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ADDENDUM TO THE FINAL MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION FOR THE 

LOVELAND RESERVOIR FISHING RELOCATION PROJECT – 

 LOVELAND RESERVOIR TRAIL SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT 

SCH #96081088 

May 2026 

 

I. INTRODUCTION 

 

This Addendum has been prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

Guidelines section 15164 to evaluate the Loveland Reservoir Trail Safety Improvements Project (proposed 

project) within the Loveland Reservoir Recreation Area. Sweetwater Authority (Authority) adopted the 

Final Mitigated Negative Declaration (Final 1996 MND; SCH No. 96081088) in October 1996 for the 

Loveland Reservoir Fishing Relocation Project. Since that time, portions of the existing trail system 

providing access to the fishing float have experienced erosion and deterioration, creating safety concerns 

for recreational users and contributing to localized environmental degradation.  

 

This addendum evaluates whether the proposed safety improvements fall within the scope of the project 

analyzed in the Final 1996 MND, and whether they would result in new significant impacts or a substantial 

increase in the severity of previously identified impacts.   

 

II. PROJECT MODIFICATIONS 

 

Sweetwater Authority proposes to implement safety-oriented improvements along the existing trail 

network to enhance public safety, improve trail stability, and maintain long‑term recreational access. The 

existing trail contains narrow segments, steep drop‑offs, eroded surfaces, and informal user-created paths 

that increase safety risks and contribute to resource disturbance. For example, recreationists use 

branches, dead tree trunks, or logs to cross a drainage channel and walk through vegetated areas, 

exposing them to hazards like snakes, poison oak, ticks, trip hazards, and falls.   

 

The proposed project includes: 

 

Pedestrian Bridge Installation 

A 20- to 40-foot-long by 4- to 5-foot-wide pedestrian bridge with safety handrails would be installed 

spanning an existing drainage feature at the southern portion of the trail. Reinforced concrete abutments 

would be placed on both ends of the crossing outside of the drainage channel. All work would occur 

outside the drainage area to avoid impacts to aquatic resources and habitat. 

 

Trail Improvements Adjacent to Drainage and Lake Edge 
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Approximately 150 linear feet of existing trail would be improved to a 4-foot-wide, level surface. Minor 

slope cutting, erosion-control features, and slope stabilization, such as retaining walls, would be installed. 

A safety handrail would be added along the lakeside edge.  

 

Access Improvements on Steep Slopes 

Approximately 220 linear feet of existing steep trail would be improved with new steps, tread 

replacement, and safety handrails on both sides.  

 

Trail Surface Improvements 

Approximately 190 linear feet of trail west of the proposed bridge would be improved to a width of 

approximately 4 feet. Similar slope stabilization and safety improvements would be installed as required. 

 

Material staging for the proposed project would occur in the existing parking lot and, if needed, near the 

caretaker’s office by Loveland Dam. Access to the proposed project site would use existing trails, with 

potential barge access depending on lake levels. All work would occur during weekday at daytime hours 

and would avoid in-channel activities. 

 

The proposed safety improvements to the existing access trail will reduce environmental impacts and 

enhance public safety by confining use to a clearly defined, durable corridor and eliminating informal 

routes that contribute to erosion, vegetation trampling, cutting of oak tree branches, and trespass into 

sensitive habitats. Installation of safety rails and edge delineation along steep banks will minimize the risk 

of falls and injuries, further encouraging users to remain on the designated trail. Maintaining the trail 

tread, clearing encroaching vegetation, and improving visibility will reduce the likelihood of visitor contact 

with poison oak, snakes, and ticks, thereby improving user safety while protecting adjacent habitat from 

unmanaged foot traffic. Collectively, these improvements to the existing trail will reduce habitat 

disturbance, improve compliance, and support long-term trail sustainability. 

 

III. DESCRIPTION OF ORIGINAL PROJECT 

 

The Final 1996 MND evaluated relocation of public fishing opportunities from U.S. Forest Service land 

adjacent to Loveland Reservoir to Authority property on the eastern portion of the reservoir. The 

Authority would provide an easement to the Forest Service encompassing the parking lot, the trail to the 

reservoir, and a 50-ft width of land along the lake edge measured horizontally from the high-water mark 

to ensure continued public access. The fishing relocation project included the following:  

 

a) Improvements of existing access to the site in the form of turning lanes off Japatul Road.  

b) Construction of a less than 1-acre (0.7822 acres) parking lot to accommodate approximately 50 

vehicles. This included the grading of the area adjacent to Japatul Road and north of the existing 

dirt access road.  
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c) Installation of trash receptacles in the parking area, along the trail, and as necessary along the 

shoreline easement above the high-water level.  

d) Installation of toilet facilities within the parking area easement and within the 50-foot shoreline 

easement where the facilities are accessible for maintenance.  

e) Installation of informational signs at the trailhead and as necessary within the easement.  

f) Improvement to an existing trail for erosion control and safety purposes. This included placement 

of railroad ties or similar material along the existing trail. It could also include the placement of 

some handrails.  

g) Repositioning of a small portion of the California Riding and Hiking Trail to eliminate conflict with 

the project driveway.  

h) Future facilities that may include expansion of toilet facilities and a floating pedestrian bridge on 

Loveland Reservoir. 

The project required the following agency actions: 

• The U.S. Forest Service completed a Categorical Exclusion for National Environmental Policy Act 

compliance, as required for the land exchange portion of the project.  

• Sweetwater Authority adopted an MND for CEQA compliance for the fishing access and 

installation of related facilities.  

• The U.S. Forest Service and Sweetwater Authority complied with the land exchange agreement. 

• San Diego County Department of Public Works issued an encroachment/construction permit for 

Japatul Road improvements.  

• California Department of Fish and Wildlife reviewed the loss of sensitive habitat.  

• The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service reviewed the loss of sensitive habitat. 

 

The proposed trail safety improvements are consistent with item (f) of the 1996 project description: 

Improvement to an existing trail for erosion control and safety purposes. 

 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

 

The proposed project is located along an existing recreational trail in the northeastern portion of the 

Loveland Reservoir Recreation Area in the unincorporated community of Alpine, San Diego County, 

California (Figure 1). The recreation area is accessed from Japatul Boulevard via a designated parking lot. 

The project area extends from the parking lot southward along an existing pedestrian trail system to the 

existing fishing float on Loveland Reservoir.  Surrounding land uses include open space, recreational trails, 

and reservoir-related activities such as hiking, fishing, and horseback riding. Sweetwater Authority owns 

the parcels immediately surrounding the project, and the U.S. Forest Service owns parcels to the north 

and east. Single-family, residential neighborhoods in the Alpine community are approximately 1/2 mile 

west of the trailhead along Japatul Road.  
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Loveland Reservoir was created with the construction of Loveland Dam for the storage of water to be 

treated and distributed as potable water to users within the Authority’s service area. It is a popular 

outdoor recreational spot and essential plant and wildlife habitat. Vegetation consists primarily of mixed 

chaparral and Diegan coastal sage scrub with localized areas of coast live oak riparian forest.  

 

V. DETERMINATION 

 

Based on review of the proposed project, the Final 1996 MND, and the Environmental Checklist prepared 

for this addendum, and pursuant to Section 15162 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the Authority determines 

that: 

 

a. No new significant environmental impacts would occur beyond those identified in the Final 1996 

MND; 

b. No substantial changes in circumstances have occurred that would require additional 

environmental review; and  

c. No new information of substantial importance has become available that would trigger the need 

for a subsequent or supplemental MND or EIR under CEQA Guidelines Section 15164. 

 

The proposed improvements represent a continuation and refinement of the previously approved project, 

specifically item (f) of the Final 1996 MND, which states, “Improvement to an existing trail for erosion 

control and safety purposes.” The commitments adopted in the Final 1996 MND remain in effect and 

continue to guide the Authority’s operations.  The Avoidance and Minimization Measures 

(AMMs)referenced in this Addendum reflect the Authority’s existing operational practices and 

Conservation Measures (CMs) reflect previously adopted commitments, expressed in updated language 

for clarity and consistency with current resource-protection standards.  They do not constitute new 

mitigation measures under CEQA. Accordingly, preparation of an Addendum is appropriate, and no 

subsequent or supplemental environmental document is required.  

 

VI. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

 

The Final 1996 MND identified potentially significant impacts for the removal (that is, permanent loss) of 

a maximum of 1 acre (0.7822 acres) of coastal sage scrub with a resulting potential impact on the 

California coastal gnatcatcher and other nesting birds. Indirect impacts on general biological resources 

from human presence were also identified. The MND also identified a potentially significant impact on 

archaeological resources and wetlands.  

 

The Authority retained an independent consultant to conduct an environmental analysis to consider the 

environmental impacts associated with the proposed project, to evaluate whether the potential impacts 

associated with the trail improvements would result in any new significant impacts or substantial 
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increases in the severity of impacts identified in the Final 1996 MND. This analysis was conducted through 

completion of the Environmental Checklist Form (Attachment 1) that evaluates all CEQA Appendix G topics 

and determined that the proposed project would not result in any new significant impacts or increase the 

severity of previously identified impacts. 

 

The Checklist incorporates the Authority’s existing conservation practices  (AMMs) as well as clarifications 

and updates to the previous measures (CMs), which are consistent with the intent of the 1996 MND and 

reflect current resource-protection standards. These practices function as part of the project design and 

the Authority’s standard operating procedures; they are not new mitigation measures.  

 

VII. MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM INCORPORATED INTO THE PROJECT 

 

The mitigation measures adopted in the Final 1996 MND remain applicable to the overall fishing access 

program and continue to guide Sweetwater Authority’s management of the recreation area. The 

Environmental Checklist references updated CMs that clarify and add specification to these long-standing 

commitments using current terminology and best practices. These CMs serve the same purpose and intent 

as the mitigation measures adopted in 1996 and do not alter the conclusions of the Final 1996 MND. 

 

Sweetwater Authority will also continue to implement its standard operations and maintenance 

avoidance and minimization measures (AMMs), which further reduce the potential for impacts on 

sensitive resources. The AMMs are listed in the Environmental Checklist.  

 

Table 1 provides a comparison of the Final 1996 MND measures and the updated CMs, demonstrating 

that the CMs are refinements of existing commitments rather than new mitigation requirements. 
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Table 1. Comparison of Final 1996 MND Mitigation Measures and Updated Addendum Conservation Measures 

 

Issue 
Areaa 

Final 1996 MND  
Mitigation Measure 

Updated Addendum Conservation Measures (CMs) 

Biological 
Resources  

Clearing within the construction 
area shall be performed between 
August 15 and February 15.  

