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Executive Summary 

S.1  Introduction 
 
The San Diego County Water Authority (Water Authority) was formed in 1944 under 
California’s County Water Authority Act with a mission to provide a safe and reliable supply of 
water at the lowest possible and equitable cost to its member agencies serving the San Diego 
region.  To fulfill its mission, the Water Authority determined that it needed to increase both 
emergency storage and carryover storage capacity within the region.  In 1996, as part of its 
Emergency Storage Project (ESP), the Water Authority approved, and received permits for, a 
project to raise San Vicente Dam by 54 feet to increase emergency water storage capacity for the 
region by 52,100 acre feet (AF).  The Water Authority is now considering an additional 63-foot 
raise of San Vicente Dam using roller compacted concrete (RCC) to provide approximately 
100,000 AF of carryover storage as part of its Carryover1 Storage and San Vicente Dam Raise 
Project (CSP).  The CSP is the subject of this document. 
 
The existing storage capacity of the San Vicente Reservoir is 90,063 acre-feet (AF), and the 
existing dam is 220 feet high. The Water Authority has received all necessary approvals, 
including a permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) under Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act (Section 404 CWA), to raise the dam sufficiently to provide for 52,100 AF of 
emergency storage.  The purpose of the CSP is to substantially increase the reliability and 
flexibility of the regional water supply by providing up to 100,000 AF of carryover storage 
capacity by the year 2011.  Because it would not be feasible or practicable to construct two 
separate raises of the dam due to issues such as cost, safety of the raised dam structure, and 
construction logistics, the two increases would be combined and constructed at the same time.  
When completed, the combined ESP and CSP dam raises would add as much as 117 feet of 
height to the dam (Figure ES-1), expanding the usable reservoir capacity by up to 152,100 AF.   

                                                 
1   The term “carryover” refers to the operation of accumulating water in wet seasons or years and carrying it over 
for use in subsequent dry seasons or years. 
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As with the ESP, the Water Authority must comply with a number of environmental laws for 
implementation of the proposed CSP, including the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and Section 404 CWA.  CEQA 
requires that the Lead Agency assess the potential adverse impacts on the physical environment 
and adopt all feasible alternatives or mitigation to avoid or substantially reduce the significance 
of those impacts. The Water Authority is the Lead Agency under CEQA.   

 

 
 

FIGURE ES-1.  DAM RAISES 
 

NEPA requires a federal agency to prepare an impact analysis of the effects of a major federal 
action on the human environment.  Furthermore, NEPA requires that the analysis consider all 
available alternatives and present methods of minimizing these environmental effects, as well as 
identify the environmentally superior or least damaging alternative.  Expansion of the existing 
San Vicente Dam and Reservoir to meet carryover storage requirements is the Water Authority’s 
”Proposed Project” under CEQA.   
 
Under Section 404 CWA, a permit is required for discharges of dredged or fill material into 
waters of the United States (waters of the U.S.), including wetlands.  Because of the need for a 
permit under Section 404 CWA, the Corps is the federal Lead Agency for the “Proposed Action” 
under NEPA.  Defining the baseline for existing and post-project conditions under CEQA, 
NEPA and Section 404 CWA is necessary to determine the impacts from the Proposed Action on 
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the natural and human environments at, and in the vicinity of, San Vicente Reservoir.  As this is 
a joint CEQA/NEPA document, the term Proposed Action will be used to refer to the CSP 
throughout. 
 
S.1.1 Background 
 
During the past 10 years, the water elevation of the San Vicente Reservoir has ranged from a low 
of 610 feet to a high of 650 feet above mean sea level (AMSL).  Within a given year, the water 
level may fluctuate 10 to 30 or more feet, depending on rainfall, operation of the reservoir, and 
other factors.  The 650-foot elevation is the top of the existing dam spillway and represents the 
ordinary high water mark (OHWM) under Section 404 CWA.  The reservoir has a probable 
maximum flood (PMF) elevation of 664 feet AMSL.   
 
The ESP was approved by the Water Authority and Corps in 1996 and 1997, respectively, 
through a certified environmental impact report (EIR) and environmental impact statement (EIS), 
per the requirements of CEQA and NEPA.  The ESP is a multi-phased project entailing several 
major components, one of which is a 54-foot dam raise at San Vicente Reservoir, providing 
approximately 52,100 AF of emergency storage capacity within San Vicente Reservoir.  The 
ESP analysis focused on the change in water elevation from 664 feet (existing PMF) to 710 feet 
(PMF for the ESP) AMSL.  The Water Authority has not yet constructed this component of the 
ESP, and is now proposing to combine the approved ESP dam raise with an additional dam raise 
to accommodate carryover storage.  As proposed, the CSP may ultimately raise the water 
elevation to 766 feet AMSL at the new spillway and increase the capacity of the reservoir by an 
additional 100,000 AF.  If the carryover storage component is not approved, the Water Authority 
will proceed with the already-approved ESP dam raise.   
 
