storage consists of an average of one month’s water demand for the
Authority’s service area. Amounts of inactive and emergency storages for both
reservoirs, and their percentages with respect to total capacity, are summarized in the
following table:
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Storage Component
Inactive Storage
Emergency Storage
Minimum Pool
(Inactive + Emergency
Storages)

Loveland Reservoir
Total Capacity (25,387 AF)
Percent of
Storage
Total
Amount (AF)
Capacity
1,150
4.5%
6,375
25.1%
7,525

29.6%

Sweetwater Reservoir
Total Capacity (28,079 AF)
Percent of
Storage
Total
Amount (AF)
Capacity
1,650
5.9%
1,700
6.0%
3,350

11.9%

The history of the three-month storage at Loveland Reservoir can be traced to a report
titled Addendum for Loveland - Sweetwater Pipeline Study (Study), prepared in 1982 by
James M. Montgomery, Consulting Engineers, Inc., which included a recommendation
to provide reserve storage to meet a potential three-month loss of San Diego County
Water Authority (SDCWA) aqueduct supply, or in case of catastrophic events such as
an earthquake. The three-month demand represents summer months, when water
demands on the Authority’s system are highest. Added to this volume includes an
additional twenty-five percent of water that is assumed to be lost during a water transfer
from Loveland to Sweetwater Reservoir, as previously stated.
The Study recommended a three-month emergency supply for the following reasons:
1. It is a volume often achieved by water already in storage resulting from local
runoff, and is therefore not water that needs to be purchased from SDCWA; and
2. It is a realistic volume to meet demand during emergencies like extended
shutdowns of major facilities such as the SDCWA’s aqueduct.
The Study also makes a recommendation that, to the extent possible, water maintained
as emergency storage should be kept at Loveland Reservoir as this reservoir has more
efficient evaporation loss than Sweetwater Reservoir (i.e., Sweetwater Reservoir has
more than twice the surface area of Loveland Reservoir). The Authority follows this
recommendation of the Study as well.
It is important to note that the Study assumed that the Authority could transfer water
from Loveland to Sweetwater Reservoir at will; however, times have changed since
1982 and environmental regulations protecting the Southwestern Arroyo Toad, a
Federally Endangered Species and a State Species of Special Concern, which has
habitat in the middle Sweetwater River, have become more stringent and prevent the
Authority from transferring water at certain times during the year. For this reason, the
Authority has elected to also keep one month’s reserve as emergency storage at
Sweetwater Reservoir, so it is readily available to treat at the adjacent Robert A. Perdue
Treatment Plant.
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FISCAL IMPACT
None.
POLICY/STRATEGIC PLAN OBJECTIVE
Strategic Plan Goal #6 (Administrative Effectiveness) Objective AE1 is to maintain a
ready state of emergency preparedness, response and recovery, capable of effectively
responding to emergencies as they arise.
CONCLUSION
Reporting the water storage as percentages that depict the quantity of water in each
reservoir, its additional capacity, and the available storage, emergency storage, and
inactive storage will allow the Governing Board and Management to make informed
decisions during times of low reservoir levels or emergency situations.
Attachments:

Attachment 1: Organizational Performance Dashboard for Month
Ending July 31, 2018
Attachment 2: Proposed Revisions to Water Storage Pie Charts for
Inclusion in the Dashboard
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ATTACHMENT 1
MANAGEMENTMONTHLYREPORT
ORGANIZATIONALPERFORMANCEDASHBOARD(FORTHEMONTHENDINGJULY31,2018)

Loveland Reservoir

Rainfall:0"
FYTD:0"

0AF

AnnualAverage: 15.28"

July2017:0AF

Sweetwater Reservoir

Rainfall:0"
FYTD:0"

SweetwaterReservoir
Capacity:28,079AF

LovelandReservoir Capacity:
25,387AF

Watershed Runoff
(Loveland)

Watershed Runoff
(Sweetwater)

Below
Average

Annual Average:11.33"

69.4AF
LastMonth:55% Full

July2017:0AF

Total MonthlyProduction

LastMonth: 18%Full

CosttoTreatWaterperAF
(Variable Costs)