CM-BIO-3. Avoid Disturbance of Vegetation During Bird Nesting Season. To comply with federal and 

state protections for nesting birds, any clearing, trimming, grubbing of vegetation, and equipment 

activity that exceeds species’ noise limit thresholds should occur outside the nesting windows 

described below:  

• Trees and woodland: January 15 to August 31  
• Uplands: February 15 to August 31 

• Riparian habitat and marsh: March 1 to September 15  
If such an activity cannot feasibly occur outside these breeding seasons, then a qualified biologist will 

conduct a preconstruction nesting survey prior to initiating vegetation trimming, clearing, or grubbing 

activities. The nesting survey for native birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and 

California Fish and Game Code will consist of one preconstruction nesting survey conducted no more 

than 7 days prior to the commencement of vegetation trimming, clearing, or grubbing, to determine 

whether active nests of these species are present in the affected areas. The level of effort will be 

commensurate with the amount of habitat to be impacted. Where nesting birds are detected, the 

biologist will institute an avoidance area sufficient to prevent failure of the nesting, and activities in 

this buffer will be postponed until after the young have fledged or the nest is no longer active.  

 

CM-BIO-4. Noise Adjacent to Listed Nesting Avian Species. Construction in or adjacent to sensitive 

areas will be appropriately scheduled to minimize potential impacts on biological resources. 

Construction noise levels above 60 dB Leq in occupied least Bell’s vireo habitat will be avoided 

March 1 through September 15. Deviation from the noise and seasonal restrictions can be made only 

as follows:  

a. An adaptive monitoring program will be implemented with monitoring performed by a qualified 

biologist possessing necessary species monitoring permits or otherwise approved by the Wildlife 

Agencies.  
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Issue 
Areaa 

Final 1996 MND  
Mitigation Measure 

Updated Addendum Conservation Measures (CMs) 

b. Active least Bell’s vireo territories within 500 feet of construction limits will be identified no 

less than 1 month prior to construction activities, and monitoring will continue thereafter 

through the nesting season or cessation of construction activities.  

c. Territories will be monitored at weekly intervals with a focus on identifying active nests. Any 

atypical territory displacement, evacuation, or nest failures, as compared to a control site or 

other baseline, will be attributed to the construction project and mitigated as follows:  

i. Subject to review of data and concurrence by the Wildlife Agencies before project 

continuation, a zone of influence will be delineated using territory mapping and nesting data.  

ii. Acres of indirect impact will be assessed and mitigated at a ratio of 0.5:1 in preserve areas. 

Because no physical habitat disturbance will occur and habitat will be available for species 

recolonization and nesting once construction is complete, compensation for these temporary 

impacts is proposed at this reduced ratio. 

Biological 
Resources  

A portion of coastal sage scrub 
habitat on Loveland Reservoir 
lands shall be preserved in a 
mitigation bank under the Joint 

Water Agency NCCP to mitigate 
coastal sage scrub impacts of the 

project.  

CM-BIO-1. Compensate for Habitat Loss. Compensatory mitigation for habitat loss will be provided or 

debited from available conservation credits. 

CM-BIO-2. Pre-Activity Biological Survey. Prior to trail improvements that have the potential to 

impact native vegetation communities or sensitive wildlife or plant species, a qualified biologist will 

assess the area, determine where ESAs need to be established, and quantify the amount of habitat 

that will be lost, for use in determining compensatory mitigation. If listed species are present in work 

areas and impacts on the species cannot be avoided, Sweetwater Authority will obtain authorization 

to take listed species.  

CM-BIO-5. Avoidance of Sensitive Butterfly Host Plants. Direct impacts on sensitive butterfly host 

plants, including dot-seed plantain and purple owl’s clover (Quino checkerspot butterfly), spiny 

redberry (Hermes copper butterfly), and San Diego sedge (Harbinson’s dun skipper), will be avoided. 

Prior to construction, all sensitive butterfly host plants will be flagged for avoidance. 

CM-BIO-6. Avoidance and Minimization of Impacts on Rare Plants. Where feasible, impacts on 

sensitive plant species will be avoided. Prior to construction, all sensitive plant species will be flagged 

for avoidance.  

CM-BIO-7. Compensatory Mitigation for Impacts on Vegetation Communities. Where new impacts 

on habitat for sensitive species are unavoidable, Sweetwater Authority will provide compensatory 
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Issue 
Areaa 

Final 1996 MND  
Mitigation Measure 

Updated Addendum Conservation Measures (CMs) 

mitigation following the Uniform Mitigation Ratios at existing mitigation sites on Sweetwater 

Authority property (e.g., Sweetwater Reservoir HMP, Skelton HMA, Sweetwater Reservoir Fishing 

Program Vernal Pool and Otay Tarplant Mitigation Site) or at mitigation banks. 

Biological 
Resources  

Informational signs shall be placed 
within the public fishing access 
easement indicating restrictions 
on litter, campfires, trail use, 
domestic animals, etc.  

No change 

Biological 

Resources  

Fence barriers and signs shall 

direct and/or preclude off-trail 
access into sensitive habitats, 
particularly those occupied by the 

California gnatcatcher and the 
least Bell’s vireo.  

No change 

Biological 
Resources  

Authority personnel shall patrol 
the fishing easement 
to maintain trails, repair signs and 
fencing, provide litter control, and 
halt any restricted activities.  

No change 

Cultural 
Resources  

Important prehistoric sites will be 
avoided by the easement and 

fencing.  

No change 

a Traffic mitigation measures in the Final 1996 MND are not included here because they were specific to the parking lot and roadway work implemented as 

part of the prior project; they are not applicable to the current proposed project.  
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Attachment 1 

 

Supplemental Environmental Checklist Form 
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SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM 

FOR USE WHEN REVIEWING SUBSEQUENT DISCRETIONARY ACTIONS PURSUANT TO A 
PREVIOUSLY APPROVED OR CERTIFIED ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT 

1. Project Title:   Loveland Reservoir Trail Safety Improvements Project 

2. Lead Agency Name and Address:   

Sweetwater Authority 
505 Garrett Avenue 
Chula Vista, CA 91910 
 

3. Contact Person, Email and Phone Number:  Israel Marquez, Land and Environmental Manager, 
imarquez@sweetwater.org, (619) 409-6823 

4. Project Location:   

The Loveland Reservoir Trail Safety Improvements Project (proposed project) is located along an existing 
recreational trail in the northeastern portion of the Loveland Reservoir Recreation Area in the unincorporated 
community of Alpine, San Diego County, California (Figure 1). The trail extends from the designated parking 
lot off Japatul Road southward to the existing fishing float on Loveland Reservoir. The proposed work area is 
approximately 0.08 acre, overlapping and immediately adjacent to a portion of the existing trail corridor. 

Project Sponsor's Name and Address: 
 

Sweetwater Authority 
505 Garrett Avenue 
Chula Vista, CA 91910 
 

5. General Plan Designation: Public Agency Lands 6. Zoning: General Agriculture (A72)  

7. Previous Environmental Document: Please describe the previously adopted ND or MND or the previously 
certified EIR (include the date the document was adopted or certified, the date the project was approved, the date 
the NOD was filed with the County, and a summary of potentially significant effects identified in the CEQA 
document).  

On October 23, 1996, Sweetwater Authority (Authority) adopted a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND, 
SCH #96081088), dated August 20, 1996, for the Loveland Reservoir Fishing Relocation Project.  

The Sweetwater Authority Board of Directors found that potential impacts associated with the previous project 
were less than significant or would be mitigated to below a level of significance by the mitigation and 
monitoring program adopted as part of the project. Potentially significant impacts were identified for the 
removal (that is, permanent loss) of a maximum of 1 acre (0.7822 acres) of coastal sage scrub with a resulting 
potential impact to California coastal gnatcatcher and other nesting birds. Indirect impacts on general 
biological resources from human presence were also identified. The MND also identified a potentially 
significant impact to archaeological resources and wetlands.  

8. Description of Project: (Describe the previously approved project and the authorized entitlements/discretionary 
actions. Describe whether the subsequent discretionary action now proposed was considered in the previously 
approved CEQA document and describe any differences between the proposed action and the approved project.) 

Previously Approved Project 

The 1996 MND evaluated relocation of public fishing opportunities from U.S. Forest Service previously 
owned land at  Loveland Reservoir to Authority property on the eastern portion of the reservoir. The Authority 
would provide an easement to the Forest Service encompassing the parking lot, the trail to the reservoir, and a 

mailto:imarquez@sweetwater.org
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50-foot width of land along the lake edge measured horizontally from the high-water mark to ensure continued 
public access. The fishing relocation project included the following:  

a) Improvements of existing access to the site in the form of turning lanes off Japatul Road.  
b) Construction of a less than 1-acre (0.7822 acres) parking lot to accommodate approximately 50 

vehicles. This included the grading of the area adjacent to Japatul Road and north of the existing dirt 
access road.  

c) Installation of trash receptacles in the parking area, along the trail, and as necessary along the shoreline 
easement above the high-water level.  

d) Installation of toilet facilities within the parking area easement and within the 50-foot shoreline 
easement where the facilities are accessible for maintenance.  

e) Installation of informational signs at the trailhead and as necessary within the easement.  
f) Improvement to an existing trail for erosion control and safety purposes. This included placement of 

railroad ties or similar material along the existing trail. It could also include the placement of some 
handrails.  

g) Repositioning of a small portion of the California Riding and Hiking Trail to eliminate conflict with the 
project driveway.  

h) Future facilities that may include expansion of toilet facilities and a floating pedestrian bridge on 
Loveland Reservoir. 

The project required the following agency actions: 
• The U.S. Forest Service completed a categorical exclusion for National Environmental Policy Act 

compliance, as required for the land exchange portion of the project.  
• The Authority adopted an MND for California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) compliance for 

the fishing access and installation of related facilities.  
• The U.S. Forest Service complied with the land exchange agreement. 
• San Diego County Department of Public Works issued an encroachment/construction permit for the 

Japatul Road improvements.  
• California Department of Fish and Game reviewed the loss of sensitive habitat.  
• The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service reviewed the loss of sensitive habitat (1-6-96-I-326). 
• The Authority implemented the Loveland Reservoir Fishing Program Habitat Restoration/Mitigation 

Plan, dated March 12, 1997. 
 

Proposed Project 

The Authority proposes to implement safety-oriented improvements along the existing trail network to 
enhance public safety, improve trail stability, and maintain long‑term recreational access. The existing trail 
contains narrow segments, steep drop‑offs, eroded surfaces, and informal user-created paths that increase 
safety risks and contribute to resource disturbance. For example, recreationalists use branches, dead tree 
trunks, or logs to cross a drainage channel and walk through vegetated areas, exposing them to hazards like 
snakes, poison oak, ticks, trip hazards, and falls.  

The proposed project includes: 

Pedestrian Bridge Installation 

A 20- to 40-foot-long by 4- to 5-foot-wide pedestrian bridge with safety handrails would be installed spanning 
an existing drainage feature at the southern portion of the trail. Reinforced concrete abutments would be placed 
on both ends of the crossing outside of the drainage channel. All work would occur outside the drainage area 
to avoid impacts to aquatic resources and habitat. 