S.1.2 Environmental Analysis 

 
CEQA Compliance 

 
The Water Authority, as Lead Agency, has determined the need to prepare an EIR pursuant to 
the requirements of CEQA for approval of the CSP.  CEQA (State CEQA Guidelines §15125) 
requires that the description of the environmental setting in an EIR address the following issues. 
 

• The environment in the vicinity of the project as it exists before the commencement of 
the project. 

• Any inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable land use plans (general 
and regional).  Where the proposed project is compared with an “adopted plan,” the 
analysis shall examine existing physical conditions as well as potential future conditions. 

 
CEQA states that the environmental setting (the physical environmental conditions at the time of 
notice of preparation [NOP]) is normally the baseline for determining significance of impacts 
(State CEQA Guidelines §15125).  Implicit in this statement is that, if the lead agency is varying 
from using existing conditions as the baseline, it needs to document the reasons the situation is 
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not “normal.”  In this case, because reservoir water elevation can and does fluctuate dramatically 
depending on weather conditions and water demands, the full operational/design volume of the 
reservoir is the appropriate baseline elevation.  Therefore, the Water Authority has established 
the baseline reservoir elevation as the full operational capacity of the reservoir (i.e., 650-foot 
AMSL spillway elevation), regardless of the elevation existing at the time of NOP.  The CEQA 
Guidelines note that the No Project Alternative is not to be used as the baseline for determining 
whether the proposed project’s environmental impacts may be significant, unless the No Project 
Alternative is identical to the existing environmental setting analysis, which does establish that 
baseline (State CEQA Guidelines §15126.6).   
 
A requirement under CEQA is to disclose what the existing conditions are at the time of NOP, no 
matter what baseline is ultimately used for determining impacts.   
 
Because the current water elevation tends to fluctuate, it would be reasonable to use the OHWM 
(the current spillway elevation of 650 feet AMSL) as both the “existing condition” as well as the 
baseline for determining impacts of the CSP.  Although there is some discretion in the 
management of the reservoir that allows for variation in water elevation levels, CEQA would 
require, at a minimum, discussion of the 650-foot spillway elevation as the “current state.”  
CEQA could be interpreted to allow the Water Authority to set a baseline at some future 
condition, based on the already approved ESP, because this is not a “normal” situation related to 
existing conditions.  However, the most conservative approach under CEQA would be to use the 
current reservoir elevation and existing habitat values associated with that elevation as the 
baseline for determining impacts.     
 
NEPA Compliance 
 
The Corps, as Lead Agency under NEPA, has determined an EIS is necessary for the CSP and is 
preparing the EIS as a joint document (EIR/EIS) with the Water Authority.  NEPA is not as 
specific as CEQA in its guidance for federal agencies for determining whether an action 
“significantly affects the quality of the human environment.”  NEPA requires that the EIS 
discuss the “affected environment,” defined as the “environment of the area(s) to be affected or 
created by the alternatives being considered” (Council on Environmental Quality [CEQ] NEPA 
regulations, 40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] §1502.15).  NEPA also requires that the 
environmental consequences of the action must be analyzed in the EIS; the CEQ regulations state 
that this discussion “will include the environmental impacts of the alternatives including the 
proposed action, any adverse environmental effects which cannot be avoided should the proposal 
be implemented …” (40 CFR §1502.16). 
 
Although the CEQ regulations call for an analysis of the environmental effects of the 
alternatives, including the proposed action, they do not explicitly state how to set the appropriate 
threshold.2  However, the CEQ regulations do require that direct and indirect effects and their 
                                                 
2  Neither NEPA nor the Guidelines refer to the term existing conditions or baseline.  Despite this lack of 
reference or definition, a baseline is a necessary requirement for determining the effects of an action.  See American 
Rivers v. Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 187 F. 3d 1007 (9th Cir. 1999) citing Council on Environmental 
Quality, Considering Cumulative Effects under the National Environmental Policy Act (“The concept of a baseline 
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significance be discussed along with means to mitigate adverse effects (40 CFR §1502.16).  The 
term “effect” is defined in the CEQ regulations in part as follows: 
 

• Direct effects, which are caused by the action and occur at the same time and place. 