Perdue PlantDailyProductionMGD

1,753.75AF

July
2017

$290

$115

No.of
Funded
Positions

$120

No.ofVacancies

8

128

Cause
NaturalPipeAging
HitbyContractor
TreeRoot/Settlement
Fittings,Gaskets,etc.
TrenchSettlement

MainLeaks
Incidents/Type
0
1
0
0

FYTD
0
1
0
0
0

0

FiscalYearͲtoͲDateWaterSales

AcreFeet

1,531

No.ofWebsite Visitors:

11,548

Budget

HoursofTraining:
No.ofSafety
AchievementsIssued:

Capital

$3.5

$40.0

207
Month

DelinquentAccounts
CreditCardTransactions

Prior
FYTD

FYTD

69
6,767

69 206
6,767

5,740

$0.1

$12.1

PercentRemaining
91%

316
TotalAttendees:

7

FYTD:11,548

TotalBudget

Actual

5

120

FYTDActual

1,366

No.of
Recruitments

Expenditures
(millions)
Operating

$(millions)

No.of
Positions
Filled

HighBillInvestigations
WalkͲinCustomerAssistance

23 23 19
3,782

3,782 3,354

WaterEfficiencyOutreach

3

3

8

99%

$4.1

$4.6

TasteandOdorComplaints

2

2

4

Actual

Budget

NewAccounts

453

453

402
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ATTACHMENT 2
PROPOSED REVISIONS TO WATER STORAGE PIE CHARTS FOR INCLUSION IN THE DASHBOARD
Loveland Reservoir (as of 8 am on 8/1/18)
Quantity
Additional Capacity
11,615
Available Storage
6,247
Emergency Storage
6,375
Inactive Storage
1,150
TOTAL CAPACITY
25,387

Units
AF
AF
AF
AF
AF

% of Total
45.8%
24.6%
25.1%
4.5%
100%

Loveland Reservoir Capacity: 25,387 AF
4.5%

25.1%

Sweetwater Reservoir (as of 8 am on 8/1/18)
Quantity
Additional Capacity
23,496
Available Storage
1,233
Emergency Storage
1,700
Inactive Storage
1,650
TOTAL CAPACITY
28,079

Additional Capacity
45.8%

Units
AF
AF
AF
AF
AF

% of Total
83.7%
4.4%
6.0%
5.9%
100.0%

Source Data (not intended to be included in Monthly Report)

Available Storage
Emergency Storage
Inactive Storage

24.6%

Sweetwater Reservoir Capacity: 28,079 AF
5.9%
6.0%
4.4%
Additional Capacity
Available Storage
Emergency Storage
Inactive Storage

83.7%

These pie charts are recommended to replace the ones currently used in the Monthly Report
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TO:

Governing Board (Operations Committee)

FROM:

Management

DATE:

