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Chapter 7 
Environmental Impacts 
Comparison   

7.1 Environmental Analysis 
 
Table ES-1 provided in the Executive Summary section of this EIR/EIS presents a summary of 
the potential environmental impacts that could result from the proposed action and the 
considered alternatives. The following three matrices present the environmental impacts 
identified in the corresponding Chapters: Chapter 3- Alternative 1: San Vicente Dam 100,000 AF 
(Proposed Action); Chapter 4- Alternative 2: Moosa 100,000 AF; and Chapter 5- San Vicente 
50,000 AF/ Moosa 50,000 AF.  For those impacts that are considered significant or potentially 
significant, appropriate mitigation measures have been developed and presented herein.   While 
the Water Authority has evaluated a range of potential mitigation measures to reduce significant 
project impacts, and will implement all feasible mitigation measures, construction associated 
with the Proposed Action or the alternatives could still result in some potentially significant and 
unavoidable impacts.  These are identified as “significant and unmitigable.”  A Statement of 
Overriding Considerations would need to be adopted before a project could be approved if 
significant impacts remain after mitigation or if no feasible mitigation measures could be 
developed. Further discussion regarding the impacts found to be significant and unmitigable is 
presented in Section 8.5.   
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Table 7-1.  Summary of Impacts for the Proposed Action (SV 100K Alternative) 
 

Impacts Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation(1) 

3.3 Aesthetics/Visual Quality 

Threshold 1: The Proposed Action would not have a substantial adverse effect on 
scenic vistas along SR-67 and from surrounding open space preserves.  Therefore, 
there would be no impacts of the Proposed Action. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 2: The Proposed Action would not damage scenic resources, including 
trees, rock outcroppings and historic buildings, within or visible from SR-67 (a third-
priority scenic highway).  Therefore, impacts of the Proposed Action would be less 
than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 3: The Proposed Action would not substantially degrade the existing 
visual character or quality of the project site and its surroundings. The incremental 
increase in dam height would be barely detectable when compared to the existing 
dam.  Moreover, resident and motorist views of the site would be restricted or 
screened; and the saddle dams, on-site quarry options, and dam construction zones 
would blend into the background with respect to views from the downstream side of 
the dam.  Therefore, impacts from the Proposed Action due to visual changes on the 
downstream side of the dam would be less than significant. 

The construction activities and improvements required for the Proposed Action 
would be barely noticeable because of the long viewing distances and the temporary 
nature of the activity (e.g., reservoir drawdown), or because facilities would be 
internal to the reservoir and not visible from surrounding areas.  In addition, the new 
marina would be an attractive recreational amenity.  Therefore, impacts of the 
Proposed Action due to visual changes on the upstream side of the dam would be less 
than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 4: The Proposed Action would not introduce a new permanent source of 
light and glare into the area that would affect day or nighttime views or normal sleep 
patterns. Implementation of the project design features to shield construction lighting 
would reduce Proposed Action light and glare impacts on surrounding residents.  
Therefore, impacts of the Proposed Action would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Cumulative Impacts: The Proposed Action would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista, would not damage a scenic resource, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway, would not degrade the existing visual character or quality of the project site and its surroundings, or would not create a 
new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views or normal sleep patterns. Therefore, cumulative impacts due to the Proposed Action for these 
activities, when combined with the short-term (construction-related) and long-term (operational) aesthetic impacts associated with the Slaughterhouse Terminal Reservoir (CIP), San Vicente 
Pipeline (ESP), San Vicente Pump Station (ESP) and other planned cumulative projects listed in Table 3.2-1 (Cumulative Projects for the Proposed Action) of this EIR/EIS, would be less 
than significant. 
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Impacts Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation(1) 

3.4 Agricultural Resources 

Threshold 1: The Proposed Action would not convert mapped Farmland to non-
agricultural use. Therefore, there would be no impact on mapped Farmland from the 
Proposed Action. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 2: The Proposed Action would not affect agriculturally zoned areas or any 
property under a Williamson Act contract. Therefore, there would be no impact due 
to conflicts with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract. 

No mitigation required.   Not 
applicable 

Threshold 3: The Proposed Action would convert 46 acres of soils representing 
potential Farmland to non-agricultural (reservoir) use; however, this small area rated 
a minimal level of consideration for protection and is committed to water storage.  
Therefore, impacts of the Proposed Action would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Cumulative Impacts: The Proposed Action would not convert mapped Farmland to non-agricultural use; would not impact agriculturally zoned areas or any property under a Williamson 
Act contract; and would convert a minimal amount of potential farmland (46 acres) to non-agricultural (reservoir) use.  Therefore, cumulative agricultural resource impacts due to the 
Proposed Action, when combined with the agricultural resources impacts associated with CIP, ESP and other planned cumulative projects listed in Table 3.2-1 would be less than significant. 

3.5 Air Quality 

Threshold 1: Construction emissions associated with the Proposed Action would not 
conflict with or obstruct implementation of the SIP and the RAQS.  Therefore, 
impacts of the Proposed Action would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 2: Construction of the Proposed Action would exceed pollutant emission 
thresholds and have the potential to violate air quality standards for NOx (O3 
precursor), PM10, and PM2.5, and contribute substantially to an existing or projected 
air quality violation for O3 as represented by its precursor NOx.  In addition, 
construction of the Proposed Action (under the on-site quarry options) would exceed 
pollutant emission thresholds and have the potential to violate air quality standards 
for CO.  Therefore, impacts of the Proposed Action would be significant (Impact 
SV/AQ 1). 

The project construction documents will incorporate the General Conditions and 
Standard Specifications listed in Section 1.9 (Introduction) of this EIR/EIS and the 
standard dust control BMPs listed in Section 3.5.2 of this EIR/EIS to reduce CO, NOx 
and PM10, emissions during construction of the on-site quarry options, and to reduce 
NOx, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions during construction of the off-site quarry option 
(Impacts SV/AQ 1 and SV/AQ 1C).  There are no additional feasible mitigation 
measures available to reduce these impacts to a level considered less than significant. 

Significant 
and 
unmitigable 

 

Construction-related traffic volumes associated with the Proposed Action (under 
either the on-site quarry options or the off-site quarry option for aggregate supply) 
would not cause CO “hot spots” or CO emission thresholds to be exceeded at 
impacted intersections.  Therefore, impacts of the Proposed Action would be less 
than significant. 

Operation of the Proposed Action would not exceed pollutant emission thresholds, 
violate air quality standards, or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation.  The impacts of the Proposed Action would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required for other less-than-significant impacts. 
 
 

Not 
applicable 
 
 
 

Threshold 3: Construction of the Proposed Action would not expose sensitive 
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.  Therefore, impacts of the Proposed 
Action would be less than significant.  

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 
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Impacts Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation(1) 

Threshold 4: The Proposed Action would not cause objectionable odors that would 
affect a substantial number of people.  Therefore, impacts of the Proposed Action 
would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 5: Construction of the Proposed Action would exceed pollutant emission 
thresholds and have the potential to violate air quality standards for NOx, PM10, and 
PM2.5, and contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation for 
O3 as represented by its precursor NOx.  In addition, construction of the Proposed 
Action (under the on-site quarry options) would exceed pollutant emission thresholds 
and have the potential to violate air quality standards for CO.  Therefore, impacts of 
the Proposed Action would be significant (Impact SV/AQ 1). 

Same as above for Threshold 2. 
 

Significant 
and 
unmitigable 
 

Construction-related traffic volumes associated with the Proposed Action (under 
either the on-site quarry options or the off-site quarry option for aggregate supply) 
would not cause CO “hot spots” or CO emission thresholds to be exceeded at 
impacted intersections.  Therefore, impacts of the Proposed Action would be less 
than significant. 

Operation of the Proposed Action would not exceed pollutant emission thresholds, 
violate air quality standards, or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation.  The impacts of the Proposed Action would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required for other impacts considered less than significant. 
 
 
 
 

Not 
applicable 

Threshold 6:  Construction of the Proposed Action would result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase of criteria pollutants NOx, PM10, and PM2.5, for which the 
SDAB is listed or proposed as non-attainment under applicable federal and state air 
quality standards.  Therefore, impacts of the Proposed Action would be significant 
(Impact SV/AQ 1C). 

Same as above for Threshold 2. Significant 
and 
unmitigable 

Cumulative Impacts: The Proposed Action would result in significant direct air quality impacts during construction (Impact SV/AQ 1).  These impacts were determined to be unmitigable.  
Therefore, the construction-related cumulative air quality impacts of the Proposed Action, when combined with air pollutant emissions from concurrent construction and/or operation of the 
CIP, ESP, and other planned cumulative projects listed in Table 3.2-1, would be significant for the duration of construction (Impact SV/AQ 1C).  No feasible measures, in addition to the 
General Conditions and Standard Specifications listed in Section 1.9.2 (Introduction, Air Quality) of this EIR/EIS and the standard dust control BMPs listed in Section 3.5.2 of this EIR/EIR, 
are available to mitigate the cumulative construction-related air quality impacts of the Proposed Action.  A Statement of Overriding Considerations would be necessary for project approval.   

The cumulative impacts would cease upon completion of construction.  Long-term cumulative operational air quality impacts of the Proposed Action would be less than significant.   
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Impacts Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation(1) 

3.6 Biological Resources 

Threshold 1: The Proposed Action would result in direct permanent impacts to 
CDFG-defined wetlands and unvegetated waters of the State, including freshwater 
marsh, southern coast live oak riparian forest, southern cottonwood-willow riparian 
forest, mulefat scrub, southern willow scrub, lakeshore fringe, and unvegetated 
channel (Impact SV/BR 1).  Therefore, impacts of the Proposed Action would be 
significant. 

The Proposed Action would result in direct temporary impacts to CDFG-defined 
wetlands and unvegetated waters of the State, including freshwater marsh, mulefat 
scrub, southern willow scrub, lakeshore fringe, and unvegetated channel (Impact 
SV/BR 2).  Therefore, impacts of the Proposed Action would be significant. 

The Proposed Action would result in direct permanent impacts to coastal sage scrub 
(Impact SV/BR 3) and to coast live oak woodland (Impact SV/BR 4), and direct 
temporary impacts to coastal sage scrub (Impact SV/BR 5) and to coast live oak 
woodland (Impact SV/BR 6).  Therefore, impacts of the Proposed Action would be 
significant. 

Impacts to chaparral and non-native grassland due to the Proposed Action would be 
less than significant. Temporary changes to open water and the temporary loss of 
submerged aquatic vegetation during reservoir drawdown would be less than 
significant. 

The Proposed Action would generate construction-related indirect impacts to 
sensitive habitats (including CDFG-defined wetlands and unvegetated waters of the 
State) that would be reduced with implementation of the General Conditions and 
Standard Specifications listed in Section 1.9.3 (Introduction, Biological Resources) of 
this EIR/EIS and the project-specific design features listed in Section 3.6.2 
(Biological Resources for the Proposed Action) of this EIR/EIS.  Therefore, impacts 
of the Proposed Action would be less than significant. 

SV/BR 1-1: Permanent Impacts to Riparian and Wetland Communities and 
Unvegetated Waters of the State (Impact SV/BR 1).  Permanent impacts to riparian 
and wetlands habitats, including wetlands under the jurisdiction of CDFG that would 
require a Streambed Alteration Agreement, will be mitigated through creation, 
preservation and management, restoration, and/or enhancement of riparian and 
wetlands habitats as negotiated with the regulatory agencies.  The Water Authority is 
proposing to mitigate by a combination of off-site wetland creation in the Tijuana 
River Valley and preservation and management of high quality wetlands and riparian 
habitat within and along San Vicente Creekin the Water Authority’s approved 
mitigation banks or at other appropriate locations, and through offsite preservation 
and management at an approved location at a ratio negotiated with CDFG and Corps.  

The Tijuana River Valley Wetland Mitigation Banking site is located within the City 
of San Diego, south of the Tijuana River and west of the Smugglers Gulch Channel. 
Approximately 45 acres of wetlands and transitional wetlands are proposed to be 
created at this site, of which a minimum of 32 acres are planned to be available to the 
Water Authority as mitigation credits. The County of San Diego owns the property, 
and there is an agreement between the Water Authority and the County that allows 
the Water Authority to implement a wetland mitigation-banking project on the 
property, and that identifies the County (through its Parks and Recreation 
Department) as the long-term site manager.  Implementation of this wetland 
mitigation-banking project would be consistent with the MSCP and Section 10 of the 
FESA. 

The San Vicente Creek mitigation site is located at a 390-acre property known as 
Rancho Cañada. The Water Authority provided the purchase funds in September 
2007, and CDFG acquired title to the property in December 2007. Per an agreement 
with CDFG, the Water Authority provides CDFG the property’s wildlife 
management funds and retains the rights to use the property for mitigation purposes. 
The property is bisected by San Vicente Creek, and its southerly property corner is 
approximately three miles upstream from San Vicente Reservoir. The property 
contains 4.07 acres of freshwater marsh and 34.63 acres of southern coast live oak 
riparian forest/cottonwood-willow riparian forest. 

The Water Authority is proposing to mitigate wetland impacts to Coastal/Valley 
Freshwater Marsh and Mule Fat Scrub at a ratio of 2:1, and Southern Coast Live Oak 
Riparian Forest, Southern Cottonwood-Willow Riparian Forest, and Southern Willow 
Scrub at a ratio of 3:1.   The wetland creation component of the mitigation is 
proposed to consist of a willow dominated vegetation community at the Tijuana 
River Valley Wetland Mitigation Banking site at a ratio of 1:1, as created wetlands 
will be in place prior to the actual impacts occurring at a Water Authority planned 
mitigation bank; the remaining mitigation obligation is to consist of preservation and 
management within and along San Vicente Creek at Rancho Cañada.   It is  

Less than 
significant 
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Impacts Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation(1) 

 anticipated that the mitigation banks (e.g., Tijuana River Valley) will be approved 
prior to project impacts.  If mitigation bank approval does not occur in a timely 
manner to mitigate for impacts from the Proposed Action, then off-site wetlands 
mitigation in the form of habitat creation and restoration, enhancement, and/or 
preservation will be determined by the Water Authority and approved by the Corps 
and CDFG as part of the wetlands permit application process.  Mitigation installed in 
advance of the impacts will avoid or minimize the temporal loss of habitat and may 
reduce the required mitigation ratio.  This could potentially reduce the wetlands 
mitigation acreage requirement for habitat with mitigation ratios greater than 1:1.   

Mitigation through the creation, preservation and/or enhancement management of 
wetlands habitat at a ratio of 1:1 or greater to avoid the net-loss of wetlands will 
occur through negotiations with the agencies. Detailed mitigation requirements will 
be identified in the final resource agency permits.  Use of all mitigation bank credits 
to satisfy riparian and wetlands permit requirements will be approved by the 
regulatory agencies prior to project initiation. 

SV/BR 2-1: Temporary Impacts to Riparian and Wetland Communities and 
Unvegetated Waters of the State (Impact SV/BR 2).  Temporary impacts to riparian 
and wetlands habitats will be mitigated through revegetation/restoration/enhancement 
at a 1:1 ratio, with the exception of Southern Willow Scrub that will be mitigated at a 
ratio of 2:1.  All temporary impacted riparian areas will be revegetated through 
container planting, cuttings and seeding with the appropriate native species, at 
densities and species diversity reflective of equivalent or higher functioning habitat in 
the area impacted, to restore lost functions.  Mitigation for temporary impacts to 
Southern Willow Scrub will consist of restoration on site at a ratio of 1:1; and 
creation, enhancement, and/or preservation, and management off site at a ratio of 1:1, 
and off site at a ratio of 1:1 of consisting of preservation and management, 
enhancement or creation.     
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Impacts Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation(1) 

 Prior to commencing any activities that would impact riparian and wetlands habitats, 
a Riparian/Wetlands Restoration Plan will be prepared by a landscape architect or 
restoration ecologist, experienced in southern California landscapes, an experienced/ 
qualified restoration ecologist-biologist to the satisfaction of the Water Authority, 
USFWS, and CDFG.  The following specifications will be included in the Riparian/ 
Wetlands Restoration Plan, in addition to the guidelines described under Restoration 
Plans above: All temporarily impacted riparian areas and wetlands will: (1) have the 
topsoil stockpiled; (2) be re-contoured; (3) have the topsoil re-applied; and (4) be 
revegetated through planting, cuttings and/or seeding with the appropriate native 
species, at densities and species diversity reflective of equivalent or higher 
functioning habitat within the SV 100K study area to restore lost functions.   

Vegetation affected during drawdown.  Mitigation during drawdown of the reservoir 
was addressed in the ESP permits.  Clearing and maintenance of the drawdown areas 
to remove vegetation is not anticipated as part of the projectProposed Action.  As 
addressed in the ESP CDFG Streambed Alteration Agreement (#5-631-96) and 
USFWS BO (1-6-97-F-13), no mitigation is required for the removal of any 
incidental habitat prior to refilling. Therefore, there would be no impacts or required 
mitigation from vegetation removal within the drawdown area.  Mitigation for 
impacts to listed species, that may use vegetation that becomes established within the 
drawdown area, due to inundation from refilling of the reservoir, is addressed in 
Mitigation Measure SV/BR 1-1. 

SV/BR 3-1: Permanent Impact to Coastal Sage Scrub (Impact SV/BR 3).  Direct 
permanent impacts to occupied coastal sage scrub (and/or the federally threatened 
California gnatcatcher) will be mitigated off site at a 1:1 ratio using in-kind 
mitigation credits from the Water Authority’s mitigation banks (e.g., San Miguel 
Conservation Bank) or other mitigation banks approved by the regulatory agencies.  
Mitigation will be in place before any impacts occur.  Prior to issuing a notice to 
proceed to the construction contractor, the Water Authority will obtain USFWS 
approval per the conditions of the conservation banking agreement for use of an 
upland mitigation bank to mitigate for the Proposed Action.  Evidence that 
appropriate credits to satisfy habitat impacts are available.  

SV/BR 4-1: Permanent Impacts to Coast Live Oak Woodland (Impact SV/BR 4).  
Mitigation for direct permanent impacts to Coast Live Oak woodland will occur at a 
ratio of 1:1 within an off-site mitigation area consisting of preservation and 
management, preferably at the Rancho Cañada mitigation site located upstream of 
Kimball Valley, within the San Vicente Creek watershed,  and/or purchase of Coast 
Live Oak woodlands mitigation credits at an approved conservation bank.  Mitigation 
will be in place before any impacts occur. The mitigation site selected will be 
identified as a pre-approved mitigation area, or multi-habitat planning areaMHPA, or 
equivalent designation in an approved or draft Subregional Plan or Subarea plan.  If 
the mitigation does not occur in an area with such a designation, the mitigation ratio 
will be 2:1.    
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Impacts Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation(1) 

 SV/BR 5-1: Temporary Impacts to Coastal Sage Scrub (Impact SV/BR 5).  Direct 
temporary impacts to coastal sage scrub will be mitigated through on-site 
revegetation at a 1:1 ratio.  Coastal sage scrub will be revegetated with a coastal sage 
scrub seed mix reflective of species in the area.  Coastal sage scrub temporary 
impacted by the marina quarry footprint will also be revegetated on site. 

Prior to commencing any activities that would impact coastal sage scrub habitat, a 
final coastal sage scrub/upland revegetation plan will be prepared by a landscape 
architect or restoration ecologist, experienced in southern California landscapes, 
qualified biologist to the satisfaction of the Water Authority and USFWS.  All 
revegetation specifications, species composition and density, and success criteria will 
be approved by an experienced/qualified restoration ecologist-biologist, and included 
in the final construction documents. 

SV/BR 6-1:Temporary Impacts to Coast Live Oak Woodland (Impact SV/BR 6).  
Mitigation for direct temporary impacts to Coast Live Oak woodland will occur at a 
ratio of 1:1, consisting of on-site restoration.  A restoration plan will be prepared by 
landscape architect or restoration ecologist, experienced in southern California 
landscapes, an experience restoration ecologist-biologist to the satisfaction of the 
Water Authority. 

 

Threshold 2: The Proposed Action would result in direct permanent (Impact SV/BR 
7) and direct temporary (Impact SV/BR 8) impacts to Corps-regulated 
wetlands/vegetated waters and unvegetated waters of the U.S.  Therefore, impacts of 
the Proposed Action would be significant.   

The temporary reduction of submerged aquatic vegetation during reservoir drawdown 
is expected to be offset by the reestablishment of this vegetation community at an 
estimated 590 feet AMSL during the dam raise construction period.  Therefore, 
impacts of the Proposed Action would be less than significant. 

The Proposed Action would generate construction-related indirect impacts to Corps-
regulated wetlands/vegetated waters and unvegetated waters of the U.S. that would 
be reduced with implementation of the General Conditions and Standard 
Specifications listed in Section 1.9.3 (Introduction, Biological Resources) of this 
EIR/EIS and the project-specific design features listed in Section 3.6.2 (Biological 
Resources for the Proposed Action) of this EIR/EIS.  Therefore, impacts of the 
Proposed Action would be less than significant. 