• Indirect effects, which are caused by the action and are later in time or farther removed in 
distance, but are still foreseeable.  (40 CFR §1508.8.) 

 
NEPA requires that the EIS shall succinctly describe the environment of the area(s) to be 
affected or created by the alternatives under consideration (40 CFR 1502.15).  However, NEPA 
has no direct guidance regarding when the establishment of a baseline for determining the 
significance of an impact when preparing an EIS should occur.  Therefore, this document will 
use the CEQA environmental setting baseline identified above.    
 
Section 404 CWA 

 
As stated previously, the Corps issued a permit to the Water Authority for the ESP dam raise to 
allow a water elevation of 710 feet AMSL.  The Water Authority does not need any additional 
authorizations from the Corps for implementation of the ESP.  The CSP would require additional 
discharge of fill material into waters of the U.S. to raise the dam beyond the ESP to allow a 
water elevation of 766 feet; consequently, the Water Authority would require a separate Section 
404 CWA permit from the Corps for the CSP.   
 
In its evaluation under Section 404 CWA, which includes compliance with the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency’s Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines and NEPA, as well as a public 
interest review, for the CSP raise from the 710-foot water elevation to 766 feet AMSL, the Corps 
will examine the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts associated with the discharge activity.  
Accordingly, the Corps permit review for the CSP, in addition to the NEPA analysis described 
above, will include an assessment of impacts on the aquatic environment.  The permit decision 
will address impacts on those resources deemed waters of the U.S., especially effects on special 
aquatic sites including wetlands and vegetated shallows.  Because of the continual fluctuation in 
water elevation, the submerged vegetation existing in the reservoir at its current elevation, 
although considered waters of the U.S., do not necessarily fit the definition of a special aquatic 
site.3    

                                                                                                                                                             
against which to compare predictions of the effects of the proposed action and reasonable alternatives is critical to 
the NEPA process”).  Available: http:// ceq.eh.doe.gov/nepa/ccenepa/ccenepa.htm. 
3  For assessment of impacts on “vegetated shallows,” the Corps and EPA have used 6.6 feet below the average 
water depth as the maximum depth for estimating the amount of vegetated shallows.  Below this depth, in natural 
circumstances, it is usually difficult for submergent vegetation to grow due to a lack of light penetration.  According 
to the Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual, areas below 6.6 feet, where no rooted emergent or woody 
vegetation is present or the area is permanently inundated at mean water depths greater than 6.6 feet, are considered 
“deepwater aquatic habitat.”  Because this is an artificial situation, the classic view of vegetated shallows, such as 
those on a natural lake or along the ocean shoreline, does not apply.  The existing reservoir is managed in such a 
way that there is a wide variation in the water levels each year.  If there is a permanently inundated area in the 
reservoir, it is likely far more than 6.6 feet below the mean water depth, with a water elevation sometimes changing 
weekly.  
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The Section 404 CWA process requires the Corps permit review to include not just the direct 
impacts of the fill activity (in this case the fill associated with the additional dam raise allowing 
water elevation to increase from 710 to 766 feet AMSL), but also the indirect effects of the fill 
activity (moving the water elevation from its current condition).  The submerged vegetation 
below the OHWM of 650 feet, as well as wetlands above and below this line, may be adversely 
affected, primarily indirectly, as a result of raising the dam.  Currently, the wetlands and 
submerged vegetation present in the reservoir provide some habitat value to fish and wildlife 
species.   

S.2 Alternatives 
Proposed Action- San Vicente 100,000 AF (SV 100K) 
 
As considered in this document, the Water Authority is proposing to provide an additional 
100,000 AF of storage in the San Vicente Reservoir by raising the dam 63 feet beyond the 54-
foot raise approved as part of the ESP.  Thus, the total raise would be 117 feet and the total dam 
height will be 337 feet, with a total capacity of 246,994AF.  Please refer to Section 2.2 
(Alternatives Analyzed) of this EIR/EIS. 
 
Moosa Reservoir 100,000 AF (Moosa 100K) 
 
A second alternative includes a new reservoir at Moosa Canyon, located in northern San Diego 
County near Valley Center, which would also provide 100,000 AF of carryover storage capacity.  
A new 384-foot high dam would be constructed as part of the Moosa 100K Alternative.  Please 
refer to Section 2.3 (Alternatives Analyzed) of this EIR/EIS for more information. 
 
San Vicente 50,000 AF/ Moosa Reservoir 50,000 AF (SV 50K/ Moosa 50K) 
 
A third alternative would consist of a combination of a smaller raise of the San Vicente dam to 
provide 50,000 AF of additional carryover storage capacity at the San Vicente Reservoir, as well 
as construction a new reservoir at the Moosa Canyon site that would provide 50,000 AF of 
carryover storage at that location.  Please refer to Section 2.4 (Alternatives Analyzed) of this 
EIR/EIS for more information.   
 