September 14, 2018

SUBJECT: Loveland Dam and Reservoir Asset Utilization
SUMMARY
At the July 25, 2018 Board meeting, Director Castaneda requested the following
information:
1. The historical amount of water released and/or spilled (transferred) from
Loveland Reservoir and put to beneficial use;
2. A cost history for operation and maintenance of Loveland Dam and Reservoir;
and
3. A compilation of previous studies and analyses done for Loveland Dam and
Reservoir.
Historical Amount of Water Transferred from Loveland Reservoir and put to Beneficial
Use
For the purposes of this memorandum, beneficial use is defined as water that is able to
be treated and delivered to Authority customers and, therefore, only includes water
transferred from Loveland Reservoir, captured at Sweetwater Reservoir, and treated at
the Robert A. Perdue Treatment Plant (Perdue); not included are any recreational
activities associated with the Shoreline Fishing Programs at Loveland and Sweetwater
Reservoirs.
Water transfer data is available from 1945, when Loveland Dam was completed, to
present time. This data is attached and is presented in the following manner:
1. Year and month of transfer;
2. Amount of water released or spilled from Loveland Reservoir;
3. Amount of water received at Sweetwater Reservoir, excluding any runoff from the
surrounding watershed;
4. Amount of water lost to the middle basin during the transfer;
5. Percentage of water lost to the middle basin during the transfer;
6. Amount of water spilled at Sweetwater Reservoir, if any;
7. Amount of water put to beneficial use, which is the amount of water received at
Sweetwater Reservoir minus the amount of water spilled over Sweetwater Dam;
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8. Value of water put to beneficial use in 2018 dollars, using $1,029 per acre-foot
(AF), which represents the amount paid to the San Diego County Water Authority
(SDCWA) for untreated water;
9. Groupings of data spanning multiple months, to associate that data with one
particular water transfer; and
10. Comments providing an indication whether the transfer was associated with a
release or spill.
The attached data shows that the volume of water transferred from Loveland Reservoir
and put to beneficial use averages 3,721 AF per year. At the current untreated water
cost from SDCWA of $1,029 per AF, the annual average value of this water is
approximately $3.8 million.
It is important to note that water transfers from Loveland Reservoir occur less frequently
as environmental regulations have become more stringent, and prolonged droughts or
dry periods do not create optimal river conditions for a water transfer. The middle
Sweetwater River has habitat for the arroyo toad (Bufo californicus), a Federally
Endangered Species and State Species of Special Concern that typically begins
breeding in early spring, but has been noted to begin breeding in late winter if
environmental conditions support an earlier breeding season. Because of the potential
presence of arroyo toads in the middle Sweetwater River, the Authority cannot transfer
water from Loveland Reservoir at will, and instead must perform arroyo toad surveys by
a qualified biologist to ensure the absence of arroyo toads before water can be
transferred from Loveland Reservoir. If any arroyo toads are present in the middle
Sweetwater River before a planned water transfer, the Authority cannot transfer water
from Loveland Reservoir, otherwise the Authority could potentially violate the
Endangered Species Act.
In addition to the required absence of arroyo toads in the middle Sweetwater River right
before a water transfer from Loveland Reservoir, other conditions must be present to
provide optimal conditions in order for Sweetwater Reservoir to receive the maximum
possible volume of water transferred from Loveland Reservoir. A dry river bed will
absorb much of the water transferred; whereas, a saturated river bed and a flowing
river, minimize water losses. Even when the river is flowing, a significant amount of
water can be lost to the basin during a transfer. For example, the Authority released
9,090 AF of water from Loveland Reservoir in March 2017, but only 6,846 AF was
captured at Sweetwater Reservoir. The transfer occurred after a significant storm event
allowed the river to be flowing and washed away any arroyo toads that might have been
present in the river. Even with these desirable river conditions before the water transfer,
2,244 AF were lost to the middle basin during the transfer. This equates to a 25 percent
water loss to the middle basin at an approximate value of $2.3 million.
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Ten Year Cost History for Operation and Maintenance of Loveland Dam and Reservoir
Audited Operation and Maintenance (O&M) costs for the last ten fiscal years at
Loveland Dam and Reservoir show that the Authority has spent approximately $3.9
million from FY 2008-09 to FY 2017-18, or an average annual cost of about $390,000.