SV/BR 7-1: Permanent Impacts to Corps-Regulated Wetlands/Vegetated Waters and 
Unvegetated Waters of the U.S. (Impact SV/BR 7).  Direct permanent impacts to 
wetlands under Corps jurisdiction will be mitigated by a combination of off-site 
wetlands creation in the Water Authority’s planned mitigation banks or at other 
appropriate locations (see Refer to Mitigation Measure SV/BR 1-1), and through 
offsite preservation and management at an approved location at a ratio negotiated 
with the Corps, but not less than 1:1.  The Water Authority is proposing to mitigate 
wetland impacts to Coastal/Valley Freshwater Marsh and Mule Fat scrub at a ratio of 
2:1, and Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest, Southern Cottonwood-Willow 
Riparian Forest, Southern Willow Scrub at a ratio of 3:1.   The wetland creation 
component of the mitigation is proposed to consist of a willow dominated vegetation 
community at a ratio of 1:1 at a Water Authority planned mitigation bank; the 
remaining mitigation obligation is to consist of preservation and management.   
Mitigation installed in advance of the impact will avoid or minimize the temporal 
loss of habitat and could potentially reduce the Corps’ required mitigation ratio, if 
that ratio was proposed to be greater than 1:1.   

Impacts to Corps-regulated unvegetated waters are considered self-mitigating 
because the amount of open water and lakeshore fringe will be increased after filling 
of the reservoir to the CSP operational water levels.  The current average lakeshore 
fringe of 136 acres (120.3 acres surrounding the reservoir and 15.6 acres surround 
Lowell Island) will be replaced after implementation of the CSPthe dam raise and 
filling of the reservoir by an average of approximately 225 acres of lakeshore fringe 
(214 acres around the reservoir and 11 acres around Lowell Island). 

Less than 
significant 
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Impacts Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation(1) 

 SV/BR 8-1: Temporary Impacts to Corps-Regulated Wetlands/Vegetated Waters and 
Unvegetated Waters of the U.S. (Impact SV/BR 8).  Direct temporary impacts to 
wetland communities will be mitigated at a minimum of 1:1 ratio through on-site 
revegetation of native wetland communities representative of the communities 
impacted by the Proposed Action, as specified in Mitigation Measure SV/BR 2-1.   

 

Threshold 3: The following impacts of the Proposed Action to listed and non-listed 
sensitive species would be significant: 

• Direct permanent impacts to the federally endangered arroyo toad and suitable 
toad habitat in Kimball Valley (Impact SV/BR 9); 

• Direct permanent impacts to the federally threatened California gnatcatcher 
territories (Impact SV/BR 10); 

• Direct temporary impacts to the federally threatened California gnatcatcher 
territories (Impact SV/BR 11); 

• Indirect temporary noise impacts (construction-related noise levels within 500 
feet of an active nest) to the federally threatened California gnatcatcher (Impact 
SV/BR 12); 

• Direct permanent impact to suitable habitat for the federally and state 
endangered least Bell’s vireo in Kimball Valley and Padre Barona Creek and to 
least Bell’s vireo due to inundation of potential habitat from refilling of the 
reservoir (Impact SV/BR 13);  

• Direct permanent impacts to delicate clarkia (Impact SV/BR 14); and 
• Direct permanent impacts to the federally and state endangered San Diego 

thornmint (Impact SV/BR 15).   

Direct (permanent and temporary) impacts of the Proposed Action to the following 
listed and non-listed sensitive species would be less than significant: Engelmann oak, 
Lakeside ceanothus, San Diego sagewort, San Diego sunflowerCounty Viguiera, the 
federally endangered Quino checkerspot butterfly, coast horned lizard, orange-
throated whiptail, red diamond rattlesnake, two-striped garter snake, the federally 
threatened and state endangered bald eagle, Bell’s sage sparrow, the state fully 
protected golden eagle, loggerhead shrike, osprey, the state endangered peregrine 
falcon, rufous-crowned sparrow, and the state fully protected white-tailed kite.   

With the exception of indirect noise impacts to California gnatcatcher, all 
construction-related indirect impacts to listed and non-listed sensitive species would 
be reduced with implementation of the General Conditions and Standard 
Specifications listed in Section 1.9.3 (Introduction, Biological Resources) of this 
EIR/EIS and the project-specific design features listed in Section 3.6.2 (Biological 
Resources for the Proposed Action) of this EIR/EIS.  Therefore, impacts of the 
Proposed Action would be less than significant. 
 

SV/BR 9-1: Permanent Impacts to the Federally Endangered Arroyo Toad (Impact 
SV/BR 9).  Direct permanent impacts to arroyo toad individuals and occupied habitat 
will require consultation under Section 7 of the FESA, and will be mitigated off site 
per terms and conditions negotiated between USFWS and the Water Authority.  If 
required by permits, the Water Authority will acquire suitable, arroyo toad-occupied 
habitat to facilitate mitigation for arroyo toad.  Mitigation will be in place before any 
impacts occur. Mitigation will consist of the preservation or restoration at a 1:1 ratio 
of occupied toad habitat, currently estimated at 30.7 acres but subject to USFWS 
concurrenceof 30.7 acres of toad breeding habitat, at a 1:1 ratio, that is adjacent to 
suitable non-breeding upland habitat and in proximity to occupied toad breeding 
habitat.  Breeding habitat must consist of sandy washes within the invert of a stream 
with slow moving water pooling along the edges, and of sparsely vegetated shallow 
streambanks that allow for dispersal of toads into upland (non-breeding) habitat.  
Exotic species known to prey on all life stages of arroyo toad must will be regularly 
controlled during the monitoring period; per the ESP BO (1-6-97-F-13), the Water 
Authority will implement a bullfrog control program.  Any acquired mitigation 
habitat will be conserved and managed per USFWS permit conditions.   

The Water Authority will prepare a Habitat Management Plan in coordination with 
the USFWS and CDFG.  Prior to commencing any activities that would impact 
arroyo toad or occupied habitat, the Habitat Management Plan will be approved by 
the regulatory agencies. 

SV/BR 10-1: Permanent Impacts to the Federally Threatened California 
Gnatcatcher (Impact SV/BR 10).  Direct permanent impacts to pre-fire habitat 
previously occupied by the California gnatcatcher through inundation and aggregate 
production to habitat historically occupied by the California gnatcatcher will require 
consultation under Section 7 of the FESA and will be mitigated off site using in-kind 
mitigation credits, as specified in Mitigation Measure SV/BR 3-1.   

SV/BR 11-1: Temporary Impacts to the Federally Threatened California 
Gnatcatcher (Impact SV/BR 11).  Temporary direct impacts to habitat historically 
occupied by the California gnatcatcher will be mitigated by the following program: 

• Minimize habitat loss.  Coastal sage scrub impacts will be avoided where 
possible by repositioning structures and staging areas into non-sensitive habitats.  

• Clearing, grubbing and vegetation removal.  If possible, clearing/grubbing 
activities and vegetation removal within the approved construction limits will 
occur outside of the gnatcatcher breeding season (February 15 - August 31).  As 

Less than 
significant 
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permitted by the ESP BO (1-6-97-F-13), once the site is cleared of vegetation 
and as long as construction activities begin prior to the breeding season, work 
that has commenced prior to the breeding season will be allowed to continue 
without interruption. 

• Focused surveys.  A qualified biologist will conduct pre-construction focused 
gnatcatcher surveys.  In addition, if clearing/grubbing, vegetation removal or 
construction activities are initiated prior to, and extend into, the breeding season, 
but they cease for a period longer than three weeks and the contractor wishes to 
restart work within the breeding season window, then updated pre-construction 
gnatcatcher surveys are also necessary. 

• Construction schedule.  Prior to initiating clearing/grubbing, vegetation removal 
or construction activities, the Water Authority will submit to the USFWS the 
results of the above pre-construction focused gnatcatcher surveys.  Construction 
schedules will clearly identify all areas that contain the federally threatened 
California gnatcatchers. 

However, temporary impacts to the California gnatcatcher at the marina quarry will 
not be mitigated on site if it is determined that the final manufactured slopes and 
slope aspect would not yield suitable gnatcatcher habitat.  Therefore, if suitable 
gnatcatcher habitat cannot be established on site, impacts would be considered 
permanent (25.51 acres) to gnatcatcher habitat in this location and will be mitigated 
for off site as specified in Mitigation Measure SV/BR 3-1. 

SV/BR 12-1: Temporary Noise Impacts to the Federally Threatened California 
Gnatcatcher (Impact SV/BR 12).  Indirect temporary construction-related noise 
impacts to the California gnatcatcher will be mitigated by the following program:   

• Focused surveys.  Once the site is cleared of vegetation and as long as 
construction activities begin prior to the breeding season, as specified in 
Mitigation Measure SV/BR 11-1, work that has commenced prior to the 
breeding season will be allowed to continue without interruption.  If 
gnatcatchers move into an area within 500 feet of ongoing construction noise 
levels and attempt to nest, then it can be deduced that the noise is not great 
enough to discourage gnatcatcher nesting activities.  If work begins prior to the 
breeding season, the contractor(s) should maintain continuous construction 
activities next to the adjacent coastal sage scrub that falls within 500 feet, until 
the work is completed.  However, if clearing/grubbing, vegetation removal or 
construction activities are scheduled to begin during the gnatcatcher breeding 
season, then updated pre-construction surveys are necessary as specified in 
Mitigation Measure SV/BR 11-1.  In addition, if these activities are initiated 
prior to, and extend into, the breeding season, but they cease for a period longer 
than three weeks and the contractor wishes to restart work within the breeding 
season window, then updated pre-construction gnatcatcher surveys are also 
necessary.  If these surveys indicate no nesting birds occur within the coastal 
sage scrub that falls within 500 feet of the proposed work, then the adjacent 
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construction activities will be allowed to commence.  However, if the birds are 
observed nesting within these areas, then the adjacent construction activities will 
be postponed until all nesting has ceased or until after August 31. 

• Continuous construction.  All work within the approved construction limits and 
within 500 feet of coastal sage scrub will proceed in a continuous manner to 
minimize the duration of indirect impacts.  Construction traffic will be allowed 
to traverse occupied breeding habitat areas only if access routes have been 
established prior to the breeding season. 

• Monitoring.  During construction, a biologist certified by USFWS with a 10(a) 
permit for the federally threatened California gnatcatcher will conduct weekly 
monitoring for the presence of the gnatcatcher and gnatcatcher nests in areas 
adjacent to the approved construction limits.   

SV/BR 13-1: Permanent Impacts to the Federally and State Endangered Least Bell’s 
Vireo (Impact SV/BR 13) Direct permanent impacts to least Bell’s vireo individuals 
and occupied habitat will require consultation under Section 7 of the FESA and under 
Section 2080.1/2081 of the Fish and Game Code.  Impacts will be mitigated off site 
per terms and conditions negotiated between USFWS, CDFG, and the Water 
Authority by:  

• Creating and/or conserving suitable vireo riparian habitat at the Tijuana River 
Valley Wetland Mitigation Banking site and/or at the San Vicente Creek 
mitigation site (Rancho Cañada property)one of the Water Authority’s proposed 
wetlands mitigation location or banks or on other property deemed appropriate 
by the agencies, as specified in Mitigation Measure SV/BR 1-1; or 

• Acquiring documented off-site occupied vireo habitat at a 1:1 ratio or greater.   

• Created or acquired mitigation habitat will be conserved and managed per the 
regulatory agencies’ permit requirements.  Mitigation will be in place before any 
impacts occur. The Water Authority will prepare a Least Bell’s Vireo Habitat 
Management Plan in coordination with the USFWS and CDFG.  Prior to 
commencing any activities that would impact least Bell’s vireo or occupied 
habitat, the Least Bell’s Vireo Habitat Management Plan will be approved by 
the regulatory agencies.   If a mitigation bank is utilized and least Bell’s vireo 
management is included in the overall mitigation bank’s resource management 
plan, it is not necessary to produce the Least Bell’s Vireo Habitat Management 
Plan identified above.  

SV/BR 14-1: Permanent Impacts to Delicate Clarkia (Impact BR 14).  Mitigation 
for direct permanent impacts to delicate clarkia will occur in off-site habitat (e.g., at 
the edges of oak woodland) used for the mitigation of impacts to oak woodland that 
is required for permanent impacts to this habitat (Mitigation Measure SV/BR 4-1).   
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 This mitigation will occur via off-site preservation and/or restoration, preferably at 
the Rancho Cañada mitigation site located upstream of Kimball Valley, within the 
San Vicente Creek watershed.  If no clarkia-occupied oak woodland is available for 
mitigation, reintroduction of plants to appropriate areas will occur as described below 
and as determined by the Water Authority in consultation with CDFG: 

• Prior to impacts, collect seed and topsoil, and establish a one-year seed 
propagation program. 

• Reintroduce the seed into suitable habitat. 

• Monitor the mitigation sites for two years after seeding to determine seedling 
survival/density, phenology, and species reproductive capabilities, in accordance 
with success criteria to be determined in coordination with CDFG, until the 
success criteria have been met, or for five years, whichever occurs first. 

• File an informational report on both the seed reproduction and field monitoring 
aspects of the reintroduction program with the CDFG Rare Plant Program for 
use in future mitigation of this species. 

• Prior to commencing any activities that would impact delicate clarkia, a final 
Delicate Clarkia Restoration Plan will be prepared by landscape architect or 
restoration ecologist, experienced in southern California landscapes, an 
experienced/qualified restoration ecologist-botanist to the satisfaction of the 
Water Authority and CDFG. 

SV/BR 15-1: Potential Permanent and Temporary Impacts to the Federally and 
State Endangered San Diego Thornmint (Impact SV/BR 17). Potential direct 
permanent impacts to the San Diego thornmint will be mitigated by the following: 

• Prior to the start of construction, a qualified biologist will conduct a rare plant 
survey. If it is determined that this species occurs within the SV 100k footprint, 
the permanent direct impacts to the federally and state endangered San Diego 
thornmint will require consultation under Section 7 of the ESA and under 
Section 2080.1/2081 of the Fish and Game Code, the Water Authority will 
obtain a consistency determination (Fish and Game Code 2080.1) or an 
incidental take permit from CDFG, and impacts will be mitigated according to 
negotiations with the USFWS and CDFG. Mitigation will occur through habitat 
acquisition or restoration to be coordinated with other public agencies and land 
owners in accordance with CDFG’s standard to “fully mitigate” (Fish and Game 
Code 2081(b)(2)). Mitigation will be in place before any impacts occur. 
Depending on the number of individuals impacted, and the location relative to 
other populations, a mitigation ratio of 1:1 to 3:1 may be applied. 

• If temporary impacts to the federally and state endangered San Diego thornmint 
are unavoidable, mitigation will occur through on-site revegetation of the habitat 
in which the species occurs (i.e., coastal sage scrub) at a minimum 1:1 ratio, as 
specified in Mitigation Measure SV/BR 5-1. 
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Threshold 4:  The Proposed Action would not permanently block or temporarily 
impede regional or local wildlife movement corridors; would maintain water in the 
reservoir to reduce temporary impacts to local wildlife movement; and would 
minimize indirect impacts of construction activities on local wildlife movement 
through implementation of the General Conditions and Standard Specifications 
(Section 1.9.3, Introduction, Biological Resources, of this EIR/EIS) and project-
specific design features (Section 3.6.2 [Biological Resources for the Proposed 
Action] of this EIR/EIS).  Therefore, impacts of the Proposed Action would be less 
than significant.   

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 5: The Proposed Action would not impact biological resources in such a 
manner that would conflict with relevant planning policies and design guidelines of 
the City of San Diego’s MSCP, including Conservation Goals, Covered Species, 
Land Use Adjacency Guidelines, and MHPA Preserve Design.  Therefore, impacts of 
the Proposed Action would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Cumulative Impacts: When combined with cumulative impacts from the Slaughterhouse Terminal Reservoir (CIP) project and other planned cumulative projects listed in Table 3.2-1 
(Section 3.2 [Cumulative Projects] of this EIR/EIS), the Proposed Action’s contribution to the following cumulative impacts would be considerable: riparian/wetlands (including CDFG-
defined wetlands and unvegetated waters of the State) (Impact SV/BR 1C), coastal sage scrub (Impact SV/BR 3C), and coast live oak woodland (Impact SV/BR 4C) habitats; Corps-
regulated wetlands/vegetated waters and unvegetated waters of the U.S. (Impact SV/BR 7C); the federally endangered arroyo toad (Impact SV/BR 9C); the federally threatened California 
gnatcatcher (Impact SV/BR 10C); the federally and state endangered least Bell’s vireo (Impact SV/BR 13C); the delicate clarkia (Impact SV/BR 14C); and the federally and state 
endangered San Diego thornmint (if determined to be present) (Impact SV/BR 15C).   

Implementation of Mitigation Measures SV/BR 1-1, SV/BR 7-1, SV/BR 9-1, SV/BR 13-1, SV/BR 14-1, and SV/BR 15-1 would reduce the cumulative impacts of the Proposed Action to 
riparian/wetlands (including CDFG-defined wetlands and unvegetated waters of the State); Corps-regulated wetlands/vegetated waters and unvegetated waters of the U.S.; the federally 
endangered arroyo toad; the federally and state endangered least Bell’s vireo; the delicate clarkia; and the federally and state endangered San Diego thornmint (if determined to be present) to 
a level considered less than significant.   

Implementation of Mitigation Measures SV/BR 3-1, SV/BR 4-1 and SV/BR 10-1 would reduce the cumulative impacts of the Proposed Action to coastal sage scrub, coast live oak 
woodland, and the federally threatened California gnatcatcher to a level considered less than significant because the preservation and management of conserved upland (including 
gnatcatcher) habitats within an approved off-site mitigation bank would substantially contribute to the regional conservation strategy for these sensitive vegetation communities, habitats and 
species. 

When combined with cumulative impacts from the Slaughterhouse Terminal Reservoir (CIP) project and other planned cumulative projects listed in Table 3.2-1 (Section 3.2 [Cumulative 
Projects] of this EIR/EIS), the Proposed Action’s contribution to the following cumulative impacts would  be considered less than significant: Engelmann oak, Lakeside ceanothus, San 
Diego sagewort, San Diego sunflowerCounty Viguiera, the federally endangered Quino checkerspot butterfly, coast horned lizard, orange-throated whiptail, red diamond rattlesnake, two-
striped garter snake, the federally threatened and state endangered bald eagle, Bell’s sage sparrow, the state fully protected golden eagle, loggerhead shrike, osprey, the state endangered 
peregrine falcon, rufous-crowned sparrow, and the state fully protected white-tailed kite.   
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3.7 Cultural Resources 

Threshold 1: The Proposed Action would not cause a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of an historical or archaeological resource as defined in CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.5. Implementation of the project design features listed in 
Section 3.7.2 of this EIR/EIS would avoid impacts on cultural resources.  Therefore, 
impacts of the Proposed Action would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 2: The Proposed Action is not expected to disturb human remains, 
including those interred outside of formal cemeteries, and the Water Authority would 
implement the PA to address unexpected discoveries during construction.  Therefore, 
impacts of the Proposed Action would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required Not 
applicable 

Cumulative Impacts: Implementation of PA conditions (i.e., data recovery for unanticipated discoveries in accordance with the Treatment Plan) and project design features would mitigate 
or avoid cumulative impacts on cultural resources and human remains from the Proposed Action.  The Slaughterhouse Terminal Reservoir (CIP) project, and other planned cumulative 
projects listed in Table 3.2-1 (Section 3.2 [Cumulative Projects for the Proposed Action] of this EIR/EIS), would be required to comply with mitigation measures or regulations intended to 
avoid or mitigate significant impacts on cultural resources and human remains.  Therefore, cumulative impacts on cultural resources and human remains from the Proposed Action, when 
combined with the potential cumulative impacts associated with the Slaughterhouse Terminal Reservoir (CIP) project and other planned cumulative projects listed in Table 3.2-1 (Section 3.2 
[Cumulative Projects for the Proposed Action] of this EIR/EIS), would be less than significant after mitigation. 