No Action Alternative 
 
Both CEQA and NEPA require consideration of a No Action Alternative, whereby none of the 
proposed changes included in the Proposed Action would be approved, implemented, or 
permitted.  Because the ESP has already been approved and permitted, the No Action Alternative 
would still include a raise of the San Vicente Dam by 54 feet.  Please refer to Section 2.5 
(Alternatives Analyzed) of this EIR/EIS for more information.     
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S.3 Environmental Impacts 
Table ES-1 presents a summary of the potential environmental impacts that could result from the 
considered alternatives. This table has been organized to correspond with the environmental 
issues discussed in Chapters 3.0, 4.0, and 5.0 of this EIR/EIS.  For those impacts that are 
considered significant, the appropriate mitigation measures have been developed and are 
described in each section.  The environmental effects associated with the No Action Alternative 
were addressed in the ESP EIR/EIS, and are summarized in Chapter 6.0.  Chapter 7.0 of this 
EIR/EIS provides a summary of the potential environmental effects associated with the Proposed 
Action and the alternatives, as well as a summary of proposed mitigation measures.   Table ES-1 
provides a brief comparison of the potential environmental effects associated with the Proposed 
Action and the alternatives.  For a detailed description of the individual impacts and mitigation 
measures presented in Table ES-1, please refer to the chapters identified below. 
 
Proposed Action 
 
The areas determined to have  significant impacts associated with the Proposed Action (Chapter 
3.0 of this EIR/EIS) are: Air Quality, Biological Resources, Land Use and Planning, Noise, 
Recreation, and Traffic/Circulation.   
 
Moosa 100K Alternative 
 
The areas determined to have significant impacts associated with the Moosa 100K Alternative 
(Chapter 4.0 of this EIR/EIS) are: Aesthetics, Agricultural Resources, Air Quality, Biological 
Resources, Cultural Resources, Land Use and Planning, Noise, Public Safety, Public Services, 
Recreation, and Traffic/Circulation.   
 
SV 50K/Moosa 50K 
 
The areas determined to have significant impacts associated with the SV 50K/ Moosa 50K 
Alternative (Chapter 5.0 of this EIR/EIS) are: Aesthetics, Agricultural Resources, Air Quality, 
Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Land Use and Planning, Noise, Public Safety, Public 
Services, Recreation, and Traffic/Circulation.   
 
No Action Alternative 
 
The potential environmental effects of the No Action Alternative were considered in the 
previously certified ESP EIR/EIS as the proposed action.  This analysis is summarized in 
Chapter 6.0 of this EIR/EIS.   
 
Comparison of Alternatives 
 
Table ES-1 indicates that the key differentiating environmental issues (i.e., those issues where 
the severity of each impact is substantially different among the alternatives) include 
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Aesthetics/Visual Quality, Agricultural Resources, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, 
Land Use and Planning, Public Safety and Hazardous Materials, Public Services (Water Rights), 
Recreation, and Traffic and Circulation. Specific impacts within each of these key issue areas for 
the Proposed Action (based on the Marina Quarry Option) and the alternatives are compared in 
Table ES-2. On balance, the focused summary in Table ES-2 demonstrates that the SV 
50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would generate the most severe impacts for the greatest number of 
issues, followed by the Moosa 100K Alternative. This alternative would result in smaller 
inundation and construction footprints than the Proposed Action and Moosa 100K Alternative, 
and most of the impacts associated with this alternative would be similar or less at the SV 50K 
and Moosa 50K footprints than the impacts anticipated for the Proposed Action and the Moosa 
100K Alternative.  However, the overall impacts of this alternative, taking into consideration 
both locations combined, would be greater for nearly all environmental issues evaluated in 
Chapter 5.0 of this EIR/EIS than the individual impacts of the Proposed Action (Chapter 3.0 of 
this EIR/EIS) or the Moosa 100K Alternative (Chapter 4.0 of this EIR/EIS). 
 
The No Action Alternative would be considered the environmentally superior alternative on the 
basis of the least amount of environmental impacts, compared to the Proposed Action and the 
Moosa 100K and SV 50K/Moosa 50K alternatives. However, without the carryover storage 
capacity provided by the Proposed Action, or the Moosa 100K or the SV 50K/Moosa 50K 
alternatives, regional water storage reliability would be significantly reduced and the San Diego 
region could face water shortages during periods of extended droughts.  The lack of locally 
stored water for use during extended peak demands or prolonged droughts would cause real 
economic harm to the region. Refer to Section 6.1.5 (No Project Alternative, Regional Effects) of 
this EIR/EIS for more discussion. 
 