Trail Improvements Adjacent to Drainage and Lake Edge 
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Approximately 150 linear feet of existing trail would be improved to a 4-foot-wide, level surface. Minor slope 
cutting, erosion-control features, and slope stabilization, such as retaining walls, would be installed. A safety 
handrail would be added along the lakeside edge.  

Access Improvements on Steep Slopes 

Approximately 220 linear feet of existing steep trail would be improved with new steps, tread replacement, 
and safety handrails on both sides.  

Trail Surface Improvements 

Approximately 190 linear feet of trail west of the proposed bridge would be improved to a width of 
approximately 4 feet. Similar slope stabilization and safety improvements would be installed as required. 

Material staging for the proposed project would occur in the existing parking lot and, if needed, near the caretaker’s 
office by Loveland Dam. Access to the proposed project site would use existing trails, with potential barge access 
depending on lake levels. All work would occur during weekday daytime hours and would avoid in-channel activities. 

9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting: (Briefly describe the project's surroundings.) 

Surrounding land uses include open space, recreational trails, and reservoir-related activities such as hiking, fishing, 
and horseback riding. The Authority owns the parcels immediately surrounding the project, and the U.S. Forest 
Service parcels to the north and east. Single-family, residential neighborhoods in the Alpine community are 
approximately 1/2 mile west of the trailhead along Japatul Road.  

10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or participation agreement): 

• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service: Federal Endangered Species Act Section 7 Informal Consultation  
 

11. Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project area 
requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.3.1?  If so, has consultation begun? 

Tribal monitors accompanied the cultural surveys that were performed for the project.  
 

Note: Conducting consultation early in the CEQA process allows tribal governments, lead agencies, and project 
proponents to discuss the level of environmental review, identify and address potential adverse impacts to tribal cultural 
resources, and reduce the potential for delay and conflict in the environmental review process. (See Public Resources 
Code section 21083.3.2.) Information may also be available from the California Native American Heritage 
Commission’s Sacred Lands File per Public Resources Code section 5097.96 and the California Historical Resources 
Information System administered by the California Office of Historic Preservation. Please also note that Public 
Resources Code section 21082.3(c) contains provisions specific to confidentiality. 
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NEW SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OR SUBSTANTIALLY MORE SEVERE SIGNIFICANT 
ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS COMPARED TO THOSE IDENTIFIED IN THE PREVIOUS CEQA DOCUMENT. 
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. 

☐ Aesthetics ☐ Agriculture Resources ☐ Air Quality 

☐ Biological Resources ☐ Cultural Resources ☐ Geology / Soils 
☐ Hazards & Hazardous Materials ☐ Hydrology / Water Quality ☐ Land Use / Planning 
☐ Mineral Resources ☐ Noise ☐ Population / Housing 
☐ Public Services ☐ Recreation ☐ Transportation 
☐ Utilities / Service Systems ☐ Mandatory Findings of Significance ☐ Greenhouse Gases 
☐ Energy ☐ Wildfire ☐ Tribal Cultural Resources 

DETERMINATION (To be completed by the Lead Agency): 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

☐ No substantial changes are proposed in the project and there are no substantial changes in the circumstances 
under which the project will be undertaken that will require major revisions to the previous approved ND or 
MND or certified EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase 
in the severity of previously identified significant effects. Also, there is no “new information of substantial 
importance” as that term is used in CEQA Guidelines Section 15162(a)(3). Therefore, the previously adopted ND 
or MND or previously certified EIR adequately discusses the potential impacts of the project without 
modification.  

☒ No substantial changes are proposed in the project and there are no substantial changes in the circumstances 
under which the project will be undertaken that will require major revisions to the previous approved ND or 
MND or certified EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase 
in the severity of previously identified significant effects. Also, there is no “new information of substantial 
importance” as that term is used in CEQA Guidelines Section 15162(a)(3). Therefore, the previously adopted 
ND, MND or previously certified EIR adequately discusses the potential impacts of the project; however, minor 
changes require the preparation of an ADDENDUM. 

☐ Substantial changes are proposed in the project or there are substantial changes in the circumstances under which 
the project will be undertaken that will require major revisions to the previous ND, MND or EIR due to the 
involvement of significant new environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously 
identified significant effects. Or, there is “new information of substantial importance,” as that term is used in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15162(a)(3). However, all new potentially significant environmental effects or 
substantial increases in the severity of previously identified significant effects are clearly reduced to below a 
level of significance through the incorporation of mitigation measures agreed to by the project applicant. 
Therefore, a SUBSEQUENT MND is required. 

☐ Substantial changes are proposed in the project or there are substantial changes in the circumstances under which 
the project will be undertaken that will require major revisions to the previous environmental document due to 
the involvement of significant new environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously 
identified significant effects. Or, there is “new information of substantial importance,” as that term is used in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15162(a)(3). However, only minor changes or additions or changes would be 
necessary to make the previous EIR adequate for the project in the changed situation. Therefore, a 
SUPPLEMENTAL EIR is required. 

☐ Substantial changes are proposed in the project or there are substantial changes in the circumstances under which 
the project will be undertaken that will require major revisions to the previous environmental document due to 
the involvement of significant new environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously 
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identified significant effects. Or, there is “new information of substantial importance,” as that term is used in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15162(a)(3). Therefore, a SUBSEQUENT EIR is required. 

 
  
Signature 
 

 ____________________________________ 
Date 

____________________________________________ 
Printed Name 

 ____________________________________ 
For  

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 

1. A finding of “No New Impact/No Impact” means that the potential impact was fully analyzed and/or mitigated in the 
prior CEQA document and no new or different impacts will result from the proposed activity. A brief explanation is 
required for all answers except "No New Impact/No Impact" answers that are adequately supported by the 
information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. A "No New Impact/No Impact" 
answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to 
projects like the one involved (e.g. the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A "No New Impact/No Impact" 
answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g. the project 
will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis). 

2. A finding of “New Mitigation is Required” means that the project may have a new potentially significant impact on 
the environment or a substantially more severe impact than analyzed in the previously approved or certified CEQA 
document and that new mitigation is required to address the impact.  

3. A finding of “New Potentially Significant Impact” means that the project may have a new potentially significant 
impact on the environment or a substantially more severe impact than analyzed in the previously approved or 
certified CEQA document that cannot be mitigated to below a level of significance or be avoided. 

4. A finding of “Reduced Impact” means that a previously infeasible mitigation measure is now available, or a 
previously infeasible alternative is now available that will reduce a significant impact identified in the previously 
prepared environmental document.  

5. All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as well 
as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts. 

6. Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect has been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion 
should identify the following: 

a. Earlier Analyses Used. Identify and state where they are available for review. 

b. Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope of and 
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects 
were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis. Describe the mitigation measures which 
were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific 
conditions for the proposed action. 

c. Infeasible Mitigation Measures. Since the previous EIR was certified or previous ND or MND was adopted, 
discuss any mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible that would in fact be feasible 
or that are considerably different from those previously analyzed and would substantially reduce one or more 
significant effects of the project, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measures or 
alternatives. 

d. Changes in Circumstances. Since the previous EIR was certified or previous ND or MND was adopted, discuss 
any changes in the project, changes in circumstances under which the project is undertaken and/or "new 
information of substantial importance" that cause a change in conclusion regarding one or more effects discussed 
in the original document. 
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7. Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potential impacts 
(e.g. general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside document should, where 
appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated. 

8. Supporting Information Sources. A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals contacted 
should be cited in the discussion. 

9. This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies should 
normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project's environmental effects in whatever 
format is selected. 

10. The explanation of each issue should identify: 

a. the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question;  

b. differences between the proposed activity and the previously approved project described in the approved ND or 
MND or certified EIR; and 

c. the previously approved mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance. 

 

 

New Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 
 

New 
Mitigation 
is Required 
 

No New 
Impact/No 
Impact 
 

Reduced 
Impact 
 

I. AESTHETICS. Except as provided in Public Resources  
    Code section 21099, would the project: 
 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic 
vista? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, 
including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a 
state scenic highway? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially 
degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of public views of the site and its 
surroundings? (Public views are those that 
are experienced from publicly accessible 
vantage point). If the project is in an 
urbanized area, would the project conflict 
with applicable zoning and other regulations 
governing scenic quality?) 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d) Create a new source of substantial light or 
glare which would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Discussion:  
 

a)  The natural setting of the reservoir and surrounding area creates a scenic environment enjoyed by recreationists 
visiting the area to fish or hike. Proposed improvements would be in context with the existing trail and fishing 
amenities as implemented by the previous project and would not result in a new or highly altered aesthetic. 
Viewers may notice slight differences, such as minor slope cuts or the concrete abutments for the bridge 
installation; however, the trail improvements and proposed bridge would be designed to blend with the natural 
setting and would enhance the public’s ability to safely access the natural area. While slight visual alterations 



Supplemental Environmental Checklist Form 8 FORM “J-1” 
 

may result, the implementation of the trail improvements as proposed would not substantially impact the scenic 
vista. Therefore, no new or increased impacts on scenic vistas would occur. 

 
b)  There are no designated state scenic highways within the project area. Implementation of the proposed trail 

improvements and associated amenities would potentially require the removal of some vegetation and slope cuts 
to enhance trail safety on the facilities implemented as part of the previous project. Any modifications to the 
existing setting would be localized in the immediate vicinity of the trail improvements and bridge structure and 
would not substantially alter the overall scenic aesthetic; this is because the existing trail and associated 
disturbance from the previous project already exist as part of the visual environment. Therefore, there would be 
no new or increased impacts on scenic resources. 

 
c)  The current trail and fishing platform provide not only access to Loveland Reservoir for fishing recreation but 

also a publicly accessible location to view the natural setting of the reservoir and surrounding area. The proposed 
project would enhance the public’s ability to safely and more conveniently access the area. The proposed trail 
improvements and bridge would be similar in nature to the existing facilities already installed as part of the 
previous project and be minimally intrusive within the natural scenic setting and existing facilities. Therefore, 
there would be no new or increased impacts on visual resources due to degradation of visual character. 

 
d)  The proposed project does not include lighting. There would be no new source of lighting or glare. Therefore, 

there would be no new or increased impacts on day or nighttime views in the area due to lighting or glare. 
 