As presented in the previous section, the annual average value of the water provided by
Loveland Dam and Reservoir is approximately $3.8 million.
Compilation of Previous Studies and Analyses done for Loveland Dam and Reservoir
The following studies and analyses were compiled for Loveland Dam and Reservoir:
1. Loveland-Sweetwater Pipeline Study, completed in August 1981 by James M.
Montgomery, Consulting Engineers, Inc.
The Loveland-Sweetwater Pipeline Study presents an evaluation of the costs
involved in increasing the efficiency of water transfers from Loveland Reservoir to
Sweetwater Reservoir and the Perdue Treatment Plant. The study defined net
gains in local water yield by construction of various water conveyance
alternatives and the net change in costs of water delivered to the Authority’s
distribution system.
The study recommended to not construct a water conveyance pipeline from
Loveland to Sweetwater Reservoir or to the Perdue Treatment Plant, and to not
construct any power facilities either with or without a pipeline. The annual costs
at that time associated with transferring water from Loveland Reservoir via the
Sweetwater River and importing additional water to meet demands were lower
than the annual costs associated with transferring water through a pipeline and
importing additional water to meet demands, with or without potential energy
revenues generated from the construction of power facilities. The study also
recommended continuing system operation in order to optimize the yield of water
in Sweetwater Reservoir.
Note: this study presented cost information in terms of annual costs. As a result,
the cost for the pipeline facilities was shown as an amortization of facilities in the
amount of $2,435,000. There is no indication what was used as the discount rate
in the calculation. Based on published data on the federal discount rate for water
project evaluation, the rate in 1981 can be estimated at 7.375 percent. Assuming
this discount rate, the approximate cost of the pipeline would have been $30
million in 1981. Based on current environmental and other constraints, it is
estimated that the cost of a pipeline from Loveland Dam to the Perdue Plant
would be on the order of $100 million to $150 million.
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2. Addendum to Loveland-Sweetwater Pipeline Study, completed in July 1982 by
James M. Montgomery, Consulting Engineers, Inc.
This addendum to the above study presented guidelines for minimizing spills
from Sweetwater Reservoir and providing adequate storage to meet a three
month loss of SDCWA aqueduct supply. These recommended guidelines are
currently practiced by the Authority.
3. San Diego County Water Supply Study Reconnaissance Report, completed in
February 1993 by the United States Army Corps of Engineers – Los Angeles
District.
This study evaluated thirteen regional water sub-plans, including a Four
Reservoir Intertie Plan (4RIP), which would intertie the San Vicente, El Capitan,
Loveland, and Sweetwater Reservoirs. Under the proposed features of the 4RIP,
these reservoirs would have the ability to store and convey an additional 115,000
AF of water that would be available from time to time from either Northern
California or Colorado River sources. The project was estimated to cost $788
million.
An alternative to the 4RIP was the Four Reservoir Plan, which consisted of the
same features as the 4RIP minus the intertie between El Capitan and Loveland
Reservoirs. The intertie between Loveland and Sweetwater Reservoirs remained
under this plan. This plan would have the same ability to store and convey an
additional 115,000 AF of water as in the 4RIP, but was estimated to cost $754
million.
Out of the thirteen regional sub-plans evaluated under this study, the Four
Reservoir Plan and the 4RIP ranked 1A and 1B in terms of feasibility. The 4RIP,
the Four Reservoir Plan, and the San Vicente Reservoir Plan together are called
the South County Pumped Storage Plan. The Study recommended feasibility
studies for the sub-plans contained in the South County Pumped Storage Plan.
4. Final Report on South County Pumped Storage Regional Reconnaissance Study
Update, completed in April 2004 by MWH.
This study is a follow-up to the San Diego County Water Supply Study
Reconnaissance Report, as that study recommended feasibility reports for the
sub-plans contained in the South County Pumped Storage Plan. This study
indicated that it was not a feasibility report of the aforementioned sub-plans, but
rather an effort focused on identifying realistic alignments for pipeline reaches
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and to provide current day (from 2004) cost estimates of the facilities described
in the aforementioned sub-plans and of additional facilities included in this study.
The study did not make any recommendations.
As it pertains to Loveland Reservoir, the study identified the following costs:
•