The Proposed Action would be considered the environmentally preferred alternative, second only 
to the No Action Alternative, due to substantially fewer environmental impacts compared to the 
Moosa 100K and the SV 50K/Moosa 50K alternatives. In addition, the Proposed Action would 
have the least amount of impacts on waters of the U.S. compared to the Moosa 100K and the SV 
50K/Moosa 50K alternatives (refer to the draft CSP Section 404 (b)(1) Alternatives Analysis in 
Attachment 2 to this EIR/EIS). For these reasons, the Proposed Action Alternative is considered 
the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) under Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act.  
 
Areas of Controversy, Issues Raised by Agencies and Public, and Issues to be 
Resolved 
 
In accordance with Section 15123 of the CEQA Guidelines, the primary areas of controversy and 
issues identified for resolution during public scoping include: (1) loss of wetlands and habitat 
due to the Proposed Action or the alternatives; (2) loss of recreational use of San Vicente Marina 
and Reservoir for 5-9 years due to the Proposed Action; and (3) construction-related traffic 
impacts in the vicinity of San Vicente Reservoir and/or Moosa Canyon due to the Proposed 
Action or the alternatives.  
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Table ES-1.  Comparison of the Potential Environmental Effects of Each Alternative 
 

Threshold 
Alternative 1 

(SV 100K) 
Alternative 2 
(Moosa 100K) 

Alternative 3 
 (SV 50K/Moosa 50K) 

(3) Aesthetics/ Visual Quality    

1. Have a substantial adverse effect on scenic vistas.  Less than significant. Less than significant. Less than significant. 

2. Damage any scenic resources.  Less than significant. Less than significant. Less than significant. 

3. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of 
the project site.   

Less than significant. Significant and unmitigable 
(Impacts M/VQ 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5). 

Significant and unmitigable 
(Impacts SV/M/VQ 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5). 

4. Create new permanent sources of light or glare.   Less than significant. Less than significant. Less than significant. 

Cumulative Impacts Less than significant. Significant and unmitigable 
(Impacts M/VQ 1C, 2C, 3C, 4C, and 5C). 

Significant and unmitigable 
(Impacts SV/M/VQ 1C, 2C, 3C, 4C, and 
5C). 

(4) Agricultural Resources    

1. Convert mapped Farmland to non-agricultural use.   No impact. Significant and unmitigable 
(Impact M/AG 1). 

Significant and unmitigable 
(Impact SV/M/AG 1). 

2. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract. 

No impact. Significant and unmitigable 
(Impact M/AG 2). 

Significant and unmitigable 
(Impact SV/M/AG 2). 

3. Convert other Farmland to non-agricultural uses.   Less than significant. Less than significant after mitigation. Less than significant after mitigation. 

Cumulative Impacts Less than significant. Significant and unmitigable 
(Impacts M/AG 1C and 2C). 

Significant and unmitigable 
(Impact SV/M/AG 1C and 2C). 

(5) Air Quality    

1.  Conflict or obstruct implementation of any air quality plans.   Less than significant. Less than significant. Less than significant. 

2.  Exceed emission thresholds for NOx, PM10, PM2.5, and/or CO.   Significant and unmitigable (Impact 
SV/AQ 1) – construction only. 

Significant and unmitigable 
(Impact M/AQ 1) – construction only. 

Significant and unmitigable 
(Impact SV/M/AQ 1) – construction only. 

3.  Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations.   

Less than significant. Less than significant. Less than significant. 

4.  Cause objectionable odors.   Less than significant. Less than significant. Less than significant. 

5.  Exceed pollutant emission thresholds and have the potential to 
violate air standards.   

Significant and unmitigable (Impact 
SV/AQ 1) – construction only. 

Significant and unmitigable 
(Impact M/AQ 1) – construction only. 

Significant and unmitigable 
(Impact SV/M/AQ 1) – construction only. 

6.  Result in cumulatively considerable increases in criteria 
pollutants.  

Significant and unmitigable (Impact 
SV/AQ 1C) – construction only. 

Significant and unmitigable 
(Impact M/AQ 1C) – construction only. 

Significant and unmitigable 
(Impact SV/M/AQ 1C) – construction 
only. 

Cumulative Impacts Significant and unmitigable (Impact 
SV/AQ 1C) – construction only. 

Significant and unmitigable 
(Impact M/AQ 1C) – construction only. 