 

II. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES  

Would the project: 
 

New Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 
 

New 
Mitigation 
is Required 
 

No New 
Impact/No 
Impact 
 

Reduced 
Impact 
 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, 
or Farmland of Statewide Importance 
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared 
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the California 
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for 
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act 
contract? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause 
rezoning 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))? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d) Result in the loss of forest land or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

e) Involve other changes in the existing 
environment which, due to their location or 
nature, could result in conversion of 
Farmland, to non-agricultural use or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Discussion:  
 

a)  The lands surrounding Loveland Reservoir are not classified as important farmland by the Farmland Mapping 
and Monitoring Program (California Department of Conservation 2026a). The area is classified as Other Land, 
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and the trail improvements would not alter the use of the land; rather, the improvements would improve the 
safety of the existing trail and fishing amenities associated with the reservoir. Therefore, there would be no new 
or increased impacts associated with the conversion of designated important farmland.  

 
b) There are no parcels within the project site that include Williamson Act contracts (California Department of 

Conservation 2026b). The project area does include agricultural zoning of A72 (County of San Diego 2026). The 
surrounding area is not in agricultural production, and the proposed trail improvements are consistent with the 
existing trail and fishing opportunities. The safety and access improvements to the existing facilities would not 
create conflicts because recreational uses are allowed within the agricultural zoning designation. Therefore, there 
would be no new or increased impacts associated with an agricultural zoning conflict. 

 
c) The project area was previously subject to a land transfer with the U.S. Forest Service; however, it does not 

currently contain any parcels zoned for forest lands or timberland production. The Authority manages all lands 
for special district purposes (i.e. water storage), open space uses and watershed protection. Therefore, there 
would be no new or increased impacts associated with a conflict related to forest land or timberland zoning. 

 
d)  The land surrounding the proposed improvements is not designated or zoned as forest land; it is managed for 

open space uses and watershed protection. Implementation of the proposed trail improvements may require the 
trimming and removal of some vegetation within the immediate area for proper installation of the improvements; 
the improvements would be within the immediate area already disturbed for the existing trail and amenities. 
Therefore, there would be no new or increased impacts associated with the loss or conversion of forest land.  

 
e) The proposed improvements would enhance the access and safety of the existing trail and fishing amenities 

installed by the previous project. There are no agricultural operations in the proposed project’s immediate 
vicinity, and the improvements would not modify the use of the area or create new or different conditions that 
could influence agricultural uses. Therefore, there would be no new or increased impacts associated with the 
conversion of agricultural uses.  

 
 

III. AIR QUALITY  

Would the project: 

New Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

 

New 
Mitigation 
is Required 

 

No New 
Impact/No 
Impact 

 

Reduced 
Impact 

 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of 
the applicable air quality plan? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Result in 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? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d) Result in other emissions (such as those 
leading to odors) adversely affecting a 
substantial number of people? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Discussion: 
 

a–d)  The proposed project would result in dust and criteria air pollutant emissions during construction of the trail 
improvements. These emissions would be minor, short term, and localized to the project area with only small 
areas of new soil disturbance. The diesel-powered construction equipment used and the exposed areas of bare 
soil would cause emissions. The level of emissions is expected to be less than that of the previous project, 
which involved construction of an approximately 2-acre parking area in addition to trail improvements along 
the same alignment. The resulting emissions from the proposed project would not be of the magnitude to 
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contribute to a cumulatively considerable increase in criteria pollutant emissions. The nearest sensitive 
receptors (residences) are approximately 0.4 miles away from the project site; because air quality emissions 
would be nominal, these receptors would not be exposed to substantial pollutant concentrations. Additionally, 
recreationists would not have access to the project area during construction, which would limit their exposure to 
pollutants.  
 
Once constructed, the proposed project would not result in additional vehicle trips or stationary sources that 
would increase emissions in the San Diego Air Basin. Trail use would continue in a manner similar to existing 
conditions, as anticipated by the previous project, and there would be no long-term increase in criteria 
pollutants. No other emissions, such as odors, would be generated during construction or operation that could 
adversely affect a substantial number of people. Therefore, the project would not result in new or increased air 
quality impacts.   

 
 

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES  

Would the project: 

New Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

 

New 
Mitigation 
is Required 

 

No New 
Impact/No 
Impact 

 

Reduced 
Impact 

 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either 
directly or through habitat modifications, on 
any species identified as a candidate, 
sensitive, or special status species in local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by 
the California Department of Fish and Game 
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any 
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional 
plans, policies, regulations or by the 
California Department of Fish and Game or 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or 
federally protected wetlands (including, but 
not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, 
etc.) through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other means? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of 
any native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species or with established native 
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

e) Conflict with any local policies or 
ordinances protecting biological resources, 
such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted 
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other 
approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
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Discussion: 
 
The following discussion is based, in part, on a Biological Constraints Assessment Report (BCAR) and Aquatic 
Resource Delineation Report (ARDR) prepared for the proposed project (AECOM 2025a, 2025b; Appendix A1 and A2 
to this Environmental Checklist). These reports were developed to guide the final design of the proposed project by 
identifying potential impacts to sensitive biological and aquatic resources in the proposed work area. The BCAR and 
ARDR also provide recommendations for state and federal permitting as well as avoidance measures, and minimization 
measures that have been incorporated into the proposed project for sensitive biological and aquatic resources. 
Calculations for the impacts described in this Environmental Checklist were calculated separately from the those for the 
BCAR and ARDR; the calculations for this checklist use the current project design.  
 

a)  No federally or state-listed plants were observed or have high potential to occur in the biological study area 
(BSA). However, as described in the BCAR, non-listed sensitive plants, including delicate clarkia (Clarkia 
delicata), California adder’s tongue (Ophioglossum californicum), and San Diego County viguiera (Bahiopsis 
laciniata), were observed in the chaparral and coastal sage scrub habitats near the existing trail and proposed 
trail improvements. Additionally, 29 California Native Plant Society–listed species have the potential to occur in 
the BSA. If individuals are present, project activities could directly impact them through trampling or removal 
and indirectly via dust or erosion.  

 
 One non-listed special status wildlife species, Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii), was observed in the BSA. 

Special status wildlife species with a moderate to high potential to occur within the BSA include least Bell’s 
vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus) and Harbison’s dun skipper (Euphyes vestris harbisoni). There is also critical habitat 
for Hermes copper butterfly (Lycaena [Hermelycaena] Hermes) in the BSA. If least Bell’s vireo nests were to be 
present in the area, noise and vibration from construction activities could cause nest failure. Impacts on 
Harbison’s dun skipper and Hermes copper butterfly could occur if host plants (San Diego sedge and spiny 
redberry, respectively) were impacted during project construction. Indirect impacts on these species could also 
occur from habitat fragmentation.  

 
The 1996 MND identified potentially significant impacts on special status species that could occur but would be 
reduced to less than significant with mitigation, and a Habitat Restoration and Mitigation Plan was implemented 
to address impacts. Similarly, with implementation of the Avoidance and Minimization Measures (AMMs) and 
Conservation Measures (CMs) described below, impacts on special status plants and wildlife due to the proposed 
project would be adequately avoided or minimized. A qualified biologist would complete preconstruction 
surveys for special status species, delineate avoidance buffers and environmentally sensitive areas (ESAs), and 
complete ongoing monitoring throughout construction to ensure these species are not impacted. The proposed 
project would have the potential to impact special status species, but this would not be a new impact or 
substantially more severe impact than what was previously disclosed in the 1996 MND. If preconstruction, 
focused surveys find special status species to be present, the Authority will consult with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service and California Department of Fish and Wildlife to determine an appropriate permitting strategy.  

 
b) Table 1, below, shows the estimated habitat impacts from the proposed project. Figure 2 shows the vegetation 

communities in the study area (based on the most current site design). Figure 3 shows the jurisdictional 
delineation results.  

 
 Table 1. Permanent Habitat Impacts 
 

Vegetation Community Acres 
Southern coast live oak riparian woodland 0.028 
Southern mixed chaparral 0.01 
Developed 0.05 

 
As shown in the table, the proposed project would have nominal impacts on sensitive natural communities. 
Impacts on habitat would be generally avoided by completing trail improvements within the trail’s existing width 
with only small areas of disturbance in areas immediately adjacent to the existing trail alignment, as needed, for 
erosion control. Impacts also would be avoided by avoiding tree removal on both sides of the proposed 
pedestrian bridge. Only minor tree trimming would be completed, if necessary, on both sides of the bridge and 
would not be of the magnitude to invoke a Streambed Alteration Agreement. Because of the proximity of 
sensitive habitat to the proposed improvements, indirect impacts from soil erosion could occur. However, the 
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Authority plans to minimize the potential for impact through implementation of the AMMs and the CMs 
described below would limit the potential for inadvertent impacts on sensitive habitat during construction. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in new or more severe impacts on riparian habitat or other 
sensitive natural communities than what were anticipated in the 1996 MND. The proposed safety trail 
improvements to confine public use to a stable, well-defined corridor, reducing formation of informal paths, 
vegetation trampling, and trespass into sensitive biological resources. Improved surfacing, drainage, and 
alignment will reduce erosion and sedimentation, protecting adjacent habitats and water quality. As such, the 
proposed project is expected to benefit biological resources by concentrating use in a durable corridor, reducing 
habitat disturbance, preventing erosion, minimizing wildlife encounters, and eliminating unmanaged human 
access that can degrade sensitive areas.  

 
c) The proposed project would avoid impacts on wetlands by spanning over the drainage feature at the trail’s 

southern portion. All construction activities would be required to occur outside the draining area to avoid 
wetland or riparian impacts. Implementation of the AMMs and CMs described below would further limit 
potential impacts on wetlands. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in new or more severe wetland 
impacts than anticipated in the 1996 MND. Trail improvements will concentrate all use on a stable, well-defined 
corridor, reducing erosion, eliminating social trails in the vicinity of wetlands, and preventing trampling or 
sedimentation that could degrade adjacent waters. By adding safety rails, maintaining clear sightlines, and 
keeping vegetation trimmed, the project reduces off-trail movement and protects wetland edges from disturbance 
while improving visitor safety. 

 
d) The proposed project would modify an existing trail to improve safety, reduce erosion, and provide continued 

recreational access. No new barriers would be constructed that would substantially inhibit wildlife movement 
throughout the area.  

 
e) The proposed project may require minor tree trimming in specific sections of the trail to facilitate the proposed 

improvements. All tree work would occur in accordance with the AMMs and CMs described below. There 
would be no new or more severe impacts.  The proposed safety trail improvements to confine public use to a 
stable, well-defined corridor, reducing formation of informal paths, vegetation trampling, and trespass into 
sensitive biological resources. As such, implementation of the proposed project is expected to benefit biological 
resources by concentrating use in a durable corridor, reducing habitat disturbance, preventing erosion, 
minimizing wildlife encounters, and eliminating unmanaged human access that can degrade sensitive areas. 

 
f) The proposed improvements for safety and erosion control would not be of the magnitude or nature to create 

conflicts with local or regional conservation planning documents or policies. As described throughout this 
section, the potential for impacts on biological resources is minimal and further reduced through the AMMs and 
CMs that the Authority would implement. Implementation of the proposed project would not create conflicts 
with conservations plans.  