3.8 Geology and Soils 

Threshold 1a: The Proposed Action would not be subject to fault rupture hazard 
because there are no active or conditionally active faults that underlie the footprint.  
In addition, the Proposed Action would implement the Planning and Coordination 
and Dam Design/Construction project design features (Section 3.8.2 of this EIR/EIS), 
and any remedial measures recommended by further geotechnical investigations 
associated with final engineering and design in order to minimize potential exposure 
of people, boats, or structures to substantial adverse effects from ground rupture, 
including the risk of loss, injury, death or property damage.  Therefore, impacts of the 
Proposed Action would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required Not 
applicable 

Threshold 1b: The Proposed Action would implement the DSOD approved seismic 
design criteria, the Planning and Coordination and Dam Design/Construction project 
design features (Section 3.8.2 of this EIR/EIS), and any remedial measures 
recommended by further geotechnical investigations associated with final 
engineering and design in order to minimize potential exposure of people, boats, or 
structures to substantial adverse effects from ground shaking, including the risk of 
loss, injury, death or property damage.  Therefore, impacts of the Proposed Action 
would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 
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Threshold 1c: The Proposed Action would not be exposed to substantial liquefaction 
hazard and would implement the Planning and Coordination and Dam 
Design/Construction project design features (Section 3.8.2 of this EIR/EIS), and any 
remedial measures recommended by further geotechnical investigations associated 
with final engineering and design in order to minimize potential exposure of people, 
boats, or structures to substantial adverse effects from liquefaction, including the risk 
of loss, injury, death or property damage.  Therefore, impacts of the Proposed Action 
would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 1d: The Proposed Action would not be exposed to substantial landslide 
risk and would implement the Planning and Coordination and Dam 
Design/Construction project design features (Section 3.8.2 of this EIR/EIS), and any 
remedial measures recommended by further geotechnical investigations associated 
with final engineering and design in order to minimize potential exposure of people, 
boats, or structures to substantial adverse effects from landslides, including the risk of 
loss, injury, death or property damage.  Therefore, impacts of the Proposed Action 
would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 1e: The Proposed Action would have a low potential for seiches based on 
the geotechnical evaluation.  Therefore, impacts from seiches, including the risk of 
loss, injury, death or property damage, would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 1f: The Proposed Action would not be exposed to reservoir-induced 
seismicity hazard because conditions that could result in reservoir-induced seismicity 
do not exist at the site, according to the Engineering Summary Report (GEI, 2007c).  
Therefore, impacts from reservoir-induced seismicity, including the risk of loss, 
injury, death or property damage, would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 2: The Proposed Action would not result in substantial erosion or loss of 
topsoil.  The project would  implement the Planning and Coordination and Dam 
Design/ Construction project design features (Section 3.8.2 of this EIR/EIS), and any 
remedial measures recommended by further geotechnical investigations associated 
with final engineering and design in order to minimize soil erosion and loss of 
topsoil.  Therefore, impacts of the Proposed Action would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 3: The Proposed Action would not 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. The Proposed Action would implement the Planning and 
Coordination and Dam Design/ Construction project design features (Section 3.8.2 of 
this EIR/EIS), and any remedial measures recommended by further geotechnical 
investigations associated with final engineering and design in order to minimize 
impacts from unstable geologic units or soils.  Therefore, impacts of the Proposed 
Action would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 
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Threshold 4: The Proposed Action would not be located on expansive soil that could 
create substantial risks to life or property.  The Proposed Action would implement the 
Planning and Coordination and Dam Design/Construction project design features 
(Section 3.8.2 of this EIR/EIS), and any remedial measures recommended by further 
geotechnical investigations associated with final engineering and design in order to 
minimize impacts from soil expansion.  Therefore, impacts of the Proposed Action 
would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Cumulative Impacts: The Proposed Action would not be subject to any geologic or soils conditions or hazards that could not be mitigated through implementation of DSOD requirements, 
Planning and Coordination and Dam Design/Construction project design features, and General Conditions and Standard Specifications, which would minimize potential exposure of people, 
boats, or structures to substantial adverse effects from ground shaking, ground rupture, ground failure or liquefaction, and landslides, including the risk of loss, injury, death or property 
damage.  The Proposed Action would have a low potential for seiches and for conditions resulting in reservoir-induced seismicity.  The Proposed Action would implement measures to 
minimize substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil.  The Proposed Action would also implement measures to minimize impacts from unstable geologic units or soils and impacts from 
soil expansion.  The Proposed Action and other cumulative projects would implement measures to minimize impacts on or from geologic and soil resources.  Therefore, cumulative geology 
and soils impacts due to the Proposed Action, when combined geology and soils impacts due to CIP and ESP projects and other cumulative planned projects in the area (Table 3.2-1 
[Cumulative Projects] of this EIR/EIS), would be less than significant. 

3.9 Land Use and Planning 

Threshold 1: The Proposed Action would not physically divide an established 
community.  Therefore, there would be no impact from the Proposed Action.   

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 2: Pursuant to Section 53091 of the California Government Code, the 
Proposed Action is exempted from land use plans, policies or regulations identified in 
the County of San Diego General Plan Public Facility Element, the Lakeside 
Community Plan, and the Ramona Community Plan.  Therefore, there would be no 
impact from the Proposed Action. 

The Proposed Action would not impact biological resources in such a manner that 
would conflict with planning policies of the City of San Diego’s MSCP, including 
Land Use Adjacency Guidelines, Conservation Goals, and MHPA Preserve Design.  
Therefore, impacts of the Proposed Action would be less than significant.               

There are no proposed land uses adjacent to San Vicente Reservoir.  Therefore, there 
would be no impacts of the Proposed Action. 

No mitigation required. 
 

Not 
applicable 
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Threshold 3: The Proposed Action could potentially displace residences and require 
easements over existing residential lots around the expanded reservoir.  Therefore, 
impacts of the Proposed Action would be significant (Impact SV/LU 1).  

The Proposed Action would not displace on-site businesses, or government or 
institutional uses (i.e., educational, religious, or scientific).  Therefore, there would be 
no impact from the Proposed Action.   

During the dam raise construction, the Proposed Action would disrupt freshwater 
aquatic businesses that operate at San Vicente Reservoir; however, alternative sites 
are available to serve these businesses.  Therefore, impacts of the Proposed Action 
would be less than significant. 

To mitigate potential displacement of residences due to establishment of a septic 
system setback around the expanded San Vicente Reservoir (Impact SV/LU 1), the 
Water Authority will implement the following mitigation measures: 

SV/LU 1-1:  The Water Authority will conduct a site-specific septic/leach field 
system analysis and coordinate with property owners within the setback area of San 
Vicente Reservoir to ensure compliance with County of San Diego Department of 
Health Services Policies and Regulations for Protection of a Domestic Water 
Reservoir as planned. 

SV/LU 1-2:  Relocation assistance for residential displacement impacts will be 
carried out pursuant to applicable sections of the Water Authority’s Administrative 
Code and existing state and federal laws, such as the federal Uniform Relocation 
Assistance Act (as amended).  Federal law requires that all services and/or benefits 
will be administered to the general public without regard to race, color, national 
origin, or sex. 

SV/LU 1-3:  In areas requiring right-of-way acquisition or relocation assistance, the 
Water Authority will use certified independent fee appraisers to determine fair 
market value for all affected parcels.  Landowners will be offered fair market value, 
based on the approved appraisal. 

Less than 
significant 

Cumulative Impacts: When combined with potential cumulative land use impacts from the Slaughterhouse Terminal Reservoir (CIP) project and other planned cumulative projects listed in 
Table 3.2-1, the Proposed Action’s contribution to cumulative impacts with respect to potential displacement of residences would be considerable (Impact SV/LU 1C).  Implementation of 
Mitigation Measures SV/LU 1-1, SV/LU 1-2, and SV/LU 1-3 would reduce the cumulative land use impact of the Proposed Action to a level considered less than significant.  The 
Slaughterhouse Terminal Reservoir (CIP) project and other planned cumulative projects listed in Table 3.2-1 would be required to comply with similar regulations (e.g., federal Uniform 
Relocation Assistance Act) to mitigate significant direct and cumulative impacts associated with potential residential displacements.  Therefore, potential cumulative displacement of 
residences due to the Proposed Action, when combined with similar potential cumulative land use impacts from the Slaughterhouse Terminal Reservoir (CIP) project and other planned 
cumulative projects listed in Table 3.2-1, would be less than significant after mitigation.   

3.10 Mineral Resources 

Threshold 1: The Proposed Action would require excavation within mapped MRZ-2 
and MRZ-3 areas and inundation of areas mapped as MRZ-3.  The use of these 
mineral resources would be a valid use of the resources for a public water storage 
project and would not represent a loss of important mineral resources or conflict with 
local land use plans.  Therefore, impacts of the Proposed Action would be less than 
significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Cumulative Impacts: The Proposed Action would be located in MRZ-2 and MRZ-3 zones, but it is not expected to reduce the availability of significant mineral resource deposits in these 
zones.  Therefore, cumulative mineral resources impacts of the Proposed Action, when combined with the mineral resources impacts associated with CIP, ESP, and other planned cumulative 
projects listed in Table 3.2-1 (Cumulative Projects) of this EIR/EIS would be less than significant. 
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3.11 Noise and Vibration 

Threshold 1: The Proposed Action would not exceed the 75 dBA Leq noise standard 
for daytime construction and blasting activities.  Therefore, impacts of the Proposed 
Action would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 2: Nighttime noise levels from dam construction activities would exceed 
the 45 dBA Leq nighttime noise standard at nearby residential receptors.  Therefore, 
impacts of the Proposed Action would be significant (Impact SV/NV 1). 

Batch plant operations downstream of the existing dam would exceed the 45 dBA Leq 
nighttime noise standard at nearby residential receptors.  Therefore, impacts of the 
Proposed Action would be significant (Impact SV/NV 2). 

Nighttime noise levels from batch plant operations near the Marina Quarry Option 
would not exceed the 45 dBA Leq nighttime noise standard at nearby residential 
receptors.  Therefore, impacts of the Proposed Action would be less than significant. 
 
Nighttime blasting for tunneling operations would exceed the 45 dBA Leq nighttime 
noise standard at nearby residential receptors.  Therefore, impacts of the Proposed 
Action would be significant (Impact SV/NV 3). 

There are no feasible mitigation measures available to reduce the impacts from dam 
construction activities and blasting for tunneling operations south of the dam (Impact 
SV/NV 1, Impact SV/NV 3) to a level considered less than significant.   

To mitigate significant impacts associated with nighttime noise levels from batch 
plant operations south of the dam (Impact SV/NV 2), the Water Authority will 
implement the following mitigation measure:  

SV/NV 2-1 If feasible, the batch plant operations will be located at the on-site Marina 
Quarry Option.  If the batch plant operations cannot be located at the on-site Marina 
Quarry Option, then the significant nighttime noise impacts from batch plant 
operations south of the dam would be unmitigatable because there are no other 
feasible mitigation measures available to reduce these impacts to a level considered 
less than significant. 

Significant 
and 
unmitigable 

Threshold 3: During the peak construction months in Year 2010, construction traffic 
from the Proposed Action would increase roadway noise levels at residential 
properties along Vigilante Road and Moreno Avenue such that the 3 dB significance 
threshold would be exceeded.  Impacts of the would be significant (Impact 
SV/NV 4). 

The significant impacts from increased noise levels along Vigilante Road and 
Moreno Avenue due to construction traffic (Impact SV/NV 4) cannot be reduced by 
any measure other than reducing construction-related vehicle trips below the 
estimated traffic volumes associated with the on-site quarry options.  This is not 
considered practicable due to the 24-hour construction process for RCC placement.  
There are no feasible mitigation measures available to reduce these impacts to a level 
considered less than significant.  Therefore, the impacts of the Proposed Action 
would be significant and unmitigated. 

Significant 
and 
unmitigable 
 

During the peak construction months in Year 2010, construction traffic from the 
Proposed Action would increase roadway noise levels at residential properties along 
SR-67, but not above the 3 dB significance threshold.  Therefore, impacts of the 
Proposed Action would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. 

 

Not 
applicable 

The expected increase in recreational traffic volumes along vicinity roadways to 
access the new marina would not generate noise levels at nearby residential receptors 
above the 3 dB significance threshold.  Therefore, impacts of the Proposed Action 
would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 4: The expected increase in the use of motorboats on the expanded 
reservoir would not generate noise levels at nearby residential receptors above the 50 
dBA Leq daytime noise standard.  Therefore, impacts of the Proposed Action would 
be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 
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Mitigation(1) 

Threshold 5a: The Proposed Action would not generate vibration from blasting that 
would exceed the PPV damage threshold of 2.0 inches per second at any structure.  
Therefore, impacts of the Proposed Action would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 5b: The Proposed Action would not generate vibration from blasting that 
would exceed the daily average particle velocity threshold of 0.5 inch per second at 
the nearest sensitive receptors.  Therefore, impacts of the Proposed Action would be 
less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Cumulative Impacts: The Proposed Action would not exceed construction noise standards during daytime activities; would not exceed applicable noise standards and significance 
thresholds for operations (i.e., roadway noise from long-term recreational trips and noise from use of recreational motorboats at the expanded reservoir); and would not generate vibration 
levels from blasting that would exceed the damage threshold at the nearest residential structure. Therefore, cumulative daytime construction noise impacts due to the Proposed Action, when 
combined with the short-term (construction-related) noise impacts associated with the Slaughterhouse Terminal Reservoir (CIP), San Vicente Pipeline (ESP), San Vicente Pump Station 
(ESP) and other planned cumulative projects listed in Table 3.2-1, would be less than significant. 

Although none of the CIP and ESP projects listed in this EIR/EIS, nor any of the other planned cumulative projects listed in Table 3.2-1, would contribute to cumulative nighttime noise and 
vibration impacts at the nearest noise-sensitive residential receptor from the dam construction zone, the Proposed Action’s direct nighttime construction noise impact at this residence would 
be significant and unmitigable.  Therefore, the nighttime construction noise levels associated with the Proposed Action would result in a significant cumulative impact at the nearest noise-
sensitive residential receptors (Impacts SV/NV 1C, SV/NV 2C, and SV/NV 3C).  These significant unmitigable noise impacts would be unmitigable for the reasons stated in Section 
3.11.3.3 of this EIR/EIS.  No feasible measures are available to mitigate these cumulative nighttime construction noise impacts of the Proposed Action.  However, these significant 
cumulative impacts would cease upon completion of construction.  A Statement of Overriding Considerations would be necessary for approval of the Proposed Action. 

The Proposed Action would result in significant cumulative noise impacts on off-site residents due to increased noise levels from construction traffic along Vigilante Road and Moreno 
Avenue (Impact SV/NV 4C).  This significant unmitigable noise impact would be unmitigable for the reasons stated in Section 3.11.3.3 of this EIR/EIS.  Therefore, cumulative traffic noise 
impacts due to construction of the Proposed Action, when combined with the construction-related traffic noise impacts associated with the Slaughterhouse Terminal Reservoir (CIP), San 
Vicente Pipeline (ESP) and other planned cumulative projects listed in Table 3.2-1, would be significant for the duration of construction.  No feasible measures are available to mitigate the 
cumulative construction traffic noise impacts of the Proposed Action.  However, these significant cumulative impacts would cease upon completion of construction.  A Statement of 
Overriding Considerations would be necessary for approval of the Proposed Action. 

The Proposed Action would not exceed applicable noise standards and significance thresholds for operations (i.e., roadway noise from long-term recreational trips and noise from use of 
recreational motorboats at the expanded reservoir).  Therefore, cumulative operational noise impacts due to the Proposed Action, when combined with the long-term (operational) noise 
impacts associated with the Slaughterhouse Terminal Reservoir (CIP), San Vicente Pipeline (ESP), San Vicente Pump Station (ESP) and other planned cumulative projects listed in Table 
3.2-1, would be less than significant. 

The Proposed Action would not generate vibration levels from blasting that would exceed the damage threshold at the nearest residential structure.  Therefore, cumulative vibration impacts 
due to the Proposed Action, when combined with the short-term (construction-related) vibration impacts associated with the Slaughterhouse Terminal Reservoir (CIP), San Vicente Pipeline 
(ESP), San Vicente Pump Station (ESP) and other planned cumulative projects listed in Table 3.2-1, would be less than significant. 



Environmental Impacts Comparison – SV 100K Alternative 

August 2007 Carryover Storage and San Vicente Dam Raise EIR/EIS Page 7-20 

Impacts Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation(1) 

3.12 Paleontological Resources 

Threshold 1: Implementation of the project design features listed in Section 3.12.2 
would avoid impacts on paleontological resources.  Therefore, impacts of the 
Proposed Action would be less than significant.   

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Cumulative Impacts: The Proposed Action, the Slaughterhouse Terminal Reservoir (CIP) project components and other cumulative projects in the vicinity of the Proposed Action would 
have the potential to affect geologic formations with high paleontological resource sensitivity.  However, the Proposed Action’s contribution to cumulative impacts would be avoided by 
incorporation of the project design features listed in Section 3.12.2 of this EIR/EIS.  Therefore, cumulative paleontological resource impacts due to construction of the Proposed Action, 
when combined with construction impacts associated with the Slaughterhouse Terminal Reservoir (CIP) project and the other cumulative projects in the area, would be less than significant. 

3.13 Public Safety and Hazards 

Threshold 1: The Proposed Action would not create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials.  Safety measures would be implemented to control the routine transport, 
use, or disposal of hazardous materials during project construction and operation.  
Therefore, impacts of the Proposed Action would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 2: The Proposed Action would not create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment due to a reasonably foreseeable or accident condition 
resulting in the release of hazardous materials into the environment.. Safety measures 
would be implemented to prevent upsets during construction and operation.  
Therefore, impacts of the Proposed Action would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 3: The Proposed Action would not be located on any areas affected by 
hazardous materials. Therefore, there would be no impact due to the Proposed 
Action. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 4: The Proposed Action dam raise would not expose people or structures 
to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding, including flooding as 
a result of the failure of a levee or dam or overtopping of the dam.  As such, the 
probability of a catastrophic dam failure and associated downstream flooding event 
would be extremely low.  Therefore, impacts of the Proposed Action would be less 
than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 5: The Proposed Action would generate a negligible increase in boating 
accident potential due to increased recreational use of the San Vicente Reservoir.  
Therefore, impacts of the Proposed Action would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable  

Cumulative Impacts: The Proposed Action would implement safety measures to control and prevent upset of hazardous materials when transported, used, or disposed of during 
construction and operation.  The Proposed Action would not be located on any areas affected by listed hazardous materials.  The Proposed Action dam raise would be designed with a safety 
goal of one in a million, which is more conservative than the historical dam failure frequencies in the U.S.  As such, the probability of a catastrophic dam failure and associated downstream 
flooding event would be extremely low.  The Proposed Action would generate a negligible increase in boating accident potential due to increased recreational use of the San Vicente 
Reservoir.  Therefore, cumulative public safety impacts due to the Proposed Action for these activities, when combined with the short-term (construction-related) and long-term (operational) 
public safety impacts associated with the Slaughterhouse Terminal Reservoir (CIP), ESP project components, and other planned cumulative projects listed in Table 3.2-1, would be less than 
significant. 
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Impacts Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation(1) 

3.14 Public Services and Utilities 

Threshold 1: The Proposed Action would not diminish or disrupt police protection 
service, or require the need for new or physically altered police protection facilities.  
Therefore, impacts of the Proposed Action would be less than significant. 

The Proposed Action would not diminish or disrupt fire protection service in the SV 
100K study area.  Therefore, impacts of the Proposed Action would be less than 
significant. 

The Proposed Action would not diminish or disrupt EMS service in the SV 100K 
study area.  Therefore, impacts of the Proposed Action would be less than significant. 

The Proposed Action would not affect schools, libraries, or public transit in the SV 
100K study area.  Therefore, there would be no impact due to the Proposed Action. 

No mitigation required. 
 

Not 
applicable 

Threshold 2: The Proposed Action is covered under the City of San Diego’s pueblo 
water rights, and would not require increased water supplies or entitlements.  
Therefore, there would be no impact due to the Proposed Action. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 3: The Proposed Action would not disrupt water supply or electrical or 
natural gas or wastewater service.  Therefore, impacts of the Proposed Action would 
be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 4: The Proposed Action would not require additional water or electrical 
power or natural gas supplies.  Therefore, impacts of the Proposed Action would be 
less than significant. 

The Proposed Action would utilize a negligible percentage of regional solid waste 
landfill capacity.  Therefore, impacts of the Proposed Action would be less than 
significant. 

The Proposed Action would not affect existing sewer capacities and levels of service.  
Therefore, there would be no impact due to the Proposed Action. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 5: The Proposed Action would replace existing storm water drainage 
facilities with site design measures or appropriately sized new facilities included in 
the project footprint.  Therefore, impacts of the Proposed Action would be less than 
significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Cumulative Impacts: The Proposed Action would not diminish or disrupt public services, would not result in the need for new water supplies or entitlements, would not require additional 
utilities services, and would involve the construction of storm water drainage facilities that would not cause unaccounted-for significant environmental effects.  Therefore, cumulative public 
services and utilities impacts due to the Proposed Action for these activities, when combined with the short-term (construction-related) and long-term (operational) public services and 
utilities impacts associated with the Slaughterhouse Terminal Reservoir (CIP), ESP project components in the vicinity of the San Vicente Reservoir, and other planned cumulative projects 
listed in Table 3.2-1, would be less than significant.   
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Impacts Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation(1) 

3.15 Recreation 

Threshold 1: The Proposed Action would involve displacement and relocation of the 
existing marina at San Vicente Reservoir, and closure of existing recreational 
facilities for an extended period.  Therefore, impacts of the Proposed Action would 
be significant (Impact SV/R 1). 