•

Facilities to convey water from El Capitan Reservoir to Loveland Reservoir
would cost approximately $170 million to $234 million. This does not
include other costs associated with conveying water from the SDCWA
aqueduct to San Vicente Reservoir, and from San Vicente Reservoir to El
Capitan Reservoir.
Facilities to convey water from Loveland Reservoir to Sweetwater
Reservoir were not evaluated.

FISCAL IMPACT
None.
POLICY/STRATEGIC PLAN OBJECTIVE
Strategic Plan Goal #2 (System and Water Supply Reliability) Objective SR12 is to
explore new options for new water sources including but not limited to: conservation,
recycled water, stormwater retention, groundwater/desalination, and Urban Runoff
Diversion Systems.
ALTERNATIVES
None.
CONCLUSION
This report is for information purposes only.
Attachments: Loveland Reservoir Water Transfer History
Ten-Year Cost History for the Operation and Maintenance of Loveland
Dam and Reservoir

69

This page intentionally left blank.

70

Loveland Water Transfer History
LOVELAND RESERVOIR......................................................................
RELEASE HISTORY..................................

YEAR

MONTH

Released
@ LL

Received
@SW

First record March,1945
1945
1945
1945
1945
1946
1946
1946
1947
1948
1949
1949
1949
1949
1952
1952
1952
1953
1953
1953
1953
1954
1954
1958
1958
1958
1966
1966
1967
1967
1967
1969
1973
1973
1978
1978
1978
1978
1978
1978

MAR
APR
MAY
JUN
MAR
APR
DEC
JAN
APR
JAN
MAR
APR
MAY
JAN
FEB
MAR
FEB
MAR
APR
MAY
MAR
APR
APR
MAY
JUN
APR
DEC
JAN
APR
MAY
APR
APR
MAY
MAR
APR
MAY
JUN
NOV
DEC

24.0
27.0
27.0
27.0
3957.0
1053.0
779.0
4486.0
997.0
88.0
1315.0
731.0
185.0
1080.0
4099.0
2665.0
2478.0
6884.0
6086.0
1298.0
1180.0
4627.0
4148.0
7327.0
1588.0
5516.0
1806.0
3363.0
196.0
2687.0
1230.0
4095.0
1660.0
15310.0
5357.0
384.0
274.0
1564.0
3069.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
3108.0
986.0
101.0
3719.0
54.0
26.0
271.0
354.0
16.0
16.0
2548.0
2720.0
436.0
5755.0
4784.0
1200.0
595.0
3906.0
629.0
5538.0
1387.0
996.0
574.0
2612.0
0.0
1984.0
1230.0
1836.0
1424.0
11800.0
4126.0
224.0
137.0
738.0
2515.0

Basin
Loss
(AF)

Basin
Loss
(percent)

Spilled
at SW

24
27
27
27
849
67
678
767
943
62
1044
377
169
1064
1551
-55
2042
1129
1302
98
585
721
3519
1789
201
4520
1232
751
196
703
0
2259
236
3510
1231
160
137
826
554

100%
100%
100%
100%
21%
6%
87%
17%
95%
70%
79%
52%
91%
99%
38%
-2%
82%
16%
21%
8%
50%
16%
85%
24%
13%
82%
68%
22%
100%
26%
0%
55%
14%
23%
23%
42%
50%
53%
18%

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

Water put to
Beneficial Use
at SW

Value of Water put
to Beneficial Use
at SW

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
3108.0
986.0
101.0
3719.0
54.0
26.0
271.0
354.0
16.0
16.0
2548.0
2720.0
436.0
5755.0
4784.0
1200.0
595.0
3906.0
629.0
5538.0
1387.0
996.0
574.0
2612.0
0.0
1984.0
1230.0
1836.0
1424.0
11800.0
4126.0
224.0
137.0
738.0
2515.0

$0
$0
$0
$0
$3,198,132
$1,014,594
$103,929
$3,826,851
$55,566
$26,754
$278,859
$364,266
$16,464
$16,464
$2,621,892
$2,798,880
$448,644
$5,921,895
$4,922,736
$1,234,800
$612,255
$4,019,274
$647,241
$5,698,602
$1,427,223
$1,024,884
$590,646
$2,687,748
$0
$2,041,536
$1,265,670
$1,889,244
$1,465,296
$12,142,200
$4,245,654
$230,496
$140,973
$759,402
$2,587,935

Comments

Small release soon after construction of dam,
resulting in infiltration of all water
Presumed to be a typical release
Presumed to be a typical release
Small release late in spring
Small volume release resulting in significant
infiltration

Presumed to be a typical release

Presumed to be a typical release

Presumed to be a typical release
Late release (into summer) resulting in higher
loss
Relatively small release in late spring
Presumed to be a typical release
Unknown reason for zero loss
Relatively small release in late spring
Presumed to be a typical release, with
reservoir full
Reservoir spilling under conditions likely to
be saturated due to rainfall----------------------------
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LOVELAND RESERVOIR......................................................................
RELEASE HISTORY..................................