 
The following lists the AMMs that are standard measures required for implementation by the Authority on their 
construction and O&M projects. The measures are listed here to show how they would help to minimize potential impacts 
on biological resources. All standard AMMs are included for information purposes, even though some, such as driving on 
unpaved roads or use of herbicides, are not applicable. Following the AMMs are project-specific CMs that would be 
implemented for further resource protection and that have been developed as updates to the mitigation measures required 
by the 1996 MND. These CMs are similar in nature and purpose to the mitigation measures required in the 1996 MND, 
including nesting season restrictions, requirements for habitat mitigation acreage, fenced access restrictions into sensitive 
habitats, and recommended monitoring. However, the CMs have been updated and specified for the most appropriate 
protection based on current site conditions and needs and up-to-date conservation practices.  
 
Avoidance and Minimization Measures (AMMs) 
 

AMM-BIO-1. Training. Sweetwater Authority environmental staff will provide environmental training to all 
workers.  

 
AMM-BIO-2. Limits of Disturbance. The Sweetwater Authority will install temporary limits of disturbance with 
flagging or fencing, as appropriate, and ensure all workers understand work limits. Vehicles are to remain on 
approved roads and previously disturbed areas; staff will avoid driving, parking, or staging on undeveloped lands 
or Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs).  

 
 



Supplemental Environmental Checklist Form 13 FORM “J-1” 
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AMM-BIO-3. Water Pollution Control Plan. Anyone conducting project activities will refer to the Water 
Pollution Control Plan (WPCP) for selection and installation of appropriate stormwater best management 
practices (BMPs). 
 
AMM-BIO-4. Housekeeping BMPs. The following housekeeping BMPs are to be followed at all times:  

 
a.  Contractor will ensure compliance with the speed limit of 15 miles per hour when driving on 

unpaved roads.  
 
b.  During clearing, grading, excavation, or hauling of excavated materials, water trucks or trailers will 

be used, as necessary, to reduce airborne dust.  
 
c.  Hazardous materials (e.g., paint, concrete, oil, and gas) will not be stored or staged near reservoirs, 

streams, wetlands, natural drainages, or storm drains. All spills will be reported within the same 
day to the Water Quality Department and environmental staff. Fueling of equipment or staging of 
equipment will occur in designated areas, at least 100 feet away (horizontal distance) from any 
identified waterway.  

 
d.  Littering is strictly prohibited. All project-generated waste will be removed from work sites and 

properly disposed. 
 
e.  All construction equipment, fixed or mobile, will be equipped with properly operating and 

maintained mufflers. Construction noise-reduction methods, such as shutting off idling equipment 
and the use of electric air compressors and similar power tools rather than diesel equipment, will be 
used where feasible. Stationary construction equipment will be placed such that emitted noise is 
directed away from, or shielded from, residential properties. Where applicable, compliance with 
noise requirements near sensitive habitats and species will be ensured.  

 
f.  Contractors will minimize the use of herbicides in the watershed, wetlands, and other waters. Only 

approved herbicides will be used. Vegetation outside the approved limits will not be cut or sprayed 
with herbicide. Only aquatic- or wetland-approved herbicides will be used in or near active 
waterways, including rivers, streams, ponds, and reservoirs. Federal, state, and local regulations 
regarding herbicide use will be followed. Product labels will be read and followed. 

 
AMM-BIO-5. Environmental Monitoring. If impacts on, or work in, undeveloped lands or ESAs cannot be 
avoided, and if biological monitoring is determined to be necessary, a qualified biologist will be present on-site 
to monitor construction to ensure the vegetation removal and ground-disturbing activities, BMPs, ESAs, and all 
AMMs are properly implemented. Prior to and during vegetation removal, the biological monitor will flush any 
wildlife species present in the project footprint. 
 
Conservation Measures (CMs) 
 
CM-BIO-1. Compensate for Habitat Loss. Compensatory mitigation for habitat loss will be provided or debited 
from available conservation credits. 
 
CM-BIO-2. Pre-Activity Biological Survey. Prior to trail improvements that have the potential to impact native 
vegetation communities or sensitive wildlife or plant species, a qualified biologist will assess the area, determine 
where ESA avoidance areas need to be established, and quantify the amount of habitat that will be lost, for use in 
determining compensatory mitigation. If listed species are present in work areas and impacts on the species 
cannot be avoided, Sweetwater Authority will obtain authorization to take listed species.  
 
CM-BIO-3. Avoid Disturbance of Vegetation During Bird Nesting Season. To comply with federal and state 
protections for nesting birds, any clearing, trimming, grubbing of vegetation, and equipment activity that exceeds 
species’ noise limit thresholds should occur outside the nesting windows described below:  
 

• Trees and woodland: January 15 to August 31  
• Uplands: February 15 to August 31 
• Riparian habitat and marsh: March 1 to September 15  
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If such an activity cannot feasibly occur outside these breeding seasons, then a qualified biologist will conduct a 
preconstruction nesting survey prior to initiating vegetation trimming, clearing, or grubbing activities. The 
nesting survey for native birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and California Fish and Game 
Code will consist of one preconstruction nesting survey conducted no more than 7 days prior to the 
commencement of vegetation trimming, clearing, or grubbing, to determine whether active nests of these species 
are present in the affected areas. The level of effort will be commensurate with the amount of habitat to be 
impacted. Where nesting birds are detected, the biologist will institute an avoidance area sufficient to prevent 
failure of the nesting, and activities in this buffer will be postponed until after the young have fledged or the nest 
is no longer active.  
 
CM-BIO-4. Noise Adjacent to Listed Nesting Avian Species. Construction in or adjacent to sensitive areas will 
be appropriately scheduled to minimize potential impacts on biological resources. Construction noise levels 
above 60 dB Leq in occupied least Bell’s vireo habitat will be avoided March 1 through September 15. Deviation 
from the noise and seasonal restrictions can be made only as follows:  
 

a.  An adaptive monitoring program will be implemented with monitoring performed by a qualified 
biologist possessing necessary species monitoring permits or otherwise approved by the wildlife 
agencies.  

 
b.  Active least Bell’s vireo territories within 500 feet of construction limits will be identified no less 

than 1 month prior to construction activities, and monitoring will continue thereafter through the 
nesting season or cessation of construction activities.  

 
c.  Territories will be monitored at weekly intervals with a focus on identifying active nests. Any 

atypical territory displacement, evacuation, or nest failures, as compared with a control site or other 
baseline, will be attributed to the construction project and mitigated as follows:  

 
i.  Subject to review of data and concurrence by the Wildlife Agencies before project 

continuation, a zone of influence will be delineated using territory mapping and nesting data.  
 
ii.  Acres of indirect impact will be assessed and mitigated at a ratio of 0.5:1 in preserve areas. 

Because no physical habitat disturbance will occur and habitat will be available for species 
recolonization and nesting once construction is complete, compensation for these temporary 
impacts is proposed at this reduced ratio. 

 
CM-BIO-5. Avoidance of Sensitive Butterfly Host Plants. Direct impacts on sensitive butterfly host plants, 
including dot-seed platin and purple owl’s clover (Quino checkerspot butterfly), spiny redberry (Hermes copper 
butterfly), and San Diego sedge (Harbinson’s dun skipper), will be avoided. Prior to construction, all sensitive 
butterfly host plants will be flagged for avoidance. 

 
CM-BIO-6. Avoidance and Minimization of Impacts on Rare Plants. Where feasible, impacts on sensitive plant 
species will be avoided. Prior to construction, all sensitive plant species will be flagged for avoidance.  
 
CM-BIO-7. Compensatory Mitigation for Impacts on Vegetation Communities. Where new impacts on habitat 
for sensitive species are unavoidable, Sweetwater Authority will provide compensatory mitigation following the 
Uniform Mitigation Ratios at existing mitigation sites on Sweetwater Authority property (e.g., Sweetwater 
Reservoir HMP, Skelton HMA, Sweetwater Reservoir Fishing Program Vernal Pool, and Otay Tarplant 
Mitigation Site) or at mitigation banks. 
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V. CULTURAL RESOURCES  

Would the project: 

New Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

 

New 
Mitigation 
is Required 

 

No New 
Impact/No 
Impact 

 

Reduced 
Impact 

 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource 
pursuant to § 15064.5? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to § 15064.5? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of dedicated cemeteries? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Discussion: 
 

a–c)  A cultural resources study was completed to assess historical, archaeological, and tribal cultural resources that 
may be impacted by the proposed project (AECOM 2025c, Appendix B to this Environmental Checklist). 
AECOM archaeologists surveyed the project area on December 4, 2025, accompanied by one Native American 
observer representing tribes with traditional association with the project area. The survey’s purpose was to 
record archaeological and historical resources and evaluate any discovered resources for significance under the 
California Register of Historical Resources criteria. One previously recorded resource, a historic transmission 
line associated with electrification of San Diego County, was noted within the project area. The current 
investigation found the overhead transmission line to be located entirely above the existing trail, and no poles or 
anchors are located within the project area. The archaeological survey did not identify any additional resources. 
Based on the investigation, no historical properties that are eligible for the National Register of Historic Places 
or California Register of Historical Resources would be affected by the proposed project.  
 
The 1996 MND identified potentially significant impacts on archaeological resources; these impacts would be 
reduced to less than significant through avoidance measures. The proposed project would implement similar 
avoidance measures, including standard procedures for inadvertent discoveries in accordance with section 
7050.5 of the California Health and Safety Code, section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code, and section 
15064.5(e) of the California Code of Regulations. Therefore, there would be no new impact on cultural 
resources.  

 
 

VI. ENERGY.      

Would the project: 

New Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

 

New 
Mitigation 
is Required 

 

No New 
Impact/No 
Impact 

 

Reduced 
Impact 

 

a) Result in potentially significant 
environmental impact due to wasteful, 
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of 
energy resources, during project 
construction or operation? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan 
for renewable energy or energy efficiency? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Discussion: 
 

a) The proposed project would require energy use only during construction related to worker vehicle trips, 
transportation of construction equipment to and from the site, and operation of construction vehicles and 
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equipment (that is, diesel and gasoline consumption). This level of energy usage would be similar to what was 
anticipated under the 1996 MND, which estimated a negligible amount of natural resource consumption for 
construction and operation of the previous project. The needed improvements for safety and increased access 
for the public are not considered to be a wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary use of energy. Once the 
improvements are operational, energy use would be nominal. Therefore, there would be no new or increased 
impacts associated with consumption of energy resources. 

 
b) Given the minimal and temporary energy use described above, the proposed project would not conflict with or 

obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. The existing trail and reservoir are 
designated for recreational use and would continue to be used for this purpose in the future. No conflicts with 
any local renewable energy projects would result. Therefore, no new or increased impacts related to energy 
plans would occur.  