There are no feasible mitigation measures to reduce the impacts from closure of San 
Vicente Marina and Reservoir for an extended period (Impact SV/R 1). 

Significant 
and 
unmitigable 

The Proposed Action would not affect the planned locations of the San Vicente and 
Trans-County Trails.  Therefore, impacts on trails from the Proposed Action would 
be less than significant. 

No mitigation required.   
 

Not 
applicable 

Threshold 2: The Proposed Action would not result in the accelerated use and 
substantial physical deterioration of recreational facilities and riding/hiking trails at 
neighborhood and regional parks in the region.  Therefore, impacts of the Proposed 
Action would be less than significant. 

The Proposed Action may cause an increase in use of other recreational lakes for 
fishing and picnicking or other on-shore uses during construction.  However, the City 
has successful catch-and-release fishing programs and superior on-shore facilities at 
other reservoirs.  Therefore, construction impacts of the Proposed Action would be 
less than significant. 

No mitigation required. 
 

Not 
applicable 

The Proposed Action may cause an increase in use of other recreational lakes for 
waterskiing, where facilities are limited, possibly causing an acceleration of the 
physical deterioration at those other recreational facilities while San Vicente 
Reservoir is closed for recreation.  Therefore, construction impacts of the Proposed 
Action would be significant (Impact SV/R 2). 

There are no feasible mitigation measures to reduce the expected increase in use of 
other recreational lakes for fishing and waterskiing, possibly causing an acceleration 
of the physical deterioration at those other recreational facilities (Impact SV/R 2). 

Significant 
and 
unmitigable 

The Proposed Action would create an enhanced marina and larger lake surface at San 
Vicente Reservoir, generating a net increase in City of San Diego reservoir 
recreational facilities and a regional benefit to recreational users upon project 
completion.  Therefore, operational impacts of the Proposed Action would be less 
than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 
 

Threshold 3: The Proposed Action would include expansion of the existing marina 
at San Vicente Reservoir and would not have an adverse physical affect on the 
environment.  Therefore, impacts of the Proposed Action would be less than 
significant. 

No mitigation required. 
 

Not 
applicable 
 

The Proposed Action impacts due to potential construction or expansion of other off-
site reservoir recreational facilities are unknown.  Therefore, impacts of the Proposed 
Action would be significant. (Impact SV/R 3). 

There are no feasible mitigation measures to reduce the unknown potential 
construction or expansion impacts of other off-site reservoir recreational facilities 
(Impact SV/R 3). 

Significant 
and 
unmitigable 
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Impacts Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation(1) 

Cumulative Impacts: The Proposed Action would involve displacement and relocation of the existing marina at San Vicente Reservoir and closure of existing recreational facilities for an 
extended period and may cause an increase in use of other recreational lakes (especially for waterskiing), possibly causing an acceleration of the physical deterioration at those other 
recreational facilities.  In addition the Proposed Action impacts due to potential construction or expansion of other off-site reservoir recreational facilities are unknown.  Therefore, short-
term (construction-related) cumulative recreation impacts due to the Proposed Action, when combined with recreational impacts of the Slaughterhouse Terminal Reservoir (CIP) project and 
the ESP projects associated with the San Vicente Reservoir and other cumulative projects listed in Table 3.2-1, would be significant for the duration of construction.  No feasible measures 
are available to mitigate the cumulative recreational impacts of the Proposed Action (Impacts SV/R 1C, SV/R 2C, and SV/R 3C).  However, these cumulative impacts would cease upon 
completion of construction. A Statement of Overriding Considerations would be necessary for project approval.   

3.16 Traffic/Circulation 

Threshold 1: Under both the off-site quarry option and the on-site quarry options, 
construction-related traffic from the Proposed Action would significantly worsen 
congestion at the SR-67/Vigilante Road intersection (Impact SV/TC 1) and at the 
SR-67/Willow Road intersection (Impact SV/TC 2).  Therefore, impacts of the 
Proposed Action would be significant. 
 

Under both the off-site quarry option and on-site quarry options, the significant 
impacts associated with construction-related traffic congestion at the SR-67/Vigilante 
Road intersection (Impact SV/TC 1) and SR-67/Willow Road intersection (Impact 
SV/TC 2) would be unmitigable because all mitigation scenarios analyzed were 
determined to be infeasible or not practicable. These significant impacts would cease 
upon the completion of construction.  

Significant 
and 
unmitigable 
 

Under both the off-site quarry option and the on-site quarry options, construction-
related traffic from the Proposed Action would not add to the critical movements at 
the SR-67/San Vicente Avenue intersection, for which other movements are 
projected to operate at LOS E or F.  Impacts of the Proposed Action would be less 
than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 2: The Proposed Action would not cause any roadway segment to operate 
at LOS E or F.  Therefore, impacts of the Proposed Action would be less than 
significant.  

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 3: Under both the off-site quarry option and the on-site quarry options, 
construction-related traffic associated with the Proposed Action would not result in 
delays in emergency vehicle response times, or require emergency vehicles to use 
alternate routes during emergency situations.  Therefore, impacts of the Proposed 
Action would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 4: Because the marina and access road would be closed to the public 
during the construction period for the Proposed Action, there would be no potential 
for increased risk of motor vehicle accidents and pedestrian injuries on site and along 
the adjacent rights-of-way for Vigilante Road and Moreno Avenue.  Therefore, there 
would be no impacts of the Proposed Action.   

No mitigation required. 
 

Not 
applicable 
 

Under both the off-site quarry option and the on-site quarry options, the Proposed 
Action would contribute construction-related traffic that could result in a potential for 
increased risk of motor vehicle accidents and pedestrian injuries along SR-67 in the 
vicinity of the unsignalized Vigilante Road intersection.  Therefore, impacts of the 
Proposed Action would be significant (Impact SV/TC 3). 

This impact could be mitigated by installing a traffic signal at SR-67/Vigilante Road 
intersection and extending the southbound left turn pocket on SR-67 by 150 feet, but.  
Caltrans has indicated they would not support the installation of a traffic signal at this 
intersection.  There are no other feasible measures to mitigate this impact. 
 

Significant 
and 
unmitigable 
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Impacts Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation(1) 

Cumulative Impacts: Under both the off-site quarry option and the on-site quarry options, construction-related traffic from the Proposed Action would not add to the critical movements at 
the SR-67/San Vicente Avenue intersection, for which other movements are projected to operate at LOS E or F; would not cause any roadway segment to operate at LOS E or F; and would 
not result in delays in emergency vehicle response times, or require emergency vehicles to use alternate routes during emergency situations.  Therefore, cumulative impacts due to the 
Proposed Action for these activities, when combined with the construction-related and operational traffic volumes associated with the Slaughterhouse Terminal Reservoir (CIP), San Vicente 
Pipeline (ESP), and other planned cumulative projects listed in Table 3.2-1, would be less than significant. 

Under both the off-site quarry option and the on-site quarry options, the Proposed Action would result in significant project-specific traffic congestion impacts at the SR-67/Vigilante Road 
intersection (Impact SV/TC 1C) and the SR-67/Willow Road intersection (Impact SV/TC 2C) during construction, both of which are projected to operate at LOS E or F in Year 2010, by 
adding two seconds or more to the delays at these intersections.  Under both the off-site quarry option and the on-site quarry options, the Proposed Action would contribute construction-
related traffic that could result in a potential for increased risk of motor vehicle accidents and pedestrian injuries along SR-67 in the vicinity of the unsignalized Vigilante Road intersection 
(Impact SC/TC 3C).  These impacts were determined to be unmitigable.  Therefore, the construction-related cumulative traffic impacts of the Proposed Action, when combined with the 
construction-related and operational traffic volumes associated with the Slaughterhouse Terminal Reservoir (CIP), San Vicente Pipeline (ESP.) and other planned cumulative projects listed 
in Table 3.2-1, would be significant for the duration of construction (Impacts SV/TC 1C, SV/TC 2C, and SV/TC 3C).  No feasible measures are available to mitigate the cumulative 
construction traffic impacts of the Proposed Action.  However, these cumulative impacts would cease upon completion of construction.  A Statement of Overriding Considerations would be 
necessary for project approval. 

3.17 Water Resources 

Threshold 1: The Proposed Action would not cause violations of water quality 
standards during construction of the dam or when the filling of the expanded 
reservoir is completed.  With implementation of project design features, such as 
BMPs specified in the SWPPP, the Proposed Action would not degrade downstream 
water quality during construction and reservoir operations, and operation of the 
reservoir would not affect downstream water quality upon project completion.  
Therefore, impacts of the Proposed Action would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 2: Construction and operation of the Proposed Action would not change 
surface flows and associated siltation effects or groundwater flows.  Therefore, 
impacts of the Proposed Action would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 3: The Proposed Action would not change downstream flows upon 
completion.  Therefore, impacts of the Proposed Action would be less than 
significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 4: The Proposed Action would not place structures in the 100-year 
floodplain.  Therefore, there would be no impact due to the Proposed Action. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Cumulative Impacts: The Proposed Action would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements; substantially alter existing drainage pattern of the site or area in 
a manner that would result in substantial erosion or siltation on or off site, or substantially increase the rate or amount of runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on or off site; or 
place structures within a 100-year flood hazard area, which would impede or redirect flood flow.   The Proposed Action would implement project design features that would reduce all 
impacts to below a level of significance. Therefore, short-term (construction related), and long-term (operational), cumulative water resources impacts due to the Proposed Action, when 
combined with water resources impacts of the Slaughterhouse Terminal Reservoir (CIP) project and the ESP projects associated with the San Vicente Reservoir and other cumulative 
projects listed in Table 3.2-1, would be less than significant.   

 
(1)  For all impacts that are “Significant and Unmitigable”, a Statement of Overriding Considerations would be required for approval of the alternative. 
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Table 7-2.  Summary of Impacts for the Moosa 100K Alternative 
 

Impacts Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation(1) 

4.3 Aesthetics/Visual  Quality 

Threshold 1: The Moosa 100K Alternative would not have a substantial adverse 
effect on vistas along Old Castle Road (a County third-priority scenic route) and 
Lilac Road (identified as a significant visual resource in the Valley Center 
Community Plan).  Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative would be less 
than significant. 

No mitigation required Not 
applicable 

Threshold 2: The Moosa 100K Alternative would not damage scenic resources, 
including trees and rock outcroppings, within or visible from scenic routes in the 
study area, and would not adversely affect historic buildings.  Therefore, impacts of 
the Moosa 100K Alternative would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 3: Construction of the Moosa Dam and Reservoir would temporarily 
degrade the existing visual character of Moosa Canyon; therefore, short-term impacts 
in  Viewshed 1 (Moosa Reservoir) would be significant (Impact M/VQ 1).   

No mitigation has been identified to fully offset significant impacts on existing visual 
character or quality in Viewshed 1 (Impact M/VQ 1).  Therefore, short-term impacts 
to the visual character or quality of Viewshed 1 would remain significant and 
unmitigable. 

Significant 
and 
unmitigable 

Upon completion of construction, quarry areas would be inundated when the 
reservoir is filled, and other excavation areas would be revegetated.  Therefore, long-
term impacts in Viewshed 1 would be less than significant. 

No mitigation is required. Not 
applicable 

Construction activities for the Moosa Dam and saddle dam/spillway would disrupt 
the high visual quality of Moosa Canyon; therefore, short-term impacts in Viewshed 
2 (Moosa Dam and Saddle Dam/Spillway) would be significant (Impact M/VQ 2).  
The completed dam would substantially contrast with existing natural topography and 
scenic views of Moosa Canyon; therefore, long-term impacts in Viewshed 2 would 
be significant (Impact M/VQ 3). 

No mitigation has been identified to fully offset significant short-term or long-term 
impacts on existing visual character or quality in Viewshed 2 (Impacts M/VQ 2 and 
M/VQ 3).  Therefore, impacts would remain significant and unmitigable. 

 

Significant 
and 
unmitigable 

 

Construction of the Moosa Pump Station would affect  the community character due 
to the high degree of contrast created by construction of the pump station and its 
proximity to Old Castle Road; therefore short-term impacts in Viewshed 3 (Moosa 
Pump Station) would be significant (Impact M/VQ 4).   

The completed Moosa Pump Station would contrast with the existing natural area and 
community character and would be visible from Old Castle Road and a substantial 
number of motorists; therefore, long-term impacts in Viewshed 3 would be 
significant (Impact M/VQ 5). 

No mitigation has been identified to fully offset significant short-term and long-term 
impacts on existing visual character or quality from the new Moosa Canyon Pump 
Station in Viewshed 3 (Impacts M/VQ 4 and M/VQ 5).  Therefore, impacts would 
remain significant and unmitigable. 
 

Significant 
and 
unmitigable 
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Impacts Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation(1) 

Construction of the VCMWD South Pump Station would result in moderate changes 
to the existing visual character or quality of Reidy Canyon.  However, residents 
would only have partial views of construction activities; therefore, short-term impacts 
in Viewshed 4 (VCMWD South Pump Station) would be less than significant.  The 
completed VCMWD South Pump Station would be recessed into the canyon, 
buildings would be designed with compatible materials, and landscaping would be 
provided; therefore, long-term impacts in Viewshed 4 would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. 
 

Not 
applicable 

Construction of the VCMWD North Pump Station would be visible to a small 
number of residences (approximately five to ten), and implementation of project 
design features would minimize its visibility; therefore, short-term impacts in 
Viewshed 5 (VCMWD North Pump Station) would be less than significant.  New 
overhead power lines for the VCMWD North Pump Station would be similar to 
existing lines.  The completed VCMWD North Pump Station would moderately 
impact the community character due to the contrast created by the pump station 
facilities; however, very few residences would have a view of the pump station 
Therefore, long-term impacts in Viewshed 5 would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. 
 

Not 
applicable 
 

Threshold 4: The Moosa 100K Alternative would not create a new source of 
substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views or 
normal sleep patterns.  The Moosa 100K Alternative would include project design 
features to minimize lighting impacts during construction and operation of the dam 
and reservoir.  Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative would be less than 
significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Cumulative Impacts: The Moosa 100K Alternative would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista; would not damage a scenic resource, including, but not limited to, trees, 
rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway; and would not create a potential source of substantial light or glare in the community.  However, the Moosa 100K 
Alternative would substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of several viewsheds in the study area.  Therefore, the Moosa 100K Alternative’s contribution to cumulative 
aesthetic impacts (Impacts M/VQ 1C, M/VQ 2C, M/VQ 3C, M/VQ 4C and M/VQ 5C) (community character), when combined with aesthetics/visual quality impacts associated with the 
CIP projects, and planned cumulative project listed in Table 4.2-1, would be significant and unmitigable.  A Statement of Overriding Considerations would be required for project approval. 

4.4 Agricultural Resources 

Threshold 1: The Moosa 100K Alternative would convert approximately 208 acres 
of designated Prime and Unique Farmland and Farmland of Statewide and Local 
Importance to non-agricultural uses (2.2 percent reduction from County inventory).  
Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative would be significant (Impact 
M/AG 1). 

Mitigation for the conversion of 208 acres of land to non-agricultural uses from the 
Moosa 100K Alternative (Impact M/AG 1) would require replacement of this land 
with equivalent, contiguous agricultural land outside the Moosa 100K study area (off 
site).  This could occur through either preservation of equivalent land currently under 
the ownership/control of the Water Authority, or via securing and assembling 
equivalent off-site land.  This measure would not be feasible because no land has 
been reserved for this purpose, and the purchase of the quantity of land necessary 
would be speculative, due to economic and policy reasons, including: (a) the lack of 
available contiguous parcels of high-quality agricultural land in the project region, (b) 
rising land costs; and (c) the competition for use of land for commercial and 
residential uses.  

Significant 
and 
unmitigable 
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Impacts Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation(1) 

Threshold 2: The Moosa 100K Alternative would be a water storage facility, which 
would be exempt from County Zoning.  Therefore, there would be no impact related 
to conflict with agricultural zoning.  

The Moosa 100K Alternative would affect two Williamson Act contract parcels.  
Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative would be significant (Impact 
M/AG 2). 

The Williamson Act contract parcels (Impact M/AG 2) would require replacement of 
this land with equivalent, contiguous agricultural land outside the Moosa 100K study 
area (off site).  This could occur through either preservation of equivalent land 
currently under the ownership/control of the Water Authority, or via securing and 
assembling equivalent off-site land.  As described in Threshold 1, this measure would 
not be feasible because no land has been reserved for this purpose, and the purchase 
of the quantity of land necessary would be speculative, due to economic and policy 
reasons, including: (a) the lack of available contiguous parcels of high-quality 
agricultural land in the project region, (b) rising land costs; and (c) the competition 
for use of land for commercial and residential uses.  

Significant 
and 
unmitigable 

Threshold 3: The Moosa 100K Alternative could adversely affect adjacent avocado 
groves due to the potential increase in the spread of root-rot, which could result in 
decreased or discontinued production of agricultural land.  Therefore, impacts of the 
Moosa 100K Alternative would be significant (Impact M/AG 3). 

The Moosa 100K Alternative would return agricultural land temporarily impacted to 
crop-ready conditions after construction is complete.  Therefore, impacts of the 
Moosa 100K Alternative would be less than significant. 

To mitigate for the potential spread of avocado root-rot from project 
construction/excavation activities in the Moosa Valley area (Impact M/AG 3), the 
following mitigation measures will be implemented: 

M/AG 3-1 Prior to construction, the Water Authority will coordinate with grove 
owners and managers to identify grove areas known to be contaminated by root-rot. 

M/AG 3-2 To reduce the risk of spreading root-rot, standard work procedures will be 
established to decontaminate tools, equipment, and materials used during 
construction.  These procedures will be according to existing Water Authority 
specifications.  Any modifications to procedures will be developed by Water 
Authority staff and consultants.  No construction activity will take place in or 
adjacent to avocado groves prior to approval of the work procedures.  Standard work 
procedures will be established, and could include but not be limited to the following: 

• All groves will be tested for root-rot prior to construction. 

• Tools and equipment will be thoroughly cleaned and allowed to dry completely 
prior to using in or adjacent to avocado groves. 

• Cleaning will use methods that prevent contamination (e.g., spraying/dipping 
with at least 70 percent isopropyl alcohol). 

• Disposal of water used for cleaning tools and equipment will occur in the 
contaminated area of the right-of-way and the contractor will ensure water 
drainage does not extend beyond the contaminated area. 

• The Water Authority will identify appropriate measures for decontamination of 
vehicles used in association with the construction of the project within or 
adjacent to avocado groves. 

• Following completion of construction, all groves will be retested. 

 

Less than 
significant 
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 M/AG 3-3 Spoil material removed from nongrove areas during construction will not 
be mixed with soil to be returned to trenches or surface grade within or adjacent to 
groves.  Soil removed during construction within or adjacent to avocado groves will 
be stockpiled separately and returned to the same grove as closely as possible to its 
original location. 

 

Cumulative Impacts: The Moosa 100K Alternative would convert approximately 208 acres of designated Prime and Unique Farmland and Farmland of Statewide and Local Importance 
(Impact M/AG 1), including two Williamson Act parcels (Impact M/AG 2).  These impacts are determined to be unmitigable.  Therefore, cumulative impacts due to the Moosa 100K 
Alternative for these activities, when combined with the agricultural impacts associated with the CIP projects listed and planned cumulative projects listed in Table 4.2-1, would be 
significant (Impacts M/AG 1C and M/AG 2C).  No feasible measures are available to mitigate the cumulative agricultural impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative.  A Statement of 
Overriding Considerations would be necessary for project approval. 

The Moosa 100K Alternative and the proposed cumulative projects could adversely affect avocado groves through the spread of root-rot.  However, this impact could be mitigated through 
the proper handling of contaminated soil.  Therefore, cumulative impacts due to the Moosa 100K Alternative on avocado trees, when combined with the agricultural impacts associated with 
the CIP projects listed and planned cumulative projects listed in Table 4.2-1, would be less than significant (Impact M/AG 3C).   

4.5 Air Quality 

Threshold 1: Construction emissions associated with the Moosa 100K Alternative 
would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the SIP and the RAQS.  
Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable  

Threshold 2: Construction of the Moosa 100K Alternative would exceed pollutant 
emission thresholds and have the potential to violate air quality standards for CO, 
NOx (O3 precursor), PM10, and PM2.5, and contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation for O3 as represented by its precursor NOx. Therefore, 
impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative would be significant (Impact M/AQ 1). 
 

The project construction documents will incorporate the General Conditions and 
Standard Specifications listed in Section 1.9 (Introduction) of this EIR/EIS and the 
standard dust control BMPs listed in Section 3.5.2 of this EIR/EIR to reduce CO, 
NOx and PM10, emissions during construction of the on-site quarry options, and to 
reduce NOx, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions during construction of this alternative 
(Impacts M/AQ 1 and M/AQ 1C).  There are no additional feasible mitigation 
measures available to reduce these impacts to a level considered less than significant. 