YEAR

MONTH

Released
@ LL

Received
@SW

First record March,1945
1979
1979
1979
1979
1979
1979
1979
1979
1979
1980
1980
1980
1980
1980
1980
1980
1980
1980
1980
1980
1980
1981
1981
1982
1982
1982
1982
1982
1982
1982
1982
1983
1983
1983
1983
1983
1983
1983
1983

JAN
FEB
MAR
APR
MAY
JUN
JUL
NOV
DEC
JAN
FEB
MAR
APR
MAY
JUN
JUL
AUG
SEP
OCT
NOV
DEC
JAN
FEB
JAN
FEB
MAR
APR
MAY
JUN
JUL
AUG
JAN
FEB
MAR
APR
MAY
JUN
JUL
AUG

1708.0
3804.0
10983.0
6719.0
2960.0
1047.0
125.0
1303.0
2973.0
2519.0
34616.0
17691.0
5856.0
4326.0
1633.0
563.0
229.0
145.0
375.0
1750.0
1969.0
2350.0
1886.0
4430.0
3330.0
1360.0
2320.0
3910.0
3450.0
2418.0
82.0
200.0
11885.0
27463.0
12690.0
7330.0
2140.0
1380.0
102.0

1640.0
3054.0
10595.0
6600.0
2190.0
667.0
90.0
493.0
2725.0
2204.0
32427.0
17740.0
5860.0
4375.0
1584.0
537.0
192.0
50.0
245.0
1527.0
1970.0
2350.0
1885.0
3340.0
3210.0
1360.0
2274.0
3840.0
3429.0
2326.0
190.0
0.0
11386.0
27251.0
12611.0
7000.0
2030.0
1250.0
33.0

Basin
Loss
(AF)

Basin
Loss
(percent)

Spilled
at SW

68
750
388
119
770
380
35
810
248
315
2189
-49
-4
-49
49
26
37
95
130
223
-1
0
1
1090
120
0
46
70
21
92
-108
200
499
212
79
330
110
130
69

4%
20%
4%
2%
26%
36%
28%
62%
8%
13%
6%
0%
0%
-1%
3%
5%
16%
66%
35%
13%
0%
0%
0%
25%
4%
0%
2%
2%
1%
4%
-132%
100%
4%
1%
1%
5%
5%
9%
68%

15.0
857.0
9475.4
5201.3
123.0
59.5
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
39115.0
26380.0
4715.0
5060.0
338.0
103.0
0.0
0.0
38.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
31591.0
12483.0
4612.0
601.0
133.0
0.0

Water put to
Beneficial Use
at SW

Value of Water put
to Beneficial Use
at SW

1625.0
2197.0
1119.6
1398.7
2067.0
607.5
90.0
493.0
2725.0
2204.0
-6688.0
-8640.0
1145.0
-685.0
1246.0
434.0
192.0
50.0
207.0
1527.0
1970.0
2350.0
1885.0
3340.0
3210.0
1360.0
2274.0
3840.0
3429.0
2326.0
190.0
0.0
11386.0
-4340.0
128.0
2388.0
1429.0
1117.0
33.0

$1,672,125
$2,260,713
$1,152,068
$1,439,262
$2,126,943
$625,118
$92,610
$507,297
$2,804,025
$2,267,916
($6,881,952)
($8,890,560)
$1,178,205
($704,865)
$1,282,134
$446,586
$197,568
$51,450
$213,003
$1,571,283
$2,027,130
$2,418,150
$1,939,665
$3,436,860
$3,303,090
$1,399,440
$2,339,946
$3,951,360
$3,528,441
$2,393,454
$195,510
$0
$11,716,194
($4,465,860)
$131,712
$2,457,252
$1,470,441
$1,149,393
$33,957

Comments
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Reservoir spilling under conditions likely to
be saturated due to rainfall

Reservoir spilling under prolonged wet
conditions resulting in very low loss

Transfer after prolonged wet conditions
resulting in very low loss

Reservoir spilling under prolonged wet
conditions resulting in very low loss
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Loveland Water Transfer History
LOVELAND RESERVOIR......................................................................
RELEASE HISTORY..................................