Significant and unmitigable 
(Impact SV/M/AQ 1C) – construction 
only. 
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Threshold 
Alternative 1 

(SV 100K) 
Alternative 2 
(Moosa 100K) 

Alternative 3 
 (SV 50K/Moosa 50K) 

(6)  Biological Resources    

1.  Result in direct permanent impacts to sensitive habitats.   Less than significant after mitigation. Less than significant after mitigation. Less than significant after mitigation. 

2.  Result in direct permanent and temporary impacts to wetlands 
and other waters of the U.S.   

Less than significant after mitigation. Less than significant after mitigation. Less than significant after mitigation. 

3.  Result in direct permanent impacts to threatened endangered, 
and/or sensitive species.   

Less than significant after mitigation. Less than significant after mitigation. Less than significant after mitigation. 

4.  Block or impede local wildlife migration corridors.   Less than significant. Significant and unmitigable 
(Impact M/BR 22). 

Significant and unmitigable 
(Impact SV/M/BR 23). 

5.  Conflict with relevant planning policies of the City’s MSCP.   Less than significant. No impact. Less than significant. 

Cumulative Impacts Less than significant after mitigation. Significant and unmitigable 
(Impact (M/BR 22C). 

Significant and unmitigable 
(Impact SV/M/BR 23C). 

(7)  Cultural Resources    

1.  Cause an adverse change in the significance of historical or 
cultural resources.   

Less than significant. Less than significant after mitigation. Less than significant after mitigation. 

2.  The project is not expected to disturb any remains.   Less than significant. Significant and unmitigable 
(Impact M/CR 2). 

Significant and unmitigable 
(Impact SV/M/CR 2). 

Cumulative Impacts Less than significant. Significant and unmitigable 
(Impact M/CR 2C). 

Significant and unmitigable 
(Impact SV/M/CR 2C). 

(8)  Geology and Soils    

1.  Expose people or structures to geologic hazards.   Less than significant. Less than significant. Less than significant. 

2.  Result in substantial erosion.   Less than significant. Less than significant. Less than significant. 

3.  Be located on unstable soils, or result in landslides, subsidence 
or liquefaction. 

Less than significant. Less than significant.  Less than significant.  

4.  Be located on expansive soils. Less than significant. Less than significant.  Less than significant.  

Cumulative Impacts Less than significant. Less than significant. Less than significant. 

(9)  Land Use and Planning    

1.  Physically divide a community. No impact. Significant and unmitigable 
(Impact M/LU 1). 

Significant and unmitigable 
(Impact SV/M/LU 1). 

2.  Conflict with proposed land uses.   Less than significant. Significant and unmitigable (Impact 
M/LU 2) 

Significant and unmitigable (Impact 
SV/M/LU 2) 
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Threshold 
Alternative 1 

(SV 100K) 
Alternative 2 
(Moosa 100K) 

Alternative 3 
 (SV 50K/Moosa 50K) 

3.  Displace residences, businesses, or governmental or institutional 
uses, or require easements over existing lots. 

Less than significant after mitigation.  
 

Significant and unmitigable – 
displacement and relocation of residences 
(Impact M/ LU 3) 

Significant and unmitigable (Impact 
M/LU 4) – disruption of commercial 
agricultural production. 

Significant and unmitigable – 
displacement and relocation of residences 
(Impact SV/M/ LU 3) 

Significant and unmitigable (Impact 
SV/M/LU 4) – disruption of commercial 
agricultural production. 

Cumulative Impacts Less than significant after mitigation. Significant and unmitigable 
(Impacts M/LU 1C, 2C, 3C, and 4C. 

Significant and unmitigable 
(Impact SV/M/LU 1C, 2C, 3C and 4C). 

(10) Mineral Resources    

1.  Result in the loss of important mineral resources.   No impact. Less than significant. Less than significant. 

Cumulative Impacts No impact. Less than significant. Less than significant. 

(11) Noise and Vibration    

1.  Exceed the County’s construction noise standard.   Less than significant. Less than significant. Less than significant. 

2.  Exceed nighttime noise standards.   Significant and unmitigable 
(Impacts SV/NV 1,2, and 3) – construction 
only. 

Significant and unmitigable 
(Impact M/NV 1) –construction only. 

Significant and unmitigable 
(Impact SV/M/NV 1) – construction only. 

3.  Increase road noise more than 3 dB.   Significant and unmitigable 
(Impact SV/NV 4) – construction only. 

Significant and unmitigable 
(Impact M/NV 2) – construction only. 

Significant and unmitigable 
Impact SV/M/NV 2) – construction only. 