Significant 
and 
unmitigable 
 

Construction-related traffic volumes associated with the Moosa 100K Alternative 
would not cause CO “hot spots” or CO emission thresholds to be exceeded at 
impacted intersections.  Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative would be 
less than significant. 

Operation of the Moosa 100K Alternative would not exceed pollutant emission 
thresholds, violate air quality standards, or contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation.  Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative 
would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required for other less-than-significant impacts. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 3: Construction of the Moosa 100K Alternative would not expose 
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.  Therefore, impacts of the 
Moosa 100K Alternative would be less than significant.  

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 
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Threshold 4: The Moosa 100K Alternative would not cause objectionable odors that 
would affect a substantial number of people.  Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K 
Alternative would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 5: Construction of the Moosa 100K Alternative would exceed pollutant 
emission thresholds and have the potential to violate air quality standards for CO, 
NOx, PM10, and PM2.5, and contribute substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation for O3 as represented by its precursor NOx.  Therefore, impacts of 
the Moosa 100K Alternative would be significant (Impact M/AQ 1). 

Same as for Threshold 2 above. 
 

Significant 
and 
unmitigable 
 

Construction-related traffic volumes associated with the Moosa 100K Alternative 
would not cause CO “hot spots” or CO emission thresholds to be exceeded at 
impacted intersections.  Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative would be 
less than significant. 

Operation of the Moosa 100K Alternative would not exceed pollutant emissions 
thresholds. Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative would be less than 
significant. 

No mitigation required for other less-than-significant impacts. 

 

Not 
applicable 

 

Threshold 6:  Construction of the Moosa 100K Alternative would result in a 
cumulatively considerable net increase of criteria pollutants NOx, PM10 and PM2.5 for 
which the SDAB is listed or proposed as non-attainment under applicable federal and 
state air quality standards.  Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative would 
be significant (Impact M/AQ 1C). 

Same as for Threshold 2 above.   Significant 
and 
unmitigable 

Cumulative Impacts: The cumulative construction-related air quality impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative relative to conformance with the SIP and the RAQS would be less than 
significant.  This alternative would result in significant direct air quality impacts during construction (Impact M/AQ 1).  These impacts were determined to be unmitigable.  Therefore, the 
construction-related cumulative air quality impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative, when combined with air pollutant emissions from concurrent construction and/or operation of the CIP 
projects, and other planned cumulative projects listed in Table 4.2-1, would be significant for the duration of construction (Impact M/AQ 1C).  No feasible measures, in addition to the 
General Conditions and Standard Specifications listed in Section 1.9.2 (Introduction, Air Quality) of this EIR/EIS and the standard dust control BMPs listed in Section 3.5.2 (Air Quality for 
the Proposed Action) of this EIR/EIS, are available to mitigate the cumulative construction-related air quality impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative.  A Statement of Overriding 
Considerations would be necessary for project approval.   
The cumulative impacts would cease upon completion of construction.  Long-term cumulative operational air quality impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative would be less than significant. 

4.6 Biological Resources 

Threshold 1: The Moosa 100K Alternative would result in direct permanent impacts 
to CDFG-defined wetlands and unvegetated waters of the State, including freshwater 
marsh, southern coast live oak riparian forest, southern cottonwood-willow riparian 
forest, mulefat scrub, southern willow scrub, disturbed wetland, perennial/seasonal 
pond (open water/freshwater), lakeshore fringe, and unvegetated channel (Impact 
M/BR 1).  Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative would be significant. 

 

M/BR 1-1 Permanent Impacts to Riparian and Wetland Communities and 
Unvegetated Waters of the State (Impact M/BR 1). Direct permanent impacts to 
CDFG-defined riparian and wetlands habitats and unvegetated waters of the State, 
including wetlands under the CDFG regulatory authority that would require a 
Streambed Alteration Agreement, will be mitigated through creation, restoration, 
enhancement, and conservation and management of riparian and wetlands habitats as 
negotiated with the regulatory agencies. The Water Authority is proposing to mitigate 
wetland impacts to Coastal/Valley Freshwater Marsh and Mule Fat Scrub at a ratio of 

Less than 
significant 
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 The Moosa 100K Alternative would result in direct temporary impacts to CDFG-
defined wetlands and unvegetated waters of the State, including freshwater marsh, 
southern coast live oak riparian forest, southern cottonwood-willow riparian forest, 
southern sycamore-alder riparian forest, southern willow scrub, disturbed wetland, 
lakeshore fringe, and unvegetated channel (Impact M/BR 2).  Therefore, impacts of 
the Moosa 100K Alternative would be significant. 

The Moosa 100K Alternative would result in direct permanent impacts to coastal 
sage scrub and coastal sage scrub-chaparral community (Impact M/BR 3), valley 
needlegrass grassland (Impact M/BR 4), coast live oak woodland (Impact M/BR 5), 
and open Engelmann oak woodland (Impact M/BR 6); and direct temporary impacts 
to coastal sage scrub and coastal sage scrub-chaparral (Impact M/BR 7) and coast 
live oak woodland (Impact M/BR 8).  Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K 
Alternative would be significant. 

Impacts to chaparral and non-native grassland due to the Moosa 100K Alternative 
would be less than significant. Temporary changes to open water and the temporary 
loss of potential submerged aquatic vegetation at Turner Reservoir during the filling 
of Moosa Reservoir would be offset by the larger reservoir volume and by the 
reestablishment of aquatic vegetation around the larger circumference of the new 
reservoir.  Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative would be less than 
significant. 

The Moosa 100K Alternative would generate construction-related indirect impacts to 
sensitive habitats (including CDFG-defined wetlands and unvegetated waters of the 
State) that would be reduced with implementation of the General Conditions and 
Standard Specifications listed in Section 1.9.3 (Introduction, Biological Resources) of 
this EIR/EIS and the project design features listed in Section 3.6.2 (Biological 
Resources for the Proposed Action) of this EIR/EIS.  Therefore, impacts of the 
Moosa 100K Alternative would be less than significant. 

2:1, and Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest, Southern Cottonwood-Willow 
Riparian Forest, and Southern Willow Scrub at a ratio of 3:1. Mitigation installed in 
advance of the impacts will avoid or minimize the temporal loss of habitat and may 
reduce the mitigation ratios; this could potentially reduce the wetlands mitigation 
acreage requirement for habitat with mitigation ratios greater than 1:1. Due to the 
lack of currently permitted mitigation banks, detailed mitigation requirements will be 
identified in the final resource agency permits and, if available, wetland mitigation 
bank credits may be used to satisfy riparian and wetlands permit requirements. 
Mitigation sites will be secured prior to the project impacts. 

M/BR 2-1 Temporary Impacts to Riparian and Wetland Communities and 
Unvegetated Waters of the State  (Impact M/BR 2). Direct temporary impacts to 
CDFG-defined riparian and wetlands habitats and unvegetated waters of the State 
will be mitigated through revegetation/ restoration/enhancement. All temporarily 
impacted riparian areas and wetlands will have the topsoil stockpiled, be 
re-contoured, have the topsoil re-applied, and be revegetated through planting, 
cuttings and/or seeding with the appropriate species, density and diversity reflective 
of high functioning habitat within the Moosa 100K study area to restore lost 
functions. Restoration will yield the same amount of Corps jurisdictional habitat as 
impacted by the Moosa 100K Alternative. If they do not, then additional Corps 
jurisdictional wetlands will be created within the mitigation area discussed in 
Mitigation Measure M/BR 1-1 above.    

M/BR 3-1 Permanent Impact to Coastal Sage Scrub and Coastal Sage-Chaparral 
Scrub (Impact M/BR 3).  Refer to Mitigation Measure SV/BR 3-1 in Section 3.6.3.3 
(Biological Resources for the Proposed Action) of this EIR/EIS.   

M/BR 4-1 Permanent Impacts to Valley Needlegrass Grassland (Impact M/BR 4).  
Direct permanent impacts to perennial grassland will be mitigated off site at a 3:1 
ratio using mitigation credits from the Water Authority’s conservation banks (e.g., 
San Miguel Conservation Bank) or other conservation banks approved by the 
regulatory agencies. Prior to commencing any activities that would impact valley 
needlegrass grassland, the Water Authority will obtain USFWS/CDFG approval 
pursuant to the provisions of the conservation banking agreement for use of credits at 
one or more upland mitigation banks.   

M/BR 5-1 Permanent Impacts to Coast Live Oak Woodland (Impact M/BR 5).  
Mitigation for direct permanent impacts to coast live oak woodland will occur at a 
ratio of 2:1, through off-site mitigation at an approved mitigation area through the 
preservation and management and/or purchase of coast live oak woodlands mitigation 
credits.   
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 M/BR 6-1 Permanent Impacts to Open Engelmann Oak Woodland (Impact M/BR 6).  
Mitigation for direct permanent impacts to Engelmann oak woodland will occur at a 
ratio of 2:1 within an off-site mitigation area consisting of preservation and 
management and/or purchase of Engelmann oak woodland mitigation credits at an 
approved conservation bank (e.g., Daley Ranch Conservation Bank).  Out-of-kind 
mitigation may occur if the substituted vegetation community is an equivalent or 
higher tier, and that at least a ratio of 1:1 of the 2:1 ratio is Engelmann oak woodland.  
Examples of equal or higher tiered vegetation communities are as follows: coast live 
oak woodland, southern coast live oak riparian forest, and southern cottonwood-
willow riparian forest. The mitigation site selected will be identified as a pre-
approved mitigation area, or multi-habitat planning area, or equivalent designation in 
an approved or draft Subregional Plan or Subarea plan.  If the mitigation does not 
occur in an area with such a designation, the mitigation ratio will be 3:1. 

M/BR 7-1 Temporary Impacts to Coastal Sage Scrub and Coastal Sage-Chaparral 
Scrub (Impact M/BR 7).  Direct temporary impacts to coastal sage scrub and coastal 
sage-chaparral scrub will be mitigated through on-site revegetation.  Coastal sage 
scrub and coastal sage-chaparral scrub will be revegetated with a coastal sage scrub 
seed mix reflective of species within the Moosa 100K study area.  Prior to 
commencing any activities that would impact coastal sage scrub habitat, a final 
coastal sage scrub/upland revegetation plan will be prepared by an 
experienced/qualified restoration ecologist-biologist to the satisfaction of the Water 
Authority and USFWS.  The plan will address revegetation specifications, species 
composition and density, and success criteria, and included in the final construction 
documents.   

M/BR 8-1 Temporary Impacts to Coast Live Oak Woodland (Impact M/BR 8). 
Mitigation for direct temporary impacts to coast live oak woodland will occur at a 
ratio of 1:1, consisting of on-site restoration.  A restoration plan will be prepared by 
an experienced restoration ecologist-biologist to the satisfaction of the Water 
Authority.   

 

Threshold 2: The Moosa 100K Alternative would result in direct permanent (Impact 
M/BR 9) and direct temporary (Impact M/BR 10) impacts to Corps-regulated 
wetlands/vegetated waters and unvegetated waters of the U.S.  Therefore, impacts of 
the Moosa 100K Alternative would be significant.   

Temporary changes to open water and the temporary loss of potential submerged 
aquatic vegetation at Turner Reservoir during the filling of Moosa Reservoir would 
be offset by the larger reservoir volume and by the reestablishment of aquatic 
vegetation around the larger circumference of the new reservoir.  Therefore, impacts 
of the Moosa 100K Alternative would be less than significant. 

M/BR 9-1 Permanent Impacts to Corps-Regulated Wetlands/Vegetated Waters and 
Unvegetated Waters of the U.S. (Impact M/BR 9). Direct permanent impacts to 
wetlands/vegetated waters under Corps jurisdiction will be mitigated through off-site 
wetland creation, preservation and management, restoration, and/or enhancement at 
an approved location at a ratio negotiated with the Corps, but not less than 1:1. The 
Water Authority is proposing to mitigate wetland/vegetated waters impacts to 
Coastal/Valley Freshwater Marsh and Mule Fat scrub at a ratio of 2:1, and Southern 
Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest, Southern Cottonwood-Willow Riparian Forest, 
Southern Willow Scrub at a ratio of 3:1.  

Less than 
significant 
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 The Moosa 100K Alternative would generate construction-related indirect impacts to 
Corps-regulated wetlands/vegetated waters and unvegetated waters of the U.S. that 
would be reduced with implementation of the General Conditions and Standard 

Specifications listed in Section 1.9.3 (Introduction, Biological Resources) of this 
EIR/EIS and the project design features listed in Section 3.6.2 (Biological Resources 
for the Proposed Action) of this EIR/EIS.  Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K 
Alternative would be less than significant. 

Mitigation installed in advance of the impact will avoid or minimize the temporal 
loss of habitat and could potentially reduce the Corps’ required mitigation ratio, if 
that ratio was proposed to be greater than 1:1. Mitigation sites will be secured prior to 
the project impacts. 

Impacts to Corps-regulated unvegetated waters are considered self-mitigating 
because the amount of open water and lakeshore fringe associated with Moosa 
Reservoir will be increased after project completion. 

M/BR 10-1 Temporary Impacts to Corps-Regulated Wetlands/Vegetated Waters and 
Unvegetated Waters of the U.S. (Impact M/BR 10). Direct temporary impacts to 
wetland communities will be mitigated through on-site revegetation of wetland 
communities representative of the communities impacted by the Moosa 100K 
Alternative, as specified in Mitigation Measure M/BR 2-1. 

 

Threshold 3: The following impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative to listed and 
non-listed sensitive species would be significant:   

• Direct permanent impacts  to the federally threatened California gnatcatcher 
(Impact M/BR 11); 

• Direct temporary impacts to the federally threatened California gnatcatcher 
(Impact M/BR 12); 

• Indirect temporary construction noise impacts (construction-related noise levels 
within 500 feet of an active nest) to the federally threatened California 
gnatcatcher (Impact M/BR 13); 

• Direct permanent impacts to potential habitat for the federally and state 
endangered least Bell’s vireo (Impact M/BR 14); 

• Direct temporary impacts to potential habitat for the federally and state 
endangered least Bell’s vireo (Impact M/BR 15); 

• Indirect temporary construction noise impacts (construction-related noise levels 
within 500 feet of an active nest) to the federally and state endangered least 
Bell’s vireo (Impact M/BR 16); 

• Potential permanent and temporary impacts to federally and state endangered 
San Diego thornmint (Impact M/BR 17); 

• Potential permanent impacts federally endangered Quino checkerspot butterfly 
and potential temporary impacts to Quino habitat (Impact M/BR 18); 

• Potential permanent and temporary impacts to federally endangered and state 
threatened Stephen’s kangaroo rat (Impact M/BR 19); 

M/BR 11-1 Permanent Impacts to the Federally Threatened California Gnatcatcher 
(Impact M/BR 11).  Prior to the start of construction, a qualified biologist will 
conduct focused surveys for this species.  Direct permanent impacts to the federally 
threatened California gnatcatcher will require consultation under Section 7 of the 
ESA, and will be mitigated off site at a 1:1 ratio, as specified in Mitigation Measure 
SV/BR 3-1 in Section 3.6.3.3 (Biological Resources for the Proposed Action) of this 
EIR/EIS. 

M/BR 12-1 Temporary Impacts to the Federally Threatened California Gnatcatcher 
(Impact M/BR 12).  Refer to Mitigation Measure SV/BR 11-1 in Section 3.6.3.3 
(Biological Resources for the Proposed Action) of this EIR/EIS. 

M/BR 13-1 Indirect Noise Impacts to the Federally Threatened California 
Gnatcatcher (Impact M/BR 13).  Refer to Mitigation Measure SV/BR 12-1 in 
Section 3.6.3.3 (Biological Resources for the Proposed Action) of this EIR/EIS. 

M/BR 14-1 Permanent Impacts to the Federally and State Endangered Least Bell’s 
Vireo (Impact M/BR 14).  Prior to the start of construction, a qualified biologist will 
conduct focused surveys for this species.  If it is determined that this species occupies 
suitable habitat within the Moosa 100K footprint, the direct permanent impacts to the 
federally and state endangered least Bell’s vireo will require consultation under 
Section 7 of the ESA, and will be mitigated off site at a minimum of a 1:1 ratio, as 
specified in Mitigation Measure SV/BR 13-1 in Section 3.6.3.3 (Biological 
Resources for the Proposed Action) of this EIR/EIS. 

M/BR 15-1 Temporary Impacts to the Federally and State Endangered Least Bell’s 
Vireo (Impact M/BR 15).  Refer to Mitigation Measure M/BR 2-1. 

Less than 
significant 
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• Direct permanent impacts to southern tarplants (Impact M/BR 20); and  
• Direct permanent and temporary impacts to southwestern pond turtle (Impact 

M/BR 21). 
Direct (permanent and temporary) impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative to the 
following listed and non-listed sensitive species would be less than significant: 
Engelmann oak, Fish’s milkwort, summer holly, wart-stemmed ceanothus, coast 
horned lizard, Coronado Island skink, orange-throated whiptail, red diamond 
rattlesnake, two-striped garter snake, Cooper’s hawk, the state fully protected golden 
eagle, loggerhead shrike, northern harrier, rufous-crowned sparrow, the state fully 
protected white-tailed kite, yellow warbler, Dulzura pocket mouse, and San Diego 
desert wood rat.   

 

M/BR 16-1 Indirect Noise Impacts to the Federally and State Endangered Least 
Bell’s Vireo (Impact M/BR 16). Indirect construction-related noise impacts to the 
least Bell’s vireo will be mitigated by the following program: 

• Focused surveys. Once the site is cleared of vegetation and as long as 
construction activities begin prior to the breeding season, as specified in 
Mitigation Measure SV/BR 13-1, work that has commenced prior to the 
breeding season will be allowed to continue without interruption. If least Bell’s 
vireo move into an area within 500 feet of ongoing construction noise levels and 
attempt to nest, then it can be deduced that the noise is not great enough to 
discourage least Bell’s vireo nesting activities. If work begins prior to the 
breeding season, the contractor(s) should maintain continuous construction 
activities next to the adjacent riparian habitat that falls within 500 feet, until the 
work is completed. However, if clearing/grubbing, vegetation removal or 
construction activities are scheduled to begin during the least Bell’s vireo 
breeding season, then updated pre-construction surveys are necessary as 
specified in Mitigation Measure SV/BR 13-1. In addition, if these activities are 
initiated prior to, and extend into, the breeding season, but they cease for a 
period longer than three weeks and the contractor wishes to restart work within 
the breeding season window, then updated pre-construction least Bell’s vireo 
surveys are also necessary. If these surveys indicate no nesting birds occur 
within the riparian habitat that falls within 500 feet of the proposed work, then 
the adjacent construction activities will be allowed to commence. However, if 
the birds are observed nesting within these areas, then the adjacent construction 
activities will be postponed until all nesting has ceased or until after August 31. 

• Continuous construction. All work within the approved construction limits and 
within 500 feet of riparian habitat will proceed in a continuous manner to 
minimize the duration of indirect impacts. Construction traffic will be allowed to 
traverse occupied breeding habitat areas only if access routes have been 
established prior to the breeding season. 

• Monitoring. During construction, a biologist certified by USFWS will conduct 
weekly monitoring for the presence of the least Bell’s vireo and vireo nests in 
areas adjacent to the approved construction limits. 

M/BR 17-1 Potential Permanent and Temporary Impacts to the Federally and State 
Endangered San Diego Thornmint (Impact M/BR 17). Prior to the start of 
construction, a qualified biologist will conduct a rare plant survey. If it is determined 
that this species occurs within the Moosa 100K footprint, the direct permanent 
impacts to the federally and state endangered San Diego thornmint will require 
consultation under Section 7 of the ESA and under Section 2080.1/2081 of the Fish 
and Game Code, the Water Authority will obtain a consistency determination (Fish  
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 and Game Code 2080.1) or an incidental take permit from CDFG, and impacts will 
be mitigated according to negotiations with the USFWS and CDFG. Mitigation will 
occur through habitat acquisition or restoration to be coordinated with other public 
agencies and landowners in accordance with CDFG’s standard to “fully mitigate” 
(Fish and Game Code 2081(b)(2)). Depending on the number of individuals 
impacted, and the location relative to other populations, a mitigation ratio of 1:1 to 
3:1 may be applied. 

If temporary impacts to the federally and state endangered San Diego thornmint are 
unavoidable, mitigation will occur through on-site revegetation of the habitat in 
which the species occurs (i.e., coastal sage scrub) at a minimum 1:1 ratio, as specified 
in Mitigation Measure M/BR 7-1. 