 
 

VII. GEOLOGY AND SOILS     

Would the project: 

New Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

 

New 
Mitigation 
is Required 

 

No New 
Impact/No 
Impact 

 

Reduced 
Impact 

 

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury or death involving: 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map 
issued by the State Geologist for the 
area or based on other substantial 
evidence of a known fault? Refer to 
Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42. 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, 
including liquefaction? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

iv) Landslides? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss 
of topsoil? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is 
unstable, or that would become unstable as a 
result of the project, and potentially result in 
on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in 
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building 
Code, creating substantial direct or indirect 
risks to life or property? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
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e) Have soils incapable of adequately 
supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative waste water disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of waste water? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Discussion: 
 

a) The proposed project would make improvements to an existing trail to address ongoing erosion, safety, and 
access issues. The proposed trail improvements would include improving existing trail segments to an 
approximately 4-foot-wide, level walking surface with safety handrails, where appropriate, and installation of 
erosion-control measures and slope stabilization features, such as retaining walls. A footbridge would be 
installed at the base of the trail to provide access over a drainage feature with reinforced concrete abutments on 
both sides of the crossing. Installation of the proposed trail improvements along the existing trail facility would 
not alter the area’s geological conditions or increase the risk of geological hazards beyond those assumed with 
the original project. 

 
A geotechnical investigation was completed to evaluate the proposed project and the project area’s geological 
conditions (Ninyo & Moore 2025). The investigation found that the mouth of the drainage feature exhibits 
erosional features and cut banks from periods of high-water flow. The project area also has high potential to 
experience strong ground shaking from fault activity, with the nearest known active fault (Elsinore Fault) located 
approximately 22 miles to the northeast. No liquefaction hazards are present based on the shallow depth to 
granitic rock. Additionally, recent evaluations did not find evidence of deep-seated landslides, and landslide 
hazards are not anticipated. None of these conditions are new or significantly changed relative to the project 
analyzed in the 1996 MND.  
 
The proposed project would be designed in accordance with the recommendations of a project-specific 
geotechnical report, which would minimize exacerbation of any soil or geological hazards. Many of the proposed 
improvements would serve to stabilize trails and surrounding soils for safety purposes and would create a more 
stable geological condition in the immediate location of the improvements. 

 
b) The Authority would prepare an implement a Water Pollution Control Plan (WPCP) that would minimize risks 

from erosive and unstable soils during construction.  
 

Erosional conditions have likely fluctuated based on trail use and exposure to weather over time. However, a 
primary purpose of the proposed project is to address those areas that have shown to be most susceptible to 
erosion. For example, the drainage feature that shows erosional features and cut banks would be stabilized to 
minimize potential for future erosion problems. Because the project would be designed to improve those areas 
with known erosion and provide improvements that would minimize the potential for future erosion, there would 
be no new or increased impact related to soil erosion or the loss of topsoil. Overall, erosional concerns would be 
improved.  
 

c–d) As described in (a) above, the overall region does not have unstable geological conditions related to risk, such as 
liquefaction or landslides. The area has experienced erosion in some locations along the existing trails, creating 
safety concerns for trail users. The proposed project would install improvements to the existing trail system that 
would correct areas of current geological instability due to erosion and reduce the potential for future 
instabilities, resulting in a more safe and sustainable trail system. Thus, installation of the proposed trail 
improvements along the existing trail facility would not alter the geological conditions or the area’s instability 
risks or increase the risk of geological hazards beyond those assumed with the original project. Therefore, there 
would be no new or increased impact related to geological instability or expansive properties.  

 
e) Septic tanks or wastewater disposal systems are not part of the existing trail facilities and are not included as part 

of these proposed improvements. Therefore, there would be no new impact on geology and soils due to septic 
tanks or wastewater systems.  

 
f)  Ground disturbance for the proposed project would occur adjacent to and in the same general area as previously 
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analyzed for the trail improvements in the 1996 MND. According to the County of San Diego’s paleontological 
resource sensitivity map, the project area is not mapped as moderate or high potential for paleontological 
resources (County of San Diego 2007). Therefore, there would be no new or increased impact on paleontological 
resources.  

 
 

VIII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

Would the project: 

New Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

 

New 
Mitigation 
is Required 

 

No New 
Impact/No 
Impact 

 

Reduced 
Impact 

 

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either 
directly or indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the environment? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of 
reducing the emission of greenhouse gases? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Discussion: 
 

a–b)  There would be greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions during construction from vehicle and equipment use. These 
emissions would be minor and temporary and at a similar or reduced scale relative to the previous project. Once 
the proposed trail improvements are operational, there would be no additional GHG emissions because 
recreationalists would continue to visit and access the trail as before. Motorized uses on the trail are prohibited, 
and the improved trails would not include uses that generate emissions. Thus, the project would not generate 
GHG emissions with the potential to have a significant impact on the environment or conflict with GHG 
emission reduction plans. Therefore, there would be no new or increased GHG emissions impacts.  

 
 

IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Would the project: 

New Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

 

New 
Mitigation 
is Required 

 

No New 
Impact/No 
Impact 

 

Reduced 
Impact 

 

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment through the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Create 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? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle 
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile 
of an existing or proposed school? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
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d) Be located on a site which is included on a 
list of hazardous materials sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code section 
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a 
significant hazard to the public or the 
environment? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

e) For a project 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, would the project 
result in a safety hazard or excessive noise 
for people residing or working in the project 
area? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

f) Impair implementation of or physically 
interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

g) Expose people or structures, either directly 
or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving wildland fires? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Discussion: 
 

a–d) The proposed project involves only minor, targeted improvements to an existing trail and installation of a 
pedestrian bridge. No hazardous materials would be stored, used, or disposed of as part of construction or trail 
operations beyond small amounts of fuel and lubricants commonly associated with construction equipment, 
which would be managed in accordance with standard housekeeping BMPs (AMM-BIO-4) and the WPCP. No 
hazardous waste generation is anticipated, and no chemical spills or releases that could create a significant 
hazard to the public or environment are expected. The project site is not listed on any inventory of hazardous 
materials sites pursuant to Government Code section 65962.5 (California Environmental Protection Agency 
2026). There are no schools within one-quarter mile of the project area. Therefore, there would be no new or 
increased impacts associated with hazardous materials. 

 
e) The project site is not within an airport land use plan area and is not within 2 miles of a public airport. Therefore, 

no airport-related safety hazard or noise impact would occur. 
 
f–g) The proposed trail improvements would not conflict with or impair any adopted emergency response or 

evacuation plan. The existing trail is for pedestrian recreation only and is not a designated evacuation route. 
Regarding wildland fire risk, the project area is in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (California 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection [CAL FIRE] 2026). However, the proposed project would not 
introduce new ignition sources, fuel loads, or structures that would increase fire risk relative to existing 
conditions. Trail improvements would enhance public ingress and egress from the area, which could support 
safer evacuation of trail users in the event of a fire. No new roads, power lines, or other infrastructure with the 
potential to exacerbate fire risk would be installed. Therefore, there would be no new or increased impacts 
associated with emergency response or wildland fire risk. 

 
 

X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Would the project: 

New Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

 

New 
Mitigation 
is Required 

 

No New 
Impact/No 
Impact 

 

Reduced 
Impact 
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a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements or otherwise 
substantially degrade surface or ground 
water quality? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies 
or interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that the project may impede 
sustainable groundwater management of the 
basin? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including through 
the alteration of the course of a stream or 
river or through the addition of impervious 
surfaces, in a manner which would: 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

i) result in substantial erosion or siltation 
on- or off-site; 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

ii) substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff in a manner 
which would result in flooding on- or 
offsite; 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

iii) create or contribute runoff water which 
would exceed the capacity of existing 
or planned stormwater drainage 
systems or provide substantial 
additional sources of polluted runoff; or 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

iv) impede or redirect flood flows? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, 
risk release of pollutants due to project 
inundation? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of 
a water quality control plan or sustainable 
groundwater management plan? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Discussion: 
 

a–e)  The proposed project involves improvements to an existing recreational trail and installation of a pedestrian 
bridge over an existing drainage feature. As described in the Geology and Soils section, the project would be 
subject to NPDES Construction General Permit requirements, and a WPCP would be prepared that prescribes 
BMPs to control erosion and prevent polluted runoff from reaching Loveland Reservoir or the associated 
drainage feature. The impervious surface area would not be changed significantly relative to the existing 
disturbed trail corridor. The pedestrian bridge is designed to span the drainage feature without placing fill within 
the active channel, which would avoid alteration of drainage patterns or redirection of flows. The proposed 
improvements would stabilize areas of known erosion and aid in minimizing future erosion that could add 
sedimentation to surface waters. 

 
Stormwater BMPs would prevent construction-related erosion and sedimentation from affecting water quality in 
the reservoir, consistent with the water quality protection measures implemented as part of the 1996 MND 
project. No groundwater extraction, dewatering, or activities affecting groundwater recharge are proposed. The 
project area is not within a Federal Emergency Management Agency–designated Special Flood Hazard Area, and 
the proposed improvements would not impede or redirect flood flows (Federal Emergency Management Agency 
2026). No conflicts with the applicable water quality control plan or the San Diego Basin Plan are anticipated. 
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Therefore, no new or increased hydrology or water quality impacts would occur. 
 
 

XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING 

Would the project: 

New Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

 

New 
Mitigation 
is Required 

 

No New 
Impact/No 
Impact 

 

Reduced 
Impact 

 

a) Physically divide an established 
community? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Cause a significant environmental impact 
due to a conflict with any land use plan, 
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose 
of avoiding or mitigating an environmental 
effect? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Discussion: 
 

a–b) The proposed project would improve an existing trail within the Loveland Reservoir Recreation Area without 
dividing or inhibiting access to any established community. The proposed project would be consistent with the 
Authority’s management objectives for the Loveland Reservoir Recreation Area, which emphasize public 
safety, resource protection, and sustainable recreational access. The proposed project would not conflict with 
the San Diego County General Plan or applicable resource protection ordinances. 

 
 

XII. MINERAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 

New Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

 

New 
Mitigation 
is Required 

 

No New 
Impact/No 
Impact 

 

Reduced 
Impact 

 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known 
mineral resource that would be of value to 
the region and the residents of the state? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site 
delineated on a local general plan, specific 
plan or other land use plan? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Discussion: 
 

a–b)  The project area is not designated as a locally important mineral resource recovery site on any adopted general 
plan, specific plan, or land use plan. The project site has been in use as a recreational trail corridor since 
implementation of the 1996 MND project. No known mineral resources of regional or statewide importance are 
within the project area, and the proposed trail improvements would not result in the loss of availability of any 
such resource. Therefore, no new or increased impacts on mineral resources would occur. 