YEAR

MONTH

Released
@ LL

Received
@SW

First record March,1945
1983
1983
1983
1984
1984
1985
1986
1988
1988
1993
1993
1993
1993
1993
1993
1993
1993
1994
1995
1995
1995
1995
1995
1995
1995
1995
1996
1997
1997
1998
1998
1998
1998
1998
1998
1998
1998
1999

SEP
OCT
NOV
APR
DEC
JAN
APR
FEB
MAR
JAN
FEB
MAR
APR
MAY
JUN
JUL
NOV
DEC
MAR
APR
MAY
JUN
JUL
OCT
NOV
DEC
JAN
JAN
FEB
MAR
APR
MAY
JUN
JUL
AUG
NOV
DEC
JAN

475.0
819.0
7918.0
7340.0
30.0
5450.0
4974.0
158.0
6511.0
16880.0
15862.0
9450.0
3679.0
2239.0
1213.0
145.0
8225.0
13024.7
17153.0
5774.9
4989.1
1724.2
480.4
19.6
69.4
1371.1
7128.2
7496.1
2391.0
1967.0
11683.0
4696.0
1989.0
609.0
5.6
387.4
914.2
10728.6

186.0
401.0
7340.0
6780.0
0.0
4831.0
4894.0
0.0
5173.7
12403.7
15862.0
9450.0
3679.0
1713.0
804.0
0.0
6528.0
10621.2
17153.0
5345.5
4352.6
1528.7
290.3
0.0
0.0
574.9
6925.0
5337.9
2801.0
1293.0
11683.0
4696.0
1989.0
609.0
5.6
0.0
0.0
9031.6

Basin
Loss
(AF)

Basin
Loss
(percent)

Spilled
at SW

289
418
578
560
30
619
80
158
1337.3
4476.3
0
0
0
526
409
145
1697
2403.5
0
429.4
636.5
195.5
190.1
19.6
69.4
796.2
203.2
2158.2
-410
674
0
0
0
0
0
387.4
914.2
1697

61%
51%
7%
8%
100%
11%
2%
100%
21%
27%
0%
0%
0%
23%
34%
100%
21%
18%
0%
7%
13%
11%
40%
100%
100%
58%
3%
29%
-17%
34%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
100%
100%
16%

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
13150.0
20977.0
9530.0
2857.0
337.8
17.8
0.0
0.0
0.0
14128.0
2911.7
1983.7
331.7
33.2
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
838.0
374.4
63.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

Water put to
Beneficial Use
at SW

Value of Water put
to Beneficial Use
at SW

186.0
401.0
7340.0
6780.0
0.0
4831.0
4894.0
0.0
5173.7
-746.3
-5115.0
-80.0
822.0
1375.2
786.2
0.0
6528.0
10621.2
3025.0
2433.8
2368.9
1197.0
257.1
0.0
0.0
574.9
6925.0
5337.9
2801.0
1293.0
11683.0
3858.0
1614.6
546.0
5.6
0.0
0.0
9031.6

$191,394
$412,629
$7,552,860
$6,976,620
$0
$4,971,099
$5,035,926
$0
$5,323,737
($767,943)
($5,263,335)
($82,320)
$845,838
$1,415,081
$809,000
$0
$6,717,312
$10,929,215
$3,112,725
$2,504,380
$2,437,598
$1,231,713
$264,556
$0
$0
$591,572
$7,125,825
$5,492,699
$2,882,229
$1,330,497
$12,021,807
$3,969,882
$1,661,423
$561,834
$5,762
$0
$0
$9,293,516

Comments

Transfer after prolonged wet conditions
Transfer after prolonged wet conditions
resulting in very low loss
Transfer after prolonged wet conditions
Presumed to be a typical release

Reservoir spilling under conditions likely to
be saturated due to rainfall

Presumed to be a typical release
Presumed to be a typical release
Reservoir spilling under conditions likely to
be saturated due to rainfall

Transfer after prolonged wet conditions
resulting in very low loss
Presumed to be a typical release

Reservoir spilling under conditions likely to
be saturated due to rainfall

Reservoir spilling under conditions likely to
be saturated due to rainfall
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Loveland Water Transfer History

LOVELAND RESERVOIR......................................................................
RELEASE HISTORY..................................