M/BR 18-1 Potential Impacts to the Federally Endangered Quino Checkerspot 
Butterfly (Impact M/BR 18).  Prior to the start of construction, a qualified biologist 
will conduct a USFWS protocol-level habitat assessment for this species.  If it is 
determined that suitable habitat exists on site, then focused Quino checkerspot 
surveys will be conducted within identified suitable habitat.  If this species occupies 
suitable habitat within the Moosa 100K footprint, the permanent direct impacts to the 
federally endangered Quino checkerspot butterfly will require consultation under 
Section 7 of the ESA, and will be mitigated according to negotiations with the 
USFWS, including habitat preservation, enhancement, reintroduction, and/or 
creation. 

If temporary impacts to the federally endangered Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat 
are unavoidable, mitigation will occur through on-site revegetation of the habitat in 
which the species occurs (i.e., coastal sage scrub) by including the seeds of known 
host and nectar plant species in the revegetation seed mixture at a 1:1 ratio, as 
specified in Mitigation Measure M/BR 5-1. 

 

All construction-related indirect impacts to listed and non-listed sensitive species 
would be reduced with implementation of the General Conditions and Standard 
Specifications listed in Section 1.9.3 (Introduction, Biological Resources) of this 
EIR/EIS and the project design features listed in Section 3.6.2 (Biological Resources 
for the Proposed Action) of this EIR/EIS.  Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K 
Alternative would be less than significant. 

M/BR 19-1 Impacts to the Federally Endangered and State Threatened Stephen’s 
Kangaroo Rat (Impact M/BR 19).  Prior to the start of construction, a qualified 
biologist will conduct a survey to determine if the species is with in the Moosa 100K 
footprint.  If it is determined that this species occurs within the Moosa 100K 
footprint, the permanent and temporary direct impacts to the federally endangered 
and state threatened Stephen’s Kangaroo Rat will require consultation under Section 
7 of the ESA and under Section 2080.1/2081 of the Fish and Game Code, the Water 
Authority will obtain a consistency determination (Fish and Game Code 2080.1) or 
an incidental take permit from CDFG, and impacts will be mitigated according to 
negotiations with the USFWS and CDFG.  Mitigation will occur through habitat 
acquisition or restoration in accordance with CDFG’s standard to “fully mitigate” 
(Fish and Game Code 2081(b)(2)).      
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 M/BR 20-1 Impacts to Southern Tarplant (Impact M/BR 20).  Mitigation for direct 
permanent impacts to southern tarplant will occur in suitable off-site habitat (i.e. 
margins of wetlands and grasslands) used for the mitigation of impacts to grasslands 
and wetlands that is required for permanent impacts to these habitats (Mitigation 
Measures SV/BR 1-1, 4-1, and 9-1).  If no tarplant-occupied habitat is available for 
mitigation, reintroduction of plants to appropriate areas will occur as described below 
and as determined by the Water Authority in consultation with CDFG: 

• Prior to impacts, collect seed and topsoil, and establish a one-year seed 
propagation program. 

• Reintroduce the seed into suitable habitat. 

• Monitor the mitigation sites for two years after seeding to determine seedling 
survival/density, phenology, and species reproductive capabilities. 

• File an informational report on both the seed reproduction and field monitoring 
aspects of the reintroduction program with the CDFG Rare Plant Program for 
use in future mitigation of this species. 

Prior to commencing any activities that would impact southern tarplant, a final 
Southern Tarplant Restoration Plan will be prepared by an experienced/qualified 
restoration ecologist-botanist to the satisfaction of the Water Authority and CDFG. 
 
M/BR 21-1 Impacts to Southwestern Pond Turtle (Impact M/BR 21). Prior to 
construction activities, the Moosa 100K footprint will be surveyed for southwestern 
pond turtle (Clemmys marmorata) by a qualified on-site biologist.   Surveyed areas 
are to include lakes, ponds, all streams and drainages that contain standing water.  
If southwestern pond turtles are present, a pond turtle specialist will submit a Pond 
Turtle Mitigation Plan to the Water Authority and CDFG, and it will include 
complete avoidance measures for review and approval by the Water Authority and 
CDFG, prior to project initiation.   Mitigation measures will be dependent on the 
number of individuals impacted, and may range from capturing and releasing 
individuals into viable habitat, to acquiring property where a pond with sufficient size 
and depth can be restored or created and that is also adjacent upland nesting areas to 
support a relocated metapopulation, together with a pond turtle management plan. 

 



Environmental Impacts Comparison – Moosa 100K Alternative 

August 2007 Carryover Storage and San Vicente Dam Raise EIR/EIS Page 7-36 

Impacts Mitigation Measures 
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After 
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Threshold 4:  The Moosa 100K Alternative would permanently block the movement 
of native resident and migratory wildlife species through the Moosa Canyon regional 
wildlife corridor, but temporary and indirect impacts of construction activities on 
local wildlife movement would be reduced through retention of Turner Reservoir as a 
source of drinking water and through implementation of the General Conditions and 
Standard Specifications in Section 1.9.3 (Introduction, Biological Resources) of this 
EIR/EIS and the project design features listed in Section 3.6.2 (Biological Resources 
for the Proposed Action) of this EIR/EIS. Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K 
Alternative would be significant (Impact M/BR 22). 

M/BR 22-1 Impacts to Moosa Canyon Regional Wildlife Corridor (Impact M/BR 
22).  Temporary impacts to wildlife movements through Moosa Canyon regional 
wildlife corridor will be minimized by altering pipeline routes and associated 
facilities to avoid the main corridor.  In addition, implementation of the following 
project design features will be implemented to avoid and minimize impacts:  

• minimize nighttime activity and lighting 

• minimize noise levels below 60 dBA Leq 

• provide 50-foot-wide gaps in construction fencing where it crosses 
perpendicular to the main corridor to allow wildlife movement through these 
areas. 

Significant 
and 
unmitigable 

 Extensive wildlife movement studies (e.g., roadkill and movement studies using such 
methods as track plates, infra-red cameras and surveys of tracking transects) will be 
performed by experienced biologists to determine the possibility of shifting wildlife 
movement around Moosa Reservoir.  If feasible as determined by wildlife movement 
studies, mitigation for permanent impacts to the Moosa Canyon regional wildlife 
corridor will require establishing a setback from the inundation area to allow 
movement around the south side of the reservoir.  This setback will be a minimum of 
750 feet in width and will be free of obstructions (e.g., roads, fences, development, 
lack of cover, etc.) to wildlife movement.  Maintenance of right-of-ways associated 
with the relocated electrical transmission line will be integrated into the open space 
setback to the extent practicable.  The setback will be free of human recreational 
activity and disturbance at night.  A program will be established to reintroduce native 
vegetation to provide wildlife cover in those areas that have been disturbed or 
converted to agriculture.  If it is determined that wildlife movement cannot be 
facilitated within the setback or that restoration of the setback is infeasible, this 
impact would be unmitigable and require a Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

 

Threshold 5: The Moosa 100K Alternative would not be subject to, nor conflict 
with, the policies and provisions of any local or regional HCP or NCCP, including 
the future North County MSCP.  Therefore, there would be no impacts of the Moosa 
100K Alternative. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Cumulative Impacts: When combined with cumulative impacts from the CIP projects listed in Section 4.6.4.1 (Biological Resources for the Moosa 100K Alternative) of this EIR/EIS and 
other planned cumulative projects listed in Table 4.2-1 (Section 4.2 [Cumulative Projects] of this EIR/EIS), the contribution of the Moosa 100K Alternative to the following cumulative 
impacts would be considerable: riparian/wetlands (including CDFG-defined wetlands and unvegetated waters of the State) (Impact M/BR 1C), coastal sage scrub and coastal sage-
chaparral scrub (Impact M/BR 3C), valley needlegrass grassland (Impact M/BR 4C), coast live oak woodland (Impact M/BR 5C), and Engelmann oak woodland (Impact M/BR 6C) 
habitats; Corps-regulated wetlands/vegetated waters and unvegetated waters of the U.S. (Impact M/BR 9C); the federally threatened California gnatcatcher (Impact M/BR 11C), the 
federally and state endangered least Bell’s vireo (Impact M/BR 14C), the federally and state endangered San Diego thornmint (if determined to be present) (Impact M/BR 17C), the 
federally endangered Quino checkerspot butterfly (if determined to be present) (Impact M/BR 18C), the federally endangered and state threatened Stephen’s kangaroo rat (if determined to 
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be present) (Impact M/BR 19C), southern tarplant (Impact M/BR 20C), and southwestern pond turtle (Impact M/BR 21C).  Therefore, cumulative impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative 
would be significant. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures M/BR 1-1, M/BR 9-1, M/BR 14-1, M/BR 19-1 and M/BR 21-1 would reduce the cumulative impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative to 
riparian/wetlands (including CDFG-defined wetlands and unvegetated waters of the State), Corps-regulated wetlands/vegetated waters and unvegetated waters of the U.S., the federally and 
state endangered least Bell’s vireo, the federally endangered and state threatened Stephen’s kangaroo rat (if determined to be present), and the southwestern pond turtle to a level considered 
less than significant.  Implementation of Mitigation Measures M/BR 3-1 through 6-1, M/BR 11-1, M/BR 17-1, M/BR 18-1, and M/BR 20-1 would reduce the cumulative impacts of the 
Moosa 100K Alternative to coastal sage scrub and coastal sage-chaparral scrub community, valley needlegrass grassland, coast live oak woodland, Engelmann oak woodland, the federally 
threatened California gnatcatcher, the federally and state endangered San Diego thornmint (if determined to be present), the federally endangered Quino checkerspot butterfly (if determined 
to be present), and the southern tarplants to a level considered less than significant because the preservation and management of conserved upland (including gnatcatcher, Quino, and 
southern tarplant) habitats within an approved off-site mitigation bank would substantially contribute to: (1) the regional conservation strategy for these sensitive vegetation communities, 
habitats and species; and (2) the assembly of large-scale, ecosystem-level preserve areas to facilitate NCCP and MSCP goals. 

When combined with cumulative impacts from the CIP projects listed in Section 4.6.4.1 (Biological Resources for the Moosa 100K Alternative)  and other planned cumulative projects listed 
in Table 4.2-1 (Section 4.2 [Cumulative Projects] of this EIR/EIS), the contribution of the Moosa 100K Alternative to the following cumulative impacts would not be considerable: Fish’s 
milkwort, summer holly, wart-stemmed ceanothus, coast horned lizard, Coronado Island skink, orange-throated whiptail, red diamond rattlesnake, two-striped garter snake, Cooper’s hawk, 
the state fully protected golden eagle, loggerhead shrike, northern harrier, rufous-crowned sparrow, the state fully protected white-tailed kite, yellow warbler, Dulzura pocket mouse, and San 
Diego desert wood rat.  Therefore, cumulative impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative would be less than significant. 

The Moosa 100K Alternative would result in a significant cumulative impact to the Moosa Creek regional wildlife corridor (Impact M/BR 22C) in combination with cumulative impacts 
from the CIP projects listed in Section 4.6.4.1 (Biological Resources for the Moosa 100K Alternative) and other planned cumulative projects listed in Table 4.2-1 (Section 4.2 [Cumulative 
Projects] of this EIR/EIS).  Even with proposed mitigation (Mitigation Measure M/BR 22-1), this significant cumulative impact may not be mitigable.  Due to this uncertainty, a Statement 
of Overriding Considerations is required for approval of the Moosa 100K Alternative.   

4.7 Cultural Resources 

Threshold 1: The Moosa 100K Alternative could cause a substantial adverse change 
in the significance of an historical or archaeological resource as defined in CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.5 (Impact M/CR 1).  Implementation of the project design 
features listed in Section 4.7.2 of this EIR/EIS could avoid impacts on some of these 
cultural resources; however, given the lack of detail regarding specific impacts on 
these sites, it would not be possible to avoid inundation of unidentified sites.  
Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative would be significant. 

To mitigate potential impacts to potentially eligible NRHP sites within the Moosa 
100K footprint, the Water Authority will implement the following mitigation 
measure:  

M/CR 1-1:  If the Moosa 100K Alternative is selected, additional comprehensive 
cultural resources surveys will be conducted by a qualified archaeologist within the 
entire Moosa 100K footprint (including the inundation area, dam construction zone, 
marina, and outlying components [e.g., pump stations, water storage tanks, new and 
relocated access roads/water lines/utility lines, quarry areas/borrow sites]), and within 
the eastern portion of the pipeline route where it would extend through undisturbed 
areas along Moosa Creek.  Based on the survey results, testing and evaluation of 
NRHP eligibility will be conducted.  The evaluation generally consists of test 
excavations to determine whether the sites contain the integrity, quantity, and 
diversity of cultural materials to contribute information about important research 
topics.  If the sites are found to meet the criteria for NRHP eligibility, a data recovery 
program will be conducted.  The data recovery program will be directed toward 
collecting an adequate amount of information from the sites to mitigate their 
destruction. 

Less than 
significant 
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Threshold 2: The Moosa 100K Alternative could disturb human remains, including 
those interred outside of formal cemeteries, either during future NRHP evaluations or 
during construction activities (Impact M/CR 2).  Even with implementation of 
project design features listed in Section 4.7.2 of this EIR/EIS and state regulations 
that address unexpected discoveries during construction, it may not be feasible to 
completely avoid impacts on human remains.  Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K 
Alternative would be significant. 

Human remains could be unavoidably disturbed during future NRHP evaluations or 
during construction activities (Impact M/CR 2), even with implementation of project 
design and avoidance measures and state regulations that address unexpected 
discoveries during construction.  There are no feasible measures to mitigate this 
impact.   

Significant 
and 
unmitigable 

Cumulative Impacts: Implementation of mitigation measure M/CR 1-1, along with project design features listed in Section 4.7.2 of this EIR/EIS, would mitigate or avoid cumulative 
impacts on potentially eligible NRHP sites from the Moosa 100K Alternative.  The Hubbard Hill Flow Regulatory Structure, North County Distribution Pipeline Flow Regulatory Structure, 
and Second Crossover Pipeline CIP projects, and other planned cumulative projects listed in Table 4.2-1 (Section 4.2 [Cumulative Projects] of this EIR/EIS), would be required to comply 
with mitigation measures or regulations intended to avoid or mitigate significant impacts on cultural resources.  Therefore, cumulative impacts on potentially eligible NRHP sites from the 
Moosa 100K Alternative, when combined with the potential cumulative impacts associated with the Hubbard Hill Flow Regulatory Structure, North County Distribution Pipeline Flow 
Regulatory Structure, and Second Crossover Pipeline CIP projects, and other planned cumulative projects listed in Table 4.2-1 (Section 4.2 [Cumulative Projects] of this EIR/EIS), would be 
less than significant after mitigation.  

The potential (“worst-case”) unavoidable cumulative impacts on human remains (Impact M/CR 2C) from the Moosa 100K Alternative, when combined with the potential cumulative 
impacts associated with the Hubbard Hill Flow Regulatory Structure, North County Distribution Pipeline Flow Regulatory Structure, and Second Crossover Pipeline CIP projects, and other 
planned cumulative projects listed in Table 4.2-1 (Section 4.2 [Cumulative Projects] of this EIR/EIS),  would remain significant and unmitigable, even with implementation of project design 
features listed in Section 4.7.2 of this EIR/EIS and state laws that address unexpected discoveries during construction (because it may not be feasible to completely avoid impacts on human 
remains).  A Statement of Overriding Considerations would be necessary for approval of the Moosa 100K Alternative. 

4.8 Geology and Soils 

Threshold 1a: The Moosa 100K Alternative would not be subject to fault rupture 
because there are no active or potentially active faults that underlie the Moosa 100K 
Alternative footprint. In addition, the Moosa 100K Alternative would implement the 
Planning and Coordination and Dam Design/ Construction project design features 
(Section 3.8.2 [Geology and Soils for the Proposed Action] of this EIR/EIS), and any 
remedial measures recommended by further geotechnical investigations associated 
with final engineering and design in order to minimize potential exposure of people, 
boats, or structures to substantial adverse effects from ground rupture, including the 
risk of loss, injury, death or property damage.  Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K 
Alternative would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required Not 
applicable 

Threshold 1b: The Moosa 100K Alternative would implement DSOD approved 
seismic design criteria, the Planning and Coordination and Dam Design/Construction 
project design features (Section 3.8.2 [Geology and Soils for the Proposed Action] of 
this EIR/EIS), and any remedial measures recommended by further geotechnical 
investigations associated with final engineering and design in order to minimize 
potential exposure of people, boats, or structures to substantial adverse effects from 
ground shaking, including the risk of loss, injury, death or property damage.  
Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 
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Threshold 1c: The Moosa 100K Alternative would not be exposed to substantial 
liquefaction hazard.  The Moosa 100K Alternative would implement the Planning 
and Coordination and Dam Design/Construction project design features (Section 
3.8.2 [Geology and Soils for the Proposed Action] of this EIR/EIS), and any remedial 
measures recommended by further geotechnical investigations associated with final 
engineering and design in order to minimize potential exposure of people, boats, or 
structures to substantial adverse effects from liquefaction, including the risk of loss, 
injury, death or property damage.  Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative 
would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 1d: The Moosa 100K Alternative would not be exposed to substantial 
landslide hazard.  The Moosa 100K Alternative would implement the Planning and 
Coordination and Dam Design/Construction project design features (Section 3.8.2 
[Geology and Soils for the Proposed Action] of this EIR/EIS), and any remedial 
measures recommended by further geotechnical investigations associated with final 
engineering and design in order to minimize potential exposure of people, boats, or 
structures to substantial adverse effects from landslides, including the risk of loss, 
injury, death or property damage.  Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative 
would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 1e: The Moosa 100K Alternative would have a very low potential for 
seiches based on the geotechnical evaluation.  Therefore, impacts from seiches, 
including the risk of loss, injury, death or property damage, would be less than 
significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 1f: The Moosa 100K Alternative would not be exposed to reservoir-
induced seismicity hazard because conditions that could result in reservoir-induced 
seismicity do not exist for the Moosa 100K Alternative, based on the geotechnical 
analysis (GEI, 2007d). Therefore, impacts from reservoir-induced seismicity, 
including the risk of loss, injury, death or property damage, would be less than 
significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 2: The Moosa 100K Alternative would not result in substantial erosion or 
the loss of topsoil. The Moosa 100K Alternative would implement the Planning and 
Coordination and Dam Design/ Construction project design features (Section 3.8.2 
[Geology and Soils for the Proposed Action] of this EIR/EIS), and any remedial 
measures recommended by further geotechnical investigations associated with final 
engineering and design in order to minimize soil erosion and loss of topsoil.  
Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 
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Threshold 3: The Moosa 100K Alternative would not 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.  The Moosa 100K Alternative would implement the 
Planning and Coordination and Dam Design/Construction project design features 
(Section 3.8.2 [Geology and Soils for the Proposed Action] of this EIR/EIS); and any 
remedial measures recommended by further geotechnical investigations associated 
with final engineering and design, in order to minimize impacts from unstable 
geologic units or soils.  Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative would be 
less than significant.. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 4: The Moosa 100K Alternative would not be located on expansive soil 
that could create substantial risks to life or property. The Moosa 100K Alternative 
would implement the Planning and Coordination and Dam Design/ Construction 
project design features (Section 3.8.2 [Geology and Soils for the Proposed Action] of 
this EIR/EIS), and any remedial measures recommended by further geotechnical 
investigations associated with final engineering and design in order to minimize 
impacts from soil expansion.  Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative 
would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Cumulative Impacts: The Moosa 100K Alternative would not be subject to any geologic or soils conditions or hazards that could not be mitigated through implementation of DSOD 
requirements, Planning and Coordination and Dam Design/Construction project design features, and General Conditions and Standard Specifications, which would minimize potential 
exposure of people, boats, or structures to substantial adverse effects from ground shaking, ground rupture, ground failure or liquefaction, and landslides, including the risk of loss, injury, 
death or property damage.  The Moosa 100K Alternative would have a low potential for seiches and for conditions resulting in reservoir-induced seismicity.  The Moosa 100K Alternative 
would implement measures to minimize substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil.  The Moosa 100K Alternative would also implement measures to minimize impacts from unstable 
geologic units or soils and impacts from soil expansion.  The Moosa 100K Alternative and other cumulative projects would implement measures to minimize impacts related to or from 
geologic and soil resources.  Therefore, cumulative geology and soils impacts due to the Moosa 100K Alternative, when combined with geology and soils impacts due to the CIP projects, 
and other planned cumulative projects listed in Table 4.2-1 of this EIR/EIS, would be less than significant. 

4.9 Land Use and Planning 

Threshold 1: The dam and reservoir footprint for the Moosa 100K Alternative would 
permanently divide the established Moosa Canyon community, but the Moosa 
Pipeline and other components (e.g., new and relocated pump stations, roads, 
utilities) would not physically divide other established communities.  Therefore, 
impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative would be significant (Impact M/LU 1).   

No mitigation would be available to reduce the physical community disruption 
impact from the Moosa 100K Alternative to below a level of significance (Impact 
M/LU 1); therefore, this impact would remain significant and unmitigable. 