4.  Result in operational noise or vibrations beyond established 
thresholds. 

Less than significant. Less than significant. Less than significant. 

5.  Expose persons to excessive vibrations. Less than significant. Less than significant. Less than significant. 

Cumulative Impacts Significant and unmitigable 
(Impacts SV/NV 1C, 2C, 3C, and 4C). 

Significant and unmitigable 
(Impacts M/NV 1C and 2C). 

Significant and unmitigable 
(Impact SV/M/NV 1C and 2C). 

(12) Paleontological Resources    

1.  Destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or geological 
feature.  

Less than significant. Less than significant. Less than significant. 

Cumulative Impacts Less than significant. Less than significant. Less than significant. 

(13) Public Safety and Hazardous Materials    

1.  Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through the transportation or use of hazardous materials.   

Less than significant. Less than significant. Less than significant. 

2.  Create a significant hazard through foreseeable upset or 
accident conditions and hazardous releases. 

Less than significant. Less than significant. Less than significant. 

3.  Would the project be located on a hazardous materials site.   No impact. Less than significant after mitigation. Less than significant after mitigation. 

4.  Increase the risk of people being exposed to the risk of flooding, 
or dam or levee failure.   

Less than significant. Less than significant. Less than significant. 
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Threshold 
Alternative 1 

(SV 100K) 
Alternative 2 
(Moosa 100K) 

Alternative 3 
 (SV 50K/Moosa 50K) 

5.  Cause an increase in recreational boating accidents.   Less than significant. Less than significant. Less than significant. 

Cumulative Impacts Less than significant. Less than significant after mitigation. Less than significant after mitigation. 

(14) Public Services and Utilities    

1.  Cause physical impacts due to the need for new public services 
in the study area.   

Less than significant. Less than significant. Less than significant. 

2.  Require any new water rights or entitlements.   No impact. Significant and unmitigable (Impact M/PS 
1). 

Significant and unmitigable (Impact 
SV/M/PS 1) 

3.  Interrupt or disrupt existing utility services    Less than significant. Less than significant. Less than significant. 

4.  Require additional infrastructure capacity or other services.   Less than significant. Less than significant. Less than significant. 

5.  Require the construction of new storm water drainage facilities. Less than significant. Less than significant. Less than significant. 

Cumulative Impacts Less than significant. Significant and unmitigable (Impact M/PS 
1C). 

Significant and unmitigable (Impact 
SV/M/PS 1C) 

(15) Recreation    

1.  Displace or relocate existing recreational facilities.   Significant and unmitigable  
(Impact SV/R 1). 

Less than significant after mitigation. Significant and unmitigable 
(Impact SV/M/R 1); less than significant 
after mitigation (Impact SV/M/R 2). 

2.  Increase the use of existing recreational facilities.   Significant and unmitigable 
(Impact SV/R 2) – construction only. 

Less than significant. Significant and unmitigable 
(Impact SV/M/R 3) – construction only. 

3.  Require construction or expansion of new recreational facilities.  Significant and unmitigable (SV/R 3). Significant and unmitigable 
(Impacts M/R 2 and 3). 

Significant and unmitigable 
(Impacts SV/M/R 4 and 5). 

Cumulative Impacts Significant and unmitigable 
(SV/R 1C, 2C, and 3C). 

Significant and unmitigable 
(Impacts M/R 2C and 3C). 

Significant and unmitigable 
(Impacts SV/M/R 1C, 3C, 4C and 5C). 

(16) Traffic and Circulation    

1.  Worsen traffic congestion.  Significant and unmitigable 
(Impacts SV/TC 1 and 2) – construction 
only. 

Significant and unmitigable 
(Impacts M/TC 1 and 2) – construction 
only. 

Significant and unmitigable 
(Impacts SV/M/TC 1, 2, 3, and 4) – 
construction only. 

2.  Cause any roadway segment to operate at LOS E or F.   Less than significant. Significant and unmitigable 
(Impacts M/TC 3 and 4) – construction 
only. 

Significant and unmitigable 
(Impact SV/M/TC 5) – construction only. 

3.  Result in delays in emergency vehicle response times.   Less than significant. Less than significant. Less than significant. 

4.  Result in increased risk of vehicle accidents or pedestrian 
injuries. 

Significant and unmitigable 
(Impact SV/TC 3) – construction only. 

Less than significant. Significant and unmitigable 
(Impact SV/M/TC 6) – construction only. 

Cumulative Impacts Significant and unmitigable 
(Impacts 1C, 2C, and 3C) – construction 
only. 