YEAR

MONTH

Released
@ LL

Received
@SW

First record March,1945
2000
2000
2005
2005
2005
2005
2006
2008
2008
2010
2010
2011
2011
2011
2011
2011
2011
2012
2012
2013
2013
2017

JAN
FEB
FEB
APR
MAY
JUN
JAN
JAN
FEB
JAN
FEB
MAR
APR
MAY
JUN
JUL
DEC
JAN
FEB
JAN
FEB
MAR

2493.0
6475.0
4697.4
1875.1
1852.6
520.5
13974.2
1546.2
6160.3
1579.1
6000.9
3166.5
2270.8
1387.6
824.8
22.5
183.3
4399.0
5381.0
6800.0
2237.0
9090.3

830.0
5669.0
4462.6
511.3
631.3
0.0
11874.2
400.4
5665.5
237.1
5249.9
1795.9
1323.7
264.1
0.0
0.0
0.0
2422.0
5930.0
4200.0
2899.0
6846.2

Basin
Loss
(AF)

Basin
Loss
(percent)

Spilled
at SW

1663
806
234.8
1363.8
1221.3
520.5
2100
1145.8
494.8
1342.0
751
1370.55
947.1
1123.5
824.8
22.5
183.3
1977
-549
2600
-662
2244.1

67%
12%
5%
73%
66%
100%
15%
74%
8%
85%
13%
43%
42%
81%
100%
100%
100%
45%
-10%
38%
-30%
25%

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

Water put to
Beneficial Use
at SW

Value of Water put
to Beneficial Use
at SW

830.0
5669.0
4462.6
511.3
631.3
0.0
11874.2
400.4
5665.5
237.1
5249.9
1795.9
1323.7
264.1
0.0
0.0
0.0
2422.0
5930.0
4200.0
2899.0
6846.2

$854,070
$5,833,401
$4,592,015
$526,128
$649,608
$0
$12,218,552
$412,012
$5,829,800
$243,976
$5,402,147
$1,848,022
$1,362,087
$271,759
$0
$0
$0
$2,492,238
$6,101,970
$4,321,800
$2,983,071
$7,044,740

ANNUAL AVERAGE VALUE OF WATER PUT TO BENEFICIAL USE (2018 DOLLARS)

$3,829,258

ANNUAL AVERAGE VOLUME OF WATER PUT TO BENEFICIAL USE (AFY)

3,721

VALUE PER ACRE-FOOT (2018 DOLLARS)

$1,029

Comments
Presumed to be a typical release
Appears to be a transfer in Feb. followed by
reservoir spilling for 3 months
Large volume release
Presumed to be a typical release
Presumed to be a typical release

Reservoir spilling under conditions likely to
be saturated due to rainfall

Presumed to be a typical release
Presumed to be a typical release
A typical release for transfer
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Ten Year Operation and Maintenance Cost History for Loveland Dam and Reservoir
Expense:

Total

FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2012-13 FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18

Loveland Reservoir

1,221,066

177,769

138,674

157,814

132,854

109,593

114,398

103,739

100,291

94,242

91,693

Reservoirs & Dams
(Allocated)

2,663,087

188,802

193,527

185,918

232,702

322,036

257,165

341,691

316,444

324,080

300,722

Capital:
Loveland Reservoir
Total

49,464

-

-

-

-

-

17,916

-

31,548

$ 3,933,617 $ 366,571 $ 332,201 $ 343,732 $ 365,556 $ 431,629 $ 389,479 $ 445,430 $ 448,283 $ 418,322 $ 392,415
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