Significant 
and 
unmitigable 

Threshold 2: Pursuant to Section 53091 of the California Government Code, the 
Moosa 100K Alternative  is exempted from land use plans, policies or regulations 
identified in the County of San Diego General Plan Public Facility Element, the 
Valley Center Community Plan, the North County Metropolitan Subregional Plan, 
and the City of Escondido General Plan.  In addition, this alternative would not 
conflict with a NCCP, MSCP or HCP.  Therefore, there would be no impact from the 
Moosa 100K Alternative. 

No mitigation required. 
 

Not 
applicable 
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The Moosa 100K Alternative would directly affect proposed land uses within the 
reservoir footprint.  Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative would be 
significant (Impact M/LU 2). 

No mitigation would be available to reduce the land use impacts within the Moosa 
Reservoir footprint to below a level of significance (Impact M/LU 2); therefore, this 
impact would remain significant and unmitigable. 

Significant 
and 
unmitigable  

Threshold 3: The Moosa 100K Alternative would result in the displacement and 
relocation of residences.  Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative would 
be significant (Impact M/LU 3). 

 

The Water Authority will implement the following mitigation measures to reduce 
impacts associated with displacement of residences at the Moosa 100K footprint : 

M/LU 3-1 The Water Authority will conduct a site-specific septic/leach field system 
analysis and coordinate with property owners within the setback area of Moosa 
Reservoir to ensure compliance with County of San Diego Department of Health 
Services Policies and Regulations for Protection of a Domestic Water Reservoir as 
planned. 
 
M/LU 3-2 Relocation assistance for residential displacement impacts will be carried 
out pursuant to applicable sections of the Water Authority’s Administrative Code and 
existing state and federal laws, such as the federal Uniform Relocation Assistance 
Act (as amended).  Federal law requires that all services and/or benefits will be 
administered to the general public without regard to race, color, national origin, or 
sex. 

M/LU 3-3 In areas requiring right-of-way acquisition or relocation assistance, the 
Water Authority will use certified independent fee appraisers to determine fair 
market value for all parcels required for the project.  Landowners will be offered fair 
market value, based on the approved appraisal. 

Significant 
and 
unmitigable 
 

The Moosa 100K Alternative would not disrupt any churches, schools, scientific 
institutions, or research areas.  These uses are not located in the SV 100K study area.  
Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative would not be significant. 

No mitigation is required for other less-than-significant impacts. Not 
applicable 

The Moosa 100K Alternative would permanently disrupt commercial agricultural 
production.  Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative would be significant 
(Impact M/LU 4). 

No mitigation is available to reduce impacts on commercial agricultural production to 
below a level of significance (Impact M/LU 4). 

Significant 
and 
unmitigable 
 

Cumulative Impacts: When combined with potential cumulative land use impacts from the other CIP projects, and other planned cumulative projects listed in Table 4.2-1, the Moosa 100K 
Alternative’s contribution to cumulative impacts with respect to potential disruption of an established community, displacement of proposed land uses, residences and farmland would be 
considerable (Impacts M/LU 1C, M/LU 2C, M/LU 3C, M/LU 4C).  Implementation of Mitigation Measures M/LU 3-1, M/LU 3-2 and M/LU 3-3 would reduce the cumulative land use 
impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative; however, impacts would still be significant due to the large amount of residences to be relocated.  Therefore, cumulative land use impacts due to the 
Moosa 100K Alternative, when combined with land use impacts associated with the CIP projects, and planned cumulative projects listed in Table 4.2-1, would be significant and 
unmitigable.  A Statement of Overriding Considerations would be necessary for approval of the Moosa 100K Alternative. 
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4.10 Mineral Resources 

Threshold 1: The Moosa 100K Alternative would require excavation within mapped 
MRZ-3 and MRZ-4 areas and not within areas designated as MRZ-2 (areas where 
significant mineral deposits are present or likely to be present).  The use of mineral 
resources would be a valid use of the resources for a public water storage project, and 
would not represent a loss of important mineral resources.  Therefore, impacts of the 
Moosa 100K Alternative would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Cumulative Impacts: The Moosa 100K Alternative would be located in MRZ-3 and MRZ-4 zones and is not expected to reduce the availability of significant mineral resource deposits in 
the MRZ-2 zones.  Therefore, cumulative mineral resources impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative, when combined with mineral resources impacts associated with the CIP projects, and 
planned cumulative projects listed in Table 4.2-1, would be less than significant. 

4.11 Noise and Vibration 

Threshold 1: The Moosa 100K Alternative would not exceed the 75 dBA Leq noise 
standard of the San Diego County Noise Ordinance for daytime construction and 
blasting activities. Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative would be less 
than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 2: The Moosa 100K Alternative would expose sensitive receptors to noise 
levels that exceed the nighttime noise standard from construction equipment and 
blasting activities associated with pipeline tunneling operations.  Therefore, impacts 
of the Moosa 100K Alternative would be significant (Impact M/NV 1). 

The significant impacts from nighttime noise levels  during pipeline tunneling 
operations (Impact M/NV 1) cannot be reduced to below the noise threshold.  There 
are no feasible mitigation measures available to reduce these impacts to a level 
considered less than significant.   

Significant 
and 
unmitigable 

Threshold 3: The Moosa 100K Alternative would result in an increase in temporary 
construction-related traffic.  During the peak construction months in Year 2010, 
construction traffic from the Moosa 100K Alternative would increase roadway noise 
levels at residential properties along Betsworth Road and Old Castle Road (except for 
the western segments), such that the 3 dB significance threshold would be exceeded.  
Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative would be significant (Impact 
M/NV 2). 

The significant impacts from increased noise levels along Betsworth Road and Old 
Castle Road due to construction traffic (Impact M/NV 2) cannot be reduced by any 
measure other than reducing construction-related vehicle trips below the estimated 
traffic volumes associated with the Moosa 100K Alternative.  This is not considered 
practicable due to the construction process.  There are no feasible mitigation 
measures available to reduce these impacts to a level considered less than significant.  

Significant 
and 
unmitigable 
 

The Moosa 100K Alternative would result in increased vehicle trips associated with 
recreational uses.  However, the expected permanent increase in recreational traffic 
volumes along vicinity roadways to access the new marina and reservoir would not 
generate noise levels at nearby residential receptors above the 3 dB significance 
threshold.  Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative would be less than 
significant. 

No mitigation required for other less-than-significant impacts. 
 
 
 
 
 

Not 
applicable 
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Threshold 4: Motorboat activity at the Moosa Reservoir would not expose persons to 
excessive noise levels above the 50 dBA Leq daytime noise standard because a 
minimum 1,000-foot septic system setback would separate the nearest residential 
receptors from the reservoir.  Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative 
would be less than significant. 

The operation of pump stations associated with the Moosa 100K Alternative from 
motorboats operating at the reservoir. 

The Moosa 100K Alternative would not exceed the applicable noise standards at the 
nearest residential receptors to the pump stations, with implementation of a project 
design feature to enclose the structure and provide attenuation of pump station noise 
levels.  Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative would be less than 
significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 5a: The Moosa 100K Alternative would not generate vibration from 
blasting that would exceed the PPV damage threshold of 2.0 inches per second at any 
existing structure.  Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative would be less 
than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 5b: The Moosa 100K Alternative would not generate vibration from 
blasting that would exceed the daily average particle velocity threshold of 0.5 inch 
per second at the nearest sensitive receptors.  Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K 
Alternative would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Cumulative Impacts: The Moosa 100K Alternative would not exceed noise standards associated with daytime construction activities; would not exceed applicable noise standards and 
significance thresholds for operations (i.e., noise from use of recreational motorboats at the new reservoir and from pump station operations); and would not generate vibration levels from 
blasting that would exceed the damage threshold at the nearest residential structure.   Therefore, cumulative daytime construction noise impacts due to the Moosa 100K Alternative, when 
combined with the short-term (construction-related) noise impacts associated with the CIP projects, and the planned cumulative projects listed in Table 4.2-1, would be less than significant. 

The Moosa 100K Alternative would result in significant cumulative noise impacts on- off-site residents due to: (1) nighttime construction equipment and blasting activities associated with 
pipeline tunneling operations (Impact M/NV 1C); and (2) increased noise levels from construction traffic along Betsworth Road and Old Castle Road (except for the western segments) 
(Impact M/NV 2C). These impacts were determined to be unmitigable.  Therefore, cumulative noise impacts due to the Moosa 100K Alternative for these activities, when combined with 
the short-term (construction-related) noise impacts associated with the CIP projects, and the planned cumulative projects listed in Table 4.2-1, would be significant for the duration of 
construction.  No feasible measures are available to mitigate these cumulative noise impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative.  However, these significant cumulative impacts would cease 
upon completion of construction.  A Statement of Overriding Considerations would be necessary for approval of the Moosa 100K Alternative. 

The Moosa 100K Alternative would not exceed applicable noise standards and significance thresholds for operations (i.e., noise from use of recreational motorboats at the new reservoir and 
from pump station operations).  Therefore, cumulative operational noise impacts due to the Moosa 100K Alternative, when combined with the long-term (operational) noise impacts 
associated with the CIP projects, and the planned cumulative projects listed in Table 4.2-1, would be less than significant. 

The Moosa 100K Alternative would not generate vibration levels from blasting that would exceed the damage threshold at the nearest residential structure.  Therefore, cumulative vibration 
impacts due to the Moosa 100K Alternative, when combined with the short-term (construction-related) vibration impacts associated with the CIP projects, and the planned cumulative 
projects listed in Table 4.2-1, would be less than significant. 
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Impacts Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation(1) 

4.12 Paleontological Resources 

Threshold 1: With implementation of the project design features, the Moosa 100K 
Alternative would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource 
or site or geologic feature.  Therefore, paleontological resource impacts due to the 
Moosa 100K Alternative would be less than significant.  

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Cumulative Impacts: The Moosa 100K Alternative, CIP projects, and other cumulative projects in the vicinity of the Moosa 100K Alternative would have the potential to affect geologic 
formations with low to moderate paleontological resource sensitivity.  However, the Moosa 100K Alternative contribution to cumulative impacts would be avoided by incorporation of the 
project design features referenced in Section 4.12.2.  Therefore, cumulative paleontological resource impacts due to construction of the Moosa 100K Alternative, when combined with 
construction impacts associated with the CIP projects, and the other cumulative projects listed in Table 4.2-1, would be less than significant. 

4.13 Public Safety and Hazards 

Threshold 1: The Moosa 100K Alternative would not create a significant hazard to 
the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of 
hazardous materials.  Safety measures would be implemented to control the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials during project construction and 
operation.  Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative would be less than 
significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 2: The Moosa 100K Alternative would not create a significant hazard to 
the public or the environment as a result of hazardous materials use.  Safety measures 
would be implemented to prevent upsets during construction and operation.  
Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 3: The Moosa 100K Alternative would create a significant hazard to the 
public and the environment due to contaminants that could be present in soil and/or 
groundwater.    Based on limited field reconnaissance and review of historic land use 
and hazardous material records, the potential is high for the presence of non-routine 
levels of hazardous materials in the Moosa 100K study area.  Therefore, impacts of 
the Moosa 100K Alternative would be significant (Impact M/HM 1). 

To reduce significant impacts to public safety from the potentially high degree of 
non-routine levels of hazardous materials in the Moosa 100K Alternative (Impact 
M/HM 1), the Water Authority will implement the following mitigation measures: 

M/HM 1-1: Betsworth 4 Bay (11580 Betsworth Road) 

• Review County of San Diego regulatory agency files to gain further information 
regarding this facility. 

• Perform a site visit to ascertain the potential for a release or other impact to the 
soil and groundwater of the site. 

• If necessary, conduct soil and groundwater sampling to determine the areas and 
concentrations of a potential release. 

• If necessary, implement an appropriate remedial action (clean-up) plan prior to 
construction of the dam and inundation of the area. 

Less than 
significant 
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Significance 
After 

Mitigation(1) 

 M/HM 1-2: Valley Center Landfill (28700 Aerie Road) 

• Review County of San Diego regulatory agency files to determine the most 
recent ground water monitoring data and additional information regarding the 
former landfill.  Conduct groundwater monitoring and soil testing to determine 
the type of material contained within the landfill and the potential for movement 
the material and contamination of groundwater or surface water. 

• If hazardous material is found, the Water Authority will conduct a feasibility 
study and determine which of the following measures would be most 
appropriate: 

Encapsulate the entire landfill area with a non-permeable barrier to prevent 
inundation of the landfill from reservoir water and to prevent leachate or 
other contaminants from flowing into the drinking water supply; or, 

Construct an impermeable dam or other barrier between the inundation area 
and the former landfill area.  This dam or wall is intended to prevent the 
inundation of the landfill area and migration of leachate or other potentially 
hazardous materials from migrating into the water of the proposed reservoir 

 

 M/HM 1-3 Ernest J. Allen (12363 Betsworth Road) 

• Review County of San Diego regulatory agency files to gain further information 
regarding this facility and the UST at this facility. 

• Perform a site visit to determine the location of the UST and the potential to 
impact the proposed inundation area. 

• If necessary, conduct soil and groundwater sampling to determine if a release 
has impacted the soil and groundwater within the proposed inundation area. 

• If necessary, implement an appropriate remedial action (clean-up) plan prior to 
construction of the dam and inundation of the area. 

M/HM 1-4 Circle R Ranch Trading Post (8751 Old Castle Road) 

• Review County of San Diego regulatory agency files to gain further information 
regarding this facility and the reported release. 

• Perform a site visit to ascertain the release location and the potential impact to 
the pipeline area of the site.  

• If necessary, conduct soil and groundwater sampling in the area of the pipeline 
to determine if the release has impacted the soil that will be excavated as a part 
of the pipeline construction. 
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Significance 
After 

Mitigation(1) 
 • If necessary, implement an appropriate remedial action (clean-up) plan prior to 

construction of the pipeline. 

M/HM 1-5 Other Adjacent Facilities (Janis Trucking, H/T Farms/McMillan Farm 
Management, and Castle Creek Country Club) 

• Review County of San Diego regulatory agency files to gain further information 
regarding these facilities and the reported release. 

• If necessary, conduct monitoring of soils for contamination during dam 
construction activities on the adjacent inundation and pipeline areas. 

M/HM 1-6 Scattered Residences 

• Identify all residences and utility poles with transformers within the proposed 
inundation and pipeline areas.  Identify and remove all propane storage tanks 
and septic tanks associated with the private residences.  Identify and remove (or 
relocate) all pole mounted transformers and utility poles that are within the 
proposed inundation area. 

• Test soil in the vicinity of the transformers for PCBs or other potential 
contaminants, and remove any contaminated soil. 

 

 M/HM 1-7 Agricultural Activities 

• Conduct a site reconnaissance at each farming and nursery facility within the 
proposed inundation area to assess the presence of fuel tanks, auto equipment 
repair areas, equipment storage areas, smudge pots, windmills, greenhouses, and 
the pesticide and herbicide storage areas. 

• Conduct file reviews at the appropriate regulatory agencies (DEH, RWQCB, 
etc.) for the facilities within the proposed inundation area to determine the 
presences of USTs and for reported releases. Further file reviews can provide 
the quantities and locations hazardous materials generation and storage as well 
as the quantities of pesticides and herbicides used at each facility. 

• Conduct soil sampling as necessary at facilities that are potentially impacted. 
Analyze samples to determine if petroleum hydrocarbons, metals, pesticides, or 
herbicides have contaminated the soils in the proposed inundation and pipeline 
areas. 

• If the analysis indicates that soils or groundwater have been contaminated, 
implement appropriate remedial action (clean-up) plans prior to construction of 
the dam and inundation of the area. 
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Impacts Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation(1) 

 M/HM 1-8 Equipment Area, Valley Center Municipal Water District 

• Conduct a site reconnaissance at the facility to assess the area for the storage and 
use of hazardous materials. 

• Conduct soil sampling if hazardous material storage, usage, or a release are 
identified. Analyze samples to determine if petroleum hydrocarbons, metals, 
pesticides, or herbicides have contaminated the soil in the vicinity of this 
facility. 

• If the analysis indicates that soils have been contaminated, implement 
appropriate remedial action (clean-up) plans prior to construction of the dam and 
inundation of the area. 

 

Threshold 4: The Moosa 100K Alternative would not expose people or structures to 
a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding, including flooding as a 
result of the failure of a levee or dam.  The Moosa 100K Alternative would be 
designed with a safety goal of one in a million, so catastrophic dam failure and 
associated downstream flooding would be extremely unlikely.  Therefore, impacts of 
the Moosa 100K Alternative would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 5: The Moosa 100K Alternative would generate a negligible increase in 
boating accident potential.  Boating on the reservoir would be limited to sailboats, 
boats with one-half horsepower electric trolling motors, paddle boats, and canoes.  
Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable  

Cumulative Impacts: The Moosa 100K Alternative would implement safety measures to control the transport, use, disposal or accidental release of hazardous materials.  The Moosa 100K 
Alternative dam and marina facilities would be designed such that downstream flooding from overtopping of the spillway would be minimized.  The Moosa 100K Alternative would 
generate a negligible increase in boating accident potential.  Therefore cumulative impacts due to the Moosa 100K Alternative for these activities, when combined with the short-term 
(construction related) and long-term (operational) public safety impacts associated with the CIP projects, and planned cumulative projects listed in Table 4.2-1, would be less than 
significant. 

The Moosa 100K Alternative would result in significant project-specific public safety impacts due to the disturbance of non-routine hazardous materials (Impact M/HM 1).  The Water 
Authority will implement the Mitigation Measures M/HM 1-1 through M/HM 1-8, described in Section 4.13.3.3 of this EIR/EIS to reduce public safety to a less-than-significant level.  
Therefore, cumulative public safety impacts due to the Moosa 100K Alternative when combined with the construction-related public safety impacts associated with the CIP projects, and 
other cumulative projects listed in Table 4.2-1, would be less than significant (Impact M/HM 1C). 

4.14 Public Services and Utilities 

Threshold 1: The Moosa 100K Alternative would not diminish or disrupt police, fire 
or EMS protection services, or require the need for new or physically altered police, 
fire or EMS facilities.  Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative would be 
less than significant. 

No mitigation required. 
 

Not 
applicable 
 

The Moosa 100K Alternative would not affect schools, libraries, or public transit in 
the study area, and there would be no impact. 

No mitigation required. 
 

Not 
applicable 
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Impacts Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation(1) 

Threshold 2: The Moosa 100K Alternative would result in the need for a water right 
entitlement.  Therefore, the impacts due to the Moosa 100K Alternative would be 
significant (Impact M/PS 1). 

M/PS 1-1  Prior to commencing any activities that would result in diversion or 
storage of natural flows in Moosa Creek, the Water Authority will:  (1) file an 
application with the SWRCB for a new appropriative right; and (2) conduct 
additional environmental analysis to support this application.     

Significant 
and 
unmitigable 

Threshold 3: The Moosa 100K Alternative would not result in long-term disruption 
of water supplies, electrical, solid waste, natural gas or wastewater services.  
Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 4: The Moosa 100K Alternative would receive water from the Water 
Authority’s existing imported deliveries, and would not likely require additional 
water supplies or entitlements.  The Moosa 100K Alternative would not require 
substantial additional electrical power or natural gas supplies or infrastructure.  The 
Moosa 100K Alternative would use a negligible percentage of regional solid waste 
landfill capacity.  The Moosa 100K Alternative would not affect existing sewer 
capacities and levels of service.  Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative 
would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. 
 
 
 

Not 
applicable 
 

Threshold 5: The Moosa 100K Alternative would replace existing storm water 
drainage facilities with site design measures or appropriately sized new facilities.  
Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Cumulative Impacts: The Moosa 100K Alternative would not diminish or disrupt public services, would not require additional utilities services and would involve the construction of storm 
water drainage facilities that would not cause significant environmental effects.  Therefore, cumulative public services and utilities impacts due to the Moosa 100K Alternative for these 
activities, when combined with the short-term (construction-related) and long-term (operational) public services and utilities impacts associated with the CIP projects, and planned 
cumulative projects listed in Table 4.2-1, would be less than significant. 

The Moosa 100K Alternative would require the need for a new water right entitlement (Impact M/PS 1C), which would result in a significant cumulative impact, when combined with the 
water supply and/or entitlement impacts associated with the CIP projects, and the planned cumulative projects listed in Table 4.2-1.  Even with implementation of Mitigation Measure M/PS-
1, it may not be possible to mitigate the impact to a below a level of significance. A Statement of Overriding Considerations would be necessary for approval of the Moosa 100K Alternative. 

4.15 Recreation 

Threshold 1: The Moosa 100K Alternative would involve permanent displacement 
of an existing recreational facility (Aerie Park equestrian facility). Therefore, impacts 
of the Moosa 100K Alternative would be significant (Impact M/R 1). 

To reduce significant recreational impacts caused by displacement of the existing 
Aerie Park equestrian facility (Impact M/R 1), the Water Authority will implement 
the following mitigation measure: 

Less than 
significant 

Increased use of existing equestrian facilities in the San Diego region due to 
permanent displacement of Aerie Park equestrian facility would be negligible.  
Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative would be less than significant. 