Significant and unmitigable 
(Impacts M/TC 1C, 2C, 3C, and 4C) – 
construction only. 

Significant and unmitigable 
(Impacts SV/M/TC 1C, 2C, 3C, 4C, 5C, 
and 6C) – construction only. 
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Threshold 
Alternative 1 

(SV 100K) 
Alternative 2 
(Moosa 100K) 

Alternative 3 
 (SV 50K/Moosa 50K) 

(17) Water Resources    

1. Violate any water quality standards.   Less than significant. Less than significant. Less than significant. 

2.  Alter existing drainage patterns resulting in increased erosion.   Less than significant. Less than significant. Less than significant. 

3.  Alter existing drainage patterns resulting in flooding. Less than significant. Less than significant. Less than significant. 

4.  Place structures in the 100-year floodplain.   No impact. No impact. No impact. 

Cumulative Impacts Less than significant. Less than significant. Less than significant. 
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Table ES-2.  Key Differentiating Environmental Impacts 
 

Impact Unit 
Alternative 1 

(SV 100K) 
Alternative 2 
(Moosa 100K) 

Alternative 3 
 (SV 50K/Moosa 50K) 

Aesthetics/Visual Quality     

Substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of the project site.  

Yes or No No Yes Yes 

Agricultural Resources     

Agricultural land conversion.   Acres 46 208 133 

Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural 
use, or a Williamson Act contract. 

Yes or No No Yes Yes 

Biological Resources     

Result in direct permanent and temporary 
impacts to coastal sage scrub.   

Acres 251197 81 279 

Result in direct permanent and temporary 
impacts to CDFG-defined wetlands and 
unvegetated waters of the State.   

Acres 2317 114 115 

Result in direct permanent and temporary 
impacts to Corps-regulated wetlands/vegetated 
waters and unvegetated waters of the U.S.   

Acres 219 92 93 

Result in significant direct and indirect impacts 
to threatened endangered, and/or sensitive 
species.   

# Species 5 7 8 

Block or impede local wildlife migration 
corridors.   

Yes or No No Yes Yes 

Cultural Resources     

Cause an adverse change in the significance of 
historical or cultural resources.   

# Sites 0 10 8 

Disturb human remains.   Yes or No No Yes Yes 

Land Use and Planning     

Physically divide a community. Yes or No No Yes Yes 

Impact proposed land uses.   Yes or No No Yes Yes 

Displacement of residences. # Homes 5 127 69 
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Impact Unit 
Alternative 1 

(SV 100K) 
Alternative 2 
(Moosa 100K) 

Alternative 3 
 (SV 50K/Moosa 50K) 

Public Safety and Hazardous Materials     

Located on a hazardous materials site.   Yes or No No Yes Yes 

Public Services     

Require any new water rights or entitlements.   Yes or No No Yes Yes 

Recreation     

Displace or relocate existing recreational 
facilities.   

Facilities Affected San Vicente Marina and 
Reservoir (temporary loss for 5-
9 years; expanded recreation 
facilities provided after dam 
raise) 

Aerie Equestrian Facility near 
Moosa Canyon (permanent 
relocation) 

San Vicente Marina and 
Reservoir (temporary loss for 5-
9 years; expanded recreation 
facilities provided after dam 
raise); 
Aerie Equestrian Facility near 
Moosa Canyon (permanent 
relocation) 

Increase the use of existing recreational 
facilities.   

Temporary or Permanent Temporary (5-9 years during 
dam raise construction) 

Permanent (but negligible) Temporary due to loss of San 
Vicente Marina and Reservoir 
(5-9 years during dam raise 
construction); Permanent due to 
loss of Aerie Park Equestrian 
Facility (but negligible) 

Traffic and Circulation (During Construction)    

Worsen traffic congestion at intersections.  Facilities Affected SR-67/Vigilante Road and SR-
67/Willow Road intersections 

Lilac Road/Betsworth Road 
intersection and I-15 southbound 
ramps at Gopher Canyon Road 

SR-67/Vigilante Road, SR-
67/Willow Road, and Lilac 
Road/Betsworth Road 
intersections, and I-15 
southbound ramps at Gopher 
Canyon Road 

Cause any roadway segment to operate at LOS 
E or F.   

Facilities Affected None Valley Center Road (south of 
Lilac Road) and Old Castle 
Road (east of Champagne 
Boulevard) 

Valley Center Road (south of 
Lilac Road) 

Result in increased risk of vehicle accidents or 
pedestrian injuries. 

Facilities Affected SR-67, north and south of 
Vigilante Road 

None SR-67, north and south of 
Vigilante Road 
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