 
XIII. NOISE     

Would the project: 

New Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

 

New 
Mitigation 
is Required 

 

No New 
Impact/No 
Impact 

 

Reduced 
Impact 
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a) Generate a substantial temporary or 
permanent increase in ambient noise levels 
in the vicinity of the project in excess of 
standards established in the local general 
plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Generate excessive groundborne vibration 
or groundborne noise levels? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a 
private airstrip or 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, would the project expose 
people residing or working in the project 
area to excessive noise levels? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Discussion: 
 

a–c)  The proposed project would generate temporary construction noise from hand tools; small equipment, such as 
mini excavators and skid steers; and worker vehicles. Given the limited scope of the improvements, the level of 
construction noise is expected to be minor and of short duration. The nearest sensitive noise receptors 
(residences in the Alpine community) are approximately one-half mile from the project area, and construction 
noise would be attenuated to well below significant levels at that distance. The 1996 MND identified a similar 
temporary noise impact from the parking lot and trail construction as less than significant.  

 
The proposed project would not introduce new permanent noise sources. Trail use during operations would be 

pedestrian only and would not generate noise above ambient levels. The project is not within 2 miles of a public 
airport or private airstrip, and it would not be exposed to airport-related noise. Implementation of AMM-BIO-4 
would require use of properly muffled equipment and reasonable working hours. Therefore, there would be no 
new or increased noise impacts. 

 
 

XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING 

Would the project: 

New Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

 

New 
Mitigation 
is Required 

 

No New 
Impact/No 
Impact 

 

Reduced 
Impact 

 

a) Induce substantial unplanned population 
growth in an area, either directly (for 
example, by proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirectly (for example, 
through extension of road or other 
infrastructure)? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing 
people or housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Discussion: 
 

a–b)  The project would not introduce new housing, businesses, or infrastructure that could directly or indirectly 
induce population growth. No existing residences or housing units would be displaced. The 1996 MND found 
that no impacts on population or housing would occur, and the proposed project would not change that 
conclusion. Therefore, no new or increased impacts on population or housing would occur. 
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XV. PUBLIC SERVICES     

Would the project: 

New Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

 

New 
Mitigation 
is Required 

 

No New 
Impact/No 
Impact 

 

Reduced 
Impact 

 

a) Result in substantial 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 for any of the public services: 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Fire protection? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Police protection? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Schools? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Parks? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Other public facilities? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Discussion: 
 

a)  The proposed project involves improvements to an existing recreational trail. The trail improvements would 
enhance public safety and access but would not increase the intensity of use beyond levels already occurring. No 
new governmental facilities would be required to serve the project. Fire protection, police protection, schools, 
parks, and other public facilities in the area would not be adversely affected. The proposed trail improvements 
are expected to reduce hazards and potentially reduce the demand for emergency response. Therefore, no new or 
increased impacts on public services would occur. 
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XVI. RECREATION      

 

New Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

 

New 
Mitigation 
is Required 

 

No New 
Impact/No 
Impact 

 

Reduced 
Impact 

 

a) Would the project increase 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? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Does the project include recreational 
facilities or require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities which 
have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Discussion: 
 

a–b)  The purpose of the proposed project is to enhance the safety, stability, and long-term accessibility of an existing 
recreational trail at Loveland Reservoir, as anticipated in the 1996 MND, which noted that future facilities might 
include a floating pedestrian bridge. The proposed improvements would not increase the trail’s capacity or 
attract a substantially greater number of users than currently visit the area. Recreational users would access the 
same trail under improved conditions. The proposed improvements do not include expansion of ancillary 
recreational facilities, such as parking and restrooms, and would not cause new or greater impacts than disclosed 
in the 1996 MND. Therefore, there would be no new or increased impacts on recreation. 

 
 

XVII. TRANSPORTATION     

Would the project: 

New Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

 

New 
Mitigation 
is Required 

 

No New 
Impact/No 
Impact 

 

Reduced 
Impact 

 

a) Conflict with program plan, ordinance or 
policy addressing the circulation system, 
including transit, roadway, bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities?  

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA 
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a 
geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves 
or dangerous intersections) or incompatible 
uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d) Result in inadequate emergency access? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
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Discussion: 

a–d)    No new vehicle trips would be generated by the proposed trail improvements during the trail’s operation. 
Recreational users would continue to access the site via the existing parking area constructed under the 1996 
MND project. A small number of construction vehicle trips would be required to deliver materials and 
equipment to the site; however, these would be temporary, infrequent, and limited in duration. There would be 
no changes to the roadway system, circulation patterns, or vehicle miles traveled. The project does not include 
any roadway improvements or modifications to driveways, intersections, or access points along Japatul Road. 
Trail use is restricted to pedestrians and would continue to be managed in this way following implementation of 
the proposed project. Emergency access to the area would not be substantially impaired, and existing access 
routes would remain open and unobstructed during and after construction. Therefore, no new or increased 
transportation impacts would occur. 

XVIII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 

New Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

 

New 
Mitigation 
is Required 

 

No New 
Impact/No 
Impact 

 

Reduced 
Impact 

 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resource, 
defined in Public Resources Code section 
21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural 
landscape that is geographically defined in 
terms of the size and scope of the landscape, 
sacred place, or object with cultural value to 
a California Native American tribe, and that 
is: 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

i) 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), or 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

ii) A resource determined by the lead 
agency, in its discretion and supported 
by substantial evidence, to be 
significant pursuant to criteria set forth 
in subdivision (c) of Public Resources 
Code section 5024.1. In applying the 
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of 
Public Resources Code section 5024.1, 
the lead agency shall consider the 
significance of the resource to a 
California Native American tribe. 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Discussion: 
 

a)  An archaeological field survey was conducted on December 4, 2025, which included a Native American 
observer representing tribes with traditional association with the project area. No tribal cultural resources 
meeting the criteria of Public Resources Code section 21074 were identified within the project area. Standard 
inadvertent discovery protocols would apply during ground disturbance, consistent with Public Resources Code 
section 5097.98 and California Health and Safety Code section 7050.5. Therefore, no new or increased impacts 
on tribal cultural resources would occur. 
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XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

Would the project: 

New Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

 

New 
Mitigation 
is Required 

 

No New 
Impact/No 
Impact 

 

Reduced 
Impact 

 

a) Require or result in the relocation or 
construction of new or expanded water, 
wastewater treatment or storm water 
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, the 
construction or relocation of which could 
cause significant environmental effects? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to 
serve the project and reasonably foreseeable 
future development during normal, dry and 
multiple dry years?  

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) 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? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or 
local standards, or in excess of the capacity 
of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair 
the attainment of solid waste reduction 
goals? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

e) Comply with federal, state, and local 
management and reduction statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Discussion: 
 

a–e)  The proposed trail improvements and pedestrian bridge would not require new or expanded utility infrastructure. 
No water service, wastewater treatment connections, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities 
would be needed for the trail improvements or bridge. Consistent with the existing trail facilities constructed 
under the 1996 MND project, no sewage or water supply systems are proposed. Construction would generate a 
small amount of solid waste (e.g., packaging and incidental debris) that would be managed in accordance with 
applicable federal, state, and local waste reduction regulations, as required by AMM-BIO-4. No conflicts with 
solid waste capacity or stormwater drainage infrastructure are anticipated. Therefore, there would be no new or 
increased impacts on utilities or service systems.  
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X. WILDFIRE.  

If located in or near state responsibility 
areas or lands classified as very high fire 
hazard severity zones, would the project: 

New Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

 

New 
Mitigation 
is Required 

 

No New 
Impact/No 
Impact 

 

Reduced 
Impact 

 

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other 
factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and 
thereby expose project occupants to, 
pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or 
the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) Require the installation or maintenance of 
associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel 
breaks, emergency water sources, power 
lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate 
fire risk or that may result in temporary or 
ongoing impacts to the environment? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d) Expose people or structures to significant 
risks, including downslope or downstream 
flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, 
post-fire slope instability, or drainage 
changes? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Discussion: 
 

a–d) The project area is within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone in a State Responsibility Area (California 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 2026). However, the proposed trail improvements would not 
substantially impair any adopted emergency response or evacuation plan. The existing trail is a pedestrian 
recreational trail and not a designated evacuation route. The proposed improvements would enhance, not 
impair, the ability of trail users to safely traverse and exit the area. No new roads, fuel breaks, power lines, or 
other infrastructure with the potential to exacerbate fire risk are proposed. The project would not introduce new 
ignition sources or substantially increase fuel loads. The trail improvements and bridge installation are minor in 
scale and consistent with the existing recreational use established by the previous project analyzed in the 1996 
MND. Wildfire risk at the project site is an existing condition addressed through the Authority’s existing land 
management and coordination with fire agencies, and the proposed project would not exacerbate that risk. 
Therefore, no new or increased impacts associated with wildfire would occur. 
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XI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. (State CEQA Guidelines section 15065(a).) 
 

 New Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

 

New 
Mitigation 
is Required 

 

No New 
Impact/No 
Impact 

 

Reduced 
Impact 

 

a) Does the project have the potential to 
substantially 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, substantially 
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? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Does the project have the potential to 
achieve short-term environmental goals to 
the disadvantage of long-term 
environmental goals? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) 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 project, and the 
effects of probable future projects.) 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d) Does the project have environmental effects 
which will cause substantial adverse effects 
on human beings, either directly or 
indirectly? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Discussion: 
 

a) Special status species are known to the area. As with the potential impacts and mitigation identified in the 1996 
MND, there is a potential for impacts from the proposed project; however, the potential would be reduced to less 
than significant with implementation of the AMMs and CMs described in Section IV of this Environmental 
Checklist. With implementation of the AMMs and CMs, impacts on special status species would be adequately 
avoided or minimized and would not reduce the species’ population or reduce the species’ number or range. 
Also, impacts to cultural resources are not anticipated; however, the mitigation required in the 1996 MND would 
continue to be applicable in case of unexpected discoveries. the proposed project would not result in new or 
more severe impacts on riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities than what was anticipated in the 
1996 MND. Furthermore, the proposed safety trail improvements will concentrate all use on a stable, 
well-defined corridor, reducing erosion, eliminating social trails, and preventing trampling or sedimentation that 
could degrade adjacent sensitive resources. By adding safety rails, maintaining clear sightlines, and keeping 
vegetation trimmed, the project reduces off-trail movement and protects sensitive resources in the area from 
disturbance while improving visitor safety. 

b)  As described throughout this Environmental Checklist, no significant environmental impacts are anticipated with 
implementation of the proposed project. The improvements would serve to meet the long-term environmental 
goals of sustained recreational trails within the Loveland Reservoir Recreation Area by creating stable, safe trails 
that have reduced susceptibility to severe erosion or other environmental hazards.  
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c)  As described throughout this Environmental Checklist, no significant environmental impacts are anticipated with 
implementation of the proposed project. Effects are expected to be similar in nature to those described in the 
1996 MND, and any minor effects would be localized to the immediate project area. The nature and magnitude 
of any potential impacts would be negligible and limited, and the potential impacts would not be considerable 
when combined with other projects. There would be no cumulatively considerable impacts.  