M/R1-1 Prior to commencing any activities that would result in displacement of the 
Aerie Park equestrian facility, the Water Authority will coordinate with the Vaqueros 
Association and the Valley Center County Service Area to identify potential 
relocation sites. 

No mitigation is required for other less-than-significant impacts. 
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Significance 
After 

Mitigation(1) 

Threshold 2: The Moosa 100K Alternative would not impact any existing 
neighborhood or regional park.  Increased use of existing equestrian facilities I the 
San Diego region due to the permanent displacement of Aerie Park equestrian facility 
would be negligible. Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative would be 
less than significant.  

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 3: Nuisance impacts from public use of the Moosa Reservoir and marina 
would be negligible, and there would be no direct disturbance of existing or planned 
recreation facilities, such as Old Castle Park.  Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K 
Alternative would be less than significant. 

There are no plans to construct a new trail system to replace the planned trail network 
that would be inundated by the Moosa Reservoir.  Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 
100K Alternative would be significant (Impact M/R 2). 

Impacts due to potential construction or expansion of other off-site recreational 
facilities to replace Aerie Park equestrian facility are unknown.  Therefore, impacts 
of the Moosa 100K Alternative could be significant (Impact M/R 3). 

Because there are no plans to construct a new off-site trail system to replace the 
planned trail network that would be inundated by Moosa Reservoir, and because 
environmental impacts associated with a replacement facility for Aerie Park 
equestrian facility are unknown, impacts would remain significant and unmitigable.  
(Impacts  M/R 2 and M/R3). 
 

Significant 
and 
unmitigable 
 

Cumulative Impacts: The Moosa 100K Alternative would result in the displacement and relocation of the Aerie Park equestrian facility, but this significant cumulative impact (Impact M/R 
1C) would be mitigated via mitigation measure M/R 1-1.  The Moosa 100K Alternative would also result in cumulative impacts with respect to: (1) prohibiting the development of a planned 
trail network at the site, with no plans to construct off-site trail systems; and (2) unknown environmental effects associated with potential construction or expansion of an off-site equestrian 
facility to replace the loss of Aerie Park equestrian facility.  Therefore, these cumulative recreation impacts due to the Moosa 100K Alternative, when combined with the impacts from new 
recreational facilities associated with the planned cumulative projects listed in Table 4.2-1 (Cumulative Projects for the Moosa 100K Alternative) of this EIR/EIS would be significant 
(Impacts M/R 2C and M/R 3C).  There are no feasible mitigation measures to reduce these cumulative impacts to a level considered less than significant; therefore, a Statement of 
Overriding Considerations would be necessary for approval of the Moosa 100K Alternative. 

4.16 Traffic/Circulation 

Threshold 1: Construction-related traffic from the Moosa 100K Alternative would 
significantly degrade the Lilac Road/Betsworth Road Intersection (Impact M/TC 1) 
and significantly worsen the I-15 Southbound Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road 
intersection (Impact M/TC 2). Therefore, construction impacts of the Moosa 100K 
Alternative would be significant. 

Construction-related traffic from the Moosa 100K Alternative would not add to the 
critical movements at the Champagne Boulevard/Old Castle Road intersection and 
the I-15 Northbound Ramps at Gopher Canyon Road.  Therefore, impacts of the 
Moosa 100K Alternative would be less than significant. 

The significant construction-related traffic congestion impacts at the Lilac 
Road/Betsworth Road intersection in the PM peak period (Impact M/TC 1), and at 
the I-15 southbound ramps/Gopher Canyon Road intersection in the AM and PM 
peak periods (Impact M/TC 2) could be avoided by prohibiting haul trucks and 
construction vehicles from accessing the construction site during the AM and PM 
peak hours.  However, this is not a feasible mitigation measure because hauling, 
materials deliveries and construction employee access must occur on a continuous 
basis to support the 24 hour per day/seven days a week operation associated with 
pipeline tunnel construction.   
 
Alternatively, the significant construction-related traffic congestion impacts at these 
two intersections could be mitigated by installing a traffic signal at each intersection.  
Although the projected construction traffic associated with the Moosa 100K 
Alternative would not result in significant impacts at the I-15 Northbound 
Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road, Caltrans requires that these ramps also be signalized as 
a condition of approval of the Encroachment Permit for the traffic signal 
improvements at the southbound ramps.  However, this measure is not considered  

Significant 
and 
unmitigable 
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After 

Mitigation(1) 

practicable given that this significant traffic impact from the Moosa 100K Alternative 
would only occur during the construction period, and the Moosa 100K Alternative 
would not have any impact at these intersections after completion of construction.  
There are no other feasible measures to mitigate this impact.   

Threshold 2: Construction-related traffic from the Moosa 100K Alternative would 
cause the Valley Center Road (south of Lilac Road) segment (Impact M/TC 3) and 
the Old Castle Road (east of Champagne Boulevard) segment (Impact M/TC 4) to 
increase the volume-to-capacity ratio by more than 0.02.  Therefore, construction 
impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative would be significant. 

The planned widening of Valley Center Road to 4 lanes could mitigate the significant 
impact of temporary construction-related traffic in the road segment of Valley Center 
Road south of Lilac Road (Impact M/TC 3).  However, Valley Center Road is a 
County of San Diego facility and, therefore, it is not within the jurisdiction of the 
Water Authority.  Therefore, this impact would remain significant and unmitigated. 
To reduce the significant temporary construction-related traffic impact to the Old 
Castle Road east of Champagne Boulevard road segment (Impact M/TC 4), the 
intersection at Champagne Boulevard/Old Castle Road could be signalized to provide 
additional capacity.  However, this measure is not considered practicable.  There are 
no other feasible measures to mitigate this impact.   

Significant 
and 
unmitigable 

Threshold 3: Construction-related traffic associated with the Moosa 100K 
Alternative would not result in delays in emergency vehicle response times, or 
require emergency vehicles to use alternate routes during emergency situations.  
Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 4: The Moosa 100K Alternative would not contribute truck traffic during 
construction that could result in a potential increased risk of accidents along 
roadways.  Therefore, construction impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative would be 
less than significant. 

No mitigation required. 
 

Not 
applicable 
 
 

Cumulative Impacts: Construction-related traffic associated with the Moosa 100K Alternative would cause the level of service to exceed established standards at the intersections of Lilac 
Road/Betsworth Road (Impact M/TC 1), the I-15 Southbound Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road (Impact M/TC 2), and the street segments of Valley Center Road (south of Lilac Road) (Impact 
M/TC 3) and Old Castle Road (east of Champagne Boulevard) (Impact M/TC 4).  These impacts were determined to be unmitigable.  Therefore, the construction-related cumulative traffic 
impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative, when combined with traffic impacts from concurrent construction and/or operation of the CIP and other planned cumulative projects listed in Table 
4.2-1, would be significant for the duration of construction (Impacts M/TC 1C, M/TC 2C, M/TC 3C and M/TC 4C).  No feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce cumulative 
construction traffic impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative to below a level of significance.  However, these cumulative impacts would cease upon completion of construction.  A Statement 
of Overriding Considerations would be necessary for approval of the Moosa 100K Alternative. 

Construction and implementation of the Moosa 100K Alternative would not disrupt emergency services or contribute to truck traffic that would result in risk to increased accidents.  
Therefore, cumulative impacts due to the Moosa 100K Alternative for these activities would be less than significant. 

4.17 Water Resources 

Threshold 1: The Moosa 100K Alternative would not cause violations of water 
quality standards during construction of the dam or when the new reservoir is 
completed.  With implementation of project design features, such as BMPs specified 
in the SWPPP, the Moosa 100K Alternative would not degrade downstream water 
quality during construction and reservoir operations, and would not affect 
downstream water quality upon project completion.  Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 
100K Alternative would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 
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Significance 
After 

Mitigation(1) 

Threshold 2: The Moosa 100K Alternative would not cause violations of water 
quality standards during construction of the dam or when the new reservoir is 
completed.  With implementation of project design features, such as BMPs specified 
in the SWPPP, the Proposed Action would not degrade downstream water quality 
during construction and reservoir operations, and would not affect downstream water 
quality upon project completion.  Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative 
would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 3: The Moosa 100K Alternative would not substantially alter the existing 
drainage pattern of the site or area, or substantially increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on or off site.  Therefore, 
impacts of the Moosa 100K Alternative would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 4: The Moosa 100K Alternative would not place structures in the 100-
year floodplain, which would impede or redirect flood flows.  Therefore, there would 
be no impact from the Moosa 100K Alternative. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Cumulative Impacts: The Moosa 100K Alternative would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements; substantially alter existing drainage pattern of the site or 
area in a manner that would result in substantial erosion or siltation on or off site, or substantially increase the rate or amount of runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on or off 
site; or place structures within a 100-year flood hazard area, which would impede or redirect flood flow.  The Moosa 100K Alternative would implement project design features and 
mitigation measures that would reduce all impacts to below a level of significance.  Therefore, short-term (construction related), and long-term (operational) cumulative water resources 
impacts due to the Moosa 100K Alternative, when combined with water resources impacts of the CIP projects, and other cumulative projects listed in Table 4.2-1, would be less than 
significant. 

 
(1)  For all impacts that are “Significant and Unmitigable”, a Statement of Overriding Considerations would be required for approval of the alternative. 
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Table 7-3.  Summary of Impacts for the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative 
 

Impacts Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation(1) 

5.3 Aesthetics/Visual Quality 

Threshold 1: The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would not have a substantial 
adverse effect on scenic vistas.  Therefore, impacts of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K 
Alternative would be less than significant.  

No mitigation required Not 
applicable 

Threshold 2: The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would not damage scenic 
resources including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic 
buildings within a state scenic highway.  Therefore, impacts of the SV 50K/Moosa 
50K Alternative would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 3: The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of the Moosa 50K project site and its surrounding.  Short-term 
impacts on the existing visual character of Viewshed 1 (Impact SV/M/VQ 1) and 
Viewshed 2 (Impact SV/M/VQ 2), and long-term impacts in Viewshed 2 (Impact 
SV/M/VQ 3), due to Moosa Dam would be significant.  The Moosa Pump Station 
would generate significant short-term and long-term impacts related to the visual 
character and quality of Viewshed 3 during construction (Impact SV/M/VQ 4) and 
after construction (Impact SV/M/VQ 5).  Therefore, impacts of the SV 50K/Moosa 
50K Alternative would be significant. 

Impacts on aesthetic/visual quality (Threshold 3) from the new Moosa dam in 
Viewsheds 1 and 2 (Impacts SV/M/VQ 1, SV/M/VQ 2, and SV/M/VQ3), Moosa 
Pump Station (Impact SV/M/VQ 4), and in Viewshed 3 (Impact SV/M/VQ 5) would 
be significant.  There are no known feasible mitigation measures to reduce or offset 
these impacts to community character and visual resources or to below a level of 
significance.   
 

Significant 
and 
unmitigable 
 

Threshold 4: The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would not create a new source of 
substantial lighting or glare.  Therefore, impacts of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K 
Alternative would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Cumulative Impacts: The SV 50K component of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista, would not damage scenic resources, and 
would not create a potential source of substantial light or glare.  However, the Moosa 50K component would substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of several 
viewsheds in the study area.  Therefore, the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative’s contribution to cumulative aesthetic impacts (Impacts SV/M/VQ 1C, SV/M/VQ 2C, SV/M/VQ 3C, 
SV/M/VQ 4C and SV/M/VQ 5C), when combined with aesthetics/visual quality impacts associated with the ESP and CIP projects, and planned cumulative projects listed in Table 5.2-1, 
would be cumulatively significant and unmitigable.  A Statement of Overriding Considerations would be required for approval of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative. 

5.4 Agricultural Resources 

Threshold 1: The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would convert mapped Farmland 
to non-agricultural use and would not offset this loss.  Therefore, impacts of the SV 
50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would be significant (Impact SV/M/AG 1). 

Impacts on Farmland (Impact SV/M/AG 1) and Williamson Act contract parcels 
(Impact SV/M/AG 2) from the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would remain 
significant and unmitigable due to the lack of available contiguous parcels of high-
quality agricultural land that could be assembled in the project region, as well as 
rising costs and competition for use of land for commercial and residential uses. 

Significant 
and 
unmitigable 

Threshold 2: The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would conflict with Williamson 
Act lands.  Therefore, impacts of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would be 
significant (Impact SV/M/AG 2). 

Same as for Threshold 1 above. Significant 
and 
unmitigable 
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Impacts Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation(1) 

Threshold 3: The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative could temporarily impact 
adjacent avocado groves due to the potential increase in the spread of root-rot.  This 
impact would be significant (Impact SV/M/AG 3). 

The recommended mitigation measures to reduce impacts on adjacent avocado 
groves (Impact SV/M/AG 3) from the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative to below a 
level of significance would be the same as those described for the Moosa 100K 
Alternative (Mitigation Measures M/AG 3-1 through M/AG 3-3). 

Less than 
significant 

Cumulative Impacts: Cumulative impacts on agricultural resources due to the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative, when combined with the short-term (construction related) and long-term 
(operational) agricultural resources impacts associated with the ESP and CIP projects, and planned cumulative projects listed in Table 5.2-1, would be significant and unmitigable (Impacts 
SV/M/AG 1C and SV/M/AG 2C). A Statement of Overriding Considerations would be required for approval of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative. 

The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative and the proposed cumulative projects could affect avocado groves through the spread of root-rot, which could result in the discontinued production of 
the agricultural land. However, this impact could be mitigated through the proper handling of contaminated soil.  Therefore, cumulative impacts due to the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative 
on avocado trees, when combined with the agricultural impacts associated with the ESP and CIP projects, and planned cumulative projects listed in Table 5.2-1, would be less than 
significant (Impact SV/M/AG 3C).   

5.5 Air Quality 

Threshold 1: Construction emissions associated with the SV 50K/Moosa 50K 
Alternative would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the SIP and the 
RAQS.  Therefore, impacts of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would be less 
than significant. 

No mitigation required . Not 
applicable 
 

Threshold 2: Construction of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would exceed 
pollutant emission thresholds and have the potential to violate air quality standards 
for CO, VOC, NOx, PM10, and PM2.5 and contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation for O3 as represented by its precursor NOx.  Therefore, 
the temporary construction-related direct air quality impacts of the SV 50K/Moosa 
50K Alternative would be significant (Impact SV/M/ AQ 1). 

The project construction documents will incorporate the General Conditions and 
Standard Specifications listed in Section 1.9 (Introduction) of this EIR/EIS and the 
standard dust control BMPs listed in Section 3.5.2 of this EIR/EIR to reduce CO, 
NOx and PM10, emissions during construction of the on-site quarry options, and to 
reduce NOx, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions during construction of this alternative 
(Impacts SV/M/AQ 1 and SV/M/AQ 1C).  There are no additional feasible mitigation 
measures available to reduce these impacts to a level considered less than significant. 

Significant 
and 
unmitigable 

 

Construction-related traffic volumes associated with the SV 50K/Moosa 50K 
Alternative (under either the on-site quarry options or the off-site trucking option for 
aggregate supply) would not cause CO “hot spots” or CO emission thresholds to be 
exceeded at impacted intersections.  Therefore, impacts of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K 
Alternative would be less than significant. 

Operation of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would not exceed pollutant 
emission thresholds, violate air quality standards, or contribute substantially to an 
existing or projected air quality violation.  Therefore, impacts of the SV 50K/Moosa 
50K Alternative would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required for other less than significant impacts. Not 
applicable 
 

Threshold 3: Construction of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would not expose 
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.  Therefore, impacts of the 
SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 
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Impacts Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation(1) 

Threshold 4: The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would not cause objectionable 
odors that would affect a substantial number of people.  Therefore, impacts of the SV 
50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 5: Construction of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would exceed 
pollutant emission thresholds and have the potential to violate air quality standards 
for CO, VOC, NOx, PM10, and PM2.5 and contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation for O3 as represented by its precursor NOx.  Therefore, 
the temporary construction-related direct air quality impacts of the SV 50K/Moosa 
50K Alternative would be significant (Impact SV/M/AQ 1). 

Same as for Threshold 2 above. Significant 
and 
unmitigable 

 

Construction-related traffic volumes associated with the SV 50K/Moosa 50K 
Alternative (under either the on-site quarry options or the off-site trucking option for 
aggregate supply) would not cause CO “hot spots” or CO emission thresholds to be 
exceeded at impacted intersections.  Therefore, impacts of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K 
Alternative would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 
 

Threshold 6:  Construction of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would result in a 
cumulatively considerable net increase of criteria pollutants VOC, NOx, and PM10 for 
which the SDAB is listed or proposed as non-attainment under applicable federal and 
state air quality standards.  Therefore, impacts of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative 
would be significant (Impact SV/M/AQ 1C). 

Same as for Threshold 2 above.   Significant 
and 
unmitigable 

Cumulative Impacts: The cumulative construction-related air quality impacts of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative relative to conformance with the SIP and the RAQS would be less than 
significant.  The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would result in significant direct air quality impacts during construction (Impact SV/M/AQ 1).  These impacts were determined to be 
unmitigable.  Therefore, the construction-related cumulative air quality impacts of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative, when combined with air pollutant emissions from concurrent 
construction and/or operation of the CIP, ESP, and other planned cumulative projects listed in Table 5.2-1, would be significant for the duration of construction (Impact SV/M/AQ 1C).  No 
feasible measures, in addition to the General Conditions and Standard Specifications listed in Section 1.9.2 (Introduction, Air Quality) of this EIR/EIS and the standard dust control BMPs 
listed in Section 3.5.2 (Air Quality Project Design Features for the Proposed Action) of this EIR/EIS, are available to mitigate the cumulative construction-related air quality impacts of the 
SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative.  A Statement of Overriding Considerations would be required for approval of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative.   

The cumulative impacts would cease upon completion of construction.  Long-term cumulative operational air quality impacts of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would be less than 
significant.   

5.6 Biological Resources 

Threshold 1: The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would result in direct permanent 
impacts to CDFG-defined wetlands and unvegetated waters of the State, including 
freshwater marsh, southern coast live oak riparian forest, southern cottonwood-
willow riparian forest, mulefat scrub, southern willow scrub, open water/freshwater 
(perennial/seasonal pond), lakeshore fringe, and unvegetated channel (Impact 
SV/M/BR 1).  Therefore, impacts of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would be 
significant. 

SV/M/BR 1-1 Permanent Impacts to Riparian and Wetland Communities and 
Unvegetated Waters of the State (Impact SV/M/BR 1).  Refer to Mitigation Measure 
SV/BR 1-1 in Section 3.6.3.3 (Biological Resources for the Proposed Action) of this 
EIR/EIS. 

SV/M/BR 2-1 Temporary Impacts to Riparian and Wetland Communities and 
Unvegetated Waters of the State (Impact SV/M/BR 2).  Refer to Mitigation Measures 

Less than 
significant 
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Impacts Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation(1) 

The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would result in direct temporary impacts to 
CDFG-defined wetlands/vegetated waters and unvegetated waters of the State, 
including freshwater marsh, southern coast live oak riparian forest, southern 
cottonwood-willow riparian forest, southern sycamore-alder riparian woodland, 
mulefat scrub, southern willow scrub, lakeshore fringe and unvegetated channel 
(Impact SV/M/BR 2).  Therefore, impacts of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative 
would be significant. 

The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would result in direct permanent impacts to 
coastal sage scrub and coastal sage scrub-chaparral community (Impact SV/M/BR 
3), valley needlegrass grassland (Impact SV/M/BR 4), coast live oak woodland 
(Impact SV/M/BR 5), and open Engelmann oak woodland (Impact SV/M/BR 6); 
and direct temporary impacts to coastal sage scrub and coastal sage scrub-chaparral 
community (Impact SV/M/BR 7) and to coast live oak woodland (Impact 
SV/M/BR 8).  Therefore, impacts of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would be 
significant. 

SV/BR 2-1 in Section 3.6.3.3 (Biological Resources for the Proposed Action) of this 
EIR/EIS and M/BR 2-1 in Section 4.6.3.3 (Biological Resources for the Moosa 100K 
Alternative) of this EIR/EIS. 

SV/M/BR 3-1 Permanent Impacts to Coastal Sage Scrub and Coastal Sage-
Chaparral Scrub (Impact SV/M/BR 3).  Refer to Mitigation Measure SV/BR 3-1 in 
Section 3.6.3.3 (Biological Resources for the Proposed Action) of this EIR/EIS.  

SV/M/BR 4-1 Permanent Impacts to Valley Needlegrass Grassland (Impact 
SV/M/BR 4).  Refer to Mitigation Measure M/BR 4-1 in Section 4.6.3.3 (Biological 
Resources for the Moosa 100K Alternative) of this EIR/EIS.  

SV/M/BR 5-1 Permanent Impacts to Coast Live Oak Woodland (Impact SV/M/BR 