 
d)  As described throughout this Environmental Checklist, no significant environmental impacts are anticipated with 

implementation of the proposed project. The proposed project would serve to implement improvements to the 
existing recreational facilities at Loveland Reservoir, creating a safer environment for recreationalists using the 
trails and an overall positive benefits for human beings.  
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	Form J-1 2025_Loveland_202605_Final
	SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM
	1. Project Title:   Loveland Reservoir Trail Safety Improvements Project
	2. Lead Agency Name and Address:  
	Sweetwater Authority
	505 Garrett Avenue
	Chula Vista, CA 91910
	3. Contact Person, Email and Phone Number:  Israel Marquez, Land and Environmental Manager, imarquez@sweetwater.org, (619) 409-6823
	4. Project Location:  
	The Loveland Reservoir Trail Safety Improvements Project (proposed project) is located along an existing recreational trail in the northeastern portion of the Loveland Reservoir Recreation Area in the unincorporated community of Alpine, San Diego County, California (Figure 1). The trail extends from the designated parking lot off Japatul Road southward to the existing fishing float on Loveland Reservoir. The proposed work area is approximately 0.08 acre, overlapping and immediately adjacent to a portion of the existing trail corridor.
	Project Sponsor's Name and Address:
	Sweetwater Authority
	505 Garrett Avenue
	Chula Vista, CA 91910
	6. Zoning: General Agriculture (A72) 
	5. General Plan Designation: Public Agency Lands
	7. Previous Environmental Document: Please describe the previously adopted ND or MND or the previously certified EIR (include the date the document was adopted or certified, the date the project was approved, the date the NOD was filed with the County, and a summary of potentially significant effects identified in the CEQA document). 
	On October 23, 1996, Sweetwater Authority (Authority) adopted a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND, SCH #96081088), dated August 20, 1996, for the Loveland Reservoir Fishing Relocation Project. 
	The Sweetwater Authority Board of Directors found that potential impacts associated with the previous project were less than significant or would be mitigated to below a level of significance by the mitigation and monitoring program adopted as part of the project. Potentially significant impacts were identified for the removal (that is, permanent loss) of a maximum of 1 acre (0.7822 acres) of coastal sage scrub with a resulting potential impact to California coastal gnatcatcher and other nesting birds. Indirect impacts on general biological resources from human presence were also identified. The MND also identified a potentially significant impact to archaeological resources and wetlands. 
	8. Description of Project: (Describe the previously approved project and the authorized entitlements/discretionary actions. Describe whether the subsequent discretionary action now proposed was considered in the previously approved CEQA document and describe any differences between the proposed action and the approved project.)
	Previously Approved Project
	The 1996 MND evaluated relocation of public fishing opportunities from U.S. Forest Service previously owned land at  Loveland Reservoir to Authority property on the eastern portion of the reservoir. The Authority would provide an easement to the Forest Service encompassing the parking lot, the trail to the reservoir, and a 50-foot width of land along the lake edge measured horizontally from the high-water mark to ensure continued public access. The fishing relocation project included the following: 
	a) Improvements of existing access to the site in the form of turning lanes off Japatul Road. 
	b) Construction of a less than 1-acre (0.7822 acres) parking lot to accommodate approximately 50 vehicles. This included the grading of the area adjacent to Japatul Road and north of the existing dirt access road. 
	c) Installation of trash receptacles in the parking area, along the trail, and as necessary along the shoreline easement above the high-water level. 
	d) Installation of toilet facilities within the parking area easement and within the 50-foot shoreline easement where the facilities are accessible for maintenance. 
	e) Installation of informational signs at the trailhead and as necessary within the easement. 
	f) Improvement to an existing trail for erosion control and safety purposes. This included placement of railroad ties or similar material along the existing trail. It could also include the placement of some handrails. 
	g) Repositioning of a small portion of the California Riding and Hiking Trail to eliminate conflict with the project driveway. 
	h) Future facilities that may include expansion of toilet facilities and a floating pedestrian bridge on Loveland Reservoir.

	The project required the following agency actions:
	 The U.S. Forest Service completed a categorical exclusion for National Environmental Policy Act compliance, as required for the land exchange portion of the project. 
	 The Authority adopted an MND for California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) compliance for the fishing access and installation of related facilities. 
	 The U.S. Forest Service complied with the land exchange agreement.
	 San Diego County Department of Public Works issued an encroachment/construction permit for the Japatul Road improvements. 
	 California Department of Fish and Game reviewed the loss of sensitive habitat. 
	 The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service reviewed the loss of sensitive habitat (1-6-96-I-326).
	 The Authority implemented the Loveland Reservoir Fishing Program Habitat Restoration/Mitigation Plan, dated March 12, 1997.
	Proposed Project
	The Authority proposes to implement safety-oriented improvements along the existing trail network to enhance public safety, improve trail stability, and maintain long‑term recreational access. The existing trail contains narrow segments, steep drop‑offs, eroded surfaces, and informal user-created paths that increase safety risks and contribute to resource disturbance. For example, recreationalists use branches, dead tree trunks, or logs to cross a drainage channel and walk through vegetated areas, exposing them to hazards like snakes, poison oak, ticks, trip hazards, and falls. 
	The proposed project includes:
	Pedestrian Bridge Installation
	A 20- to 40-foot-long by 4- to 5-foot-wide pedestrian bridge with safety handrails would be installed spanning an existing drainage feature at the southern portion of the trail. Reinforced concrete abutments would be placed on both ends of the crossing outside of the drainage channel. All work would occur outside the drainage area to avoid impacts to aquatic resources and habitat.
	Trail Improvements Adjacent to Drainage and Lake Edge
	Approximately 150 linear feet of existing trail would be improved to a 4-foot-wide, level surface. Minor slope cutting, erosioncontrol features, and slope stabilization, such as retaining walls, would be installed. A safety handrail would be added along the lakeside edge. 
	Access Improvements on Steep Slopes
	Approximately 220 linear feet of existing steep trail would be improved with new steps, tread replacement, and safety handrails on both sides. 
	Trail Surface Improvements
	Approximately 190 linear feet of trail west of the proposed bridge would be improved to a width of approximately 4 feet. Similar slope stabilization and safety improvements would be installed as required.
	Material staging for the proposed project would occur in the existing parking lot and, if needed, near the caretaker’s office by Loveland Dam. Access to the proposed project site would use existing trails, with potential barge access depending on lake levels. All work would occur during weekday daytime hours and would avoid in-channel activities.
	9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting: (Briefly describe the project's surroundings.)
	Surrounding land uses include open space, recreational trails, and reservoir-related activities such as hiking, fishing, and horseback riding. The Authority owns the parcels immediately surrounding the project, and the U.S. Forest Service parcels to the north and east. Single-family, residential neighborhoods in the Alpine community are approximately 1/2 mile west of the trailhead along Japatul Road. 
	10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or participation agreement):
	11. Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project area requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.3.1?  If so, has consultation begun?
	Tribal monitors accompanied the cultural surveys that were performed for the project. 
	a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?
	b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?
	c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced from publicly accessible vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality?)
	d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?
	a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?
	b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?
	c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning 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))?
	d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?
	e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?
	Would the project:
	a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?
	b) Result in 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?
	c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?
	d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of people?
	Would the project:
	a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
	b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
	c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?
	d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?
	e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?
	f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?
	Would the project:
	a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant to § 15064.5?
	b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to § 15064.5?
	c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated cemeteries?

	1. A finding of “No New Impact/No Impact” means that the potential impact was fully analyzed and/or mitigated in the prior CEQA document and no new or different impacts will result from the proposed activity. A brief explanation is required for all an...
	2. A finding of “New Mitigation is Required” means that the project may have a new potentially significant impact on the environment or a substantially more severe impact than analyzed in the previously approved or certified CEQA document and that new...
	3. A finding of “New Potentially Significant Impact” means that the project may have a new potentially significant impact on the environment or a substantially more severe impact than analyzed in the previously approved or certified CEQA document that...
	4. A finding of “Reduced Impact” means that a previously infeasible mitigation measure is now available, or a previously infeasible alternative is now available that will reduce a significant impact identified in the previously prepared environmental ...
	5. All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts.
	6. Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should ident...
	a. Earlier Analyses Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.
	b. Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigatio...
	c. Infeasible Mitigation Measures. Since the previous EIR was certified or previous ND or MND was adopted, discuss any mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible that would in fact be feasible or that are considerably diff...
	d. Changes in Circumstances. Since the previous EIR was certified or previous ND or MND was adopted, discuss any changes in the project, changes in circumstances under which the project is undertaken and/or "new information of substantial importance" ...

	7. Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potential impacts (e.g. general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, includ...
	8. Supporting Information Sources. A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.
	9. This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project's environmental effects in whatever format is selected.
	10. The explanation of each issue should identify:
	a. the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question;
	b. differences between the proposed activity and the previously approved project described in the approved ND or MND or certified EIR; and
	c. the previously approved mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance.
	a) Special status species are known to the area. As with the potential impacts and mitigation identified in the 1996 MND, there is a potential for impacts from the proposed project; however, the potential would be reduced to less than significant with...


	VI. ENERGY. 
	Would the project:
	a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation?
	b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency?

	VII. GEOLOGY AND SOILS
	a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury or death involving:
	i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.
	ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?
	iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?
	iv) Landslides?

	b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
	c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?
	d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code, creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property?
	e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water?
	f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature?
	Would the project:
	a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment?
	b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emission of greenhouse gases?
	Would the project:
	a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?
	b) Create 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?
	c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?
	d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?
	e) For a project 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, would the project result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area?
	f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?
	g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires?
	Would the project:
	a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality?
	b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin?
	c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which would:
	i) result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site;
	ii) substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or offsite;
	iii) create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; or
	iv) impede or redirect flood flows?

	d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project inundation?
	e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan?
	Would the project:
	a) Physically divide an established community?
	b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?
	Would the project:
	a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?
	b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

	XIII. NOISE
	Would the project:
	a) Generate a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?
	b) Generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?
	c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or 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, would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?
	Would the project:
	a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of road or other infrastructure)?
	b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

	XV. PUBLIC SERVICES
	Would the project:
	a) Result in substantial 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 for any of the public services:

	XVI. RECREATION 
	a) Would the project increase 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?
	b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities which have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

	XVII. TRANSPORTATION
	Would the project:
	a) Conflict with program plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities? 
	b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?
	c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
	d) Result in inadequate emergency access?
	Would the project:
	a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is:
	i) 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), or
	ii) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe.

	Would the project:
	a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects?
	b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years? 
	c) 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?
	d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals?
	e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste?
	If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, would the project:
	a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?
	b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?
	c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment?
	d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes?
	a) Does the project have the potential to substantially 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, substantially 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?
	b) Does the project have the potential to achieve short-term environmental goals to the disadvantage of long-term environmental goals?
	c) 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 project, and the effects of probable future projects.)
	d) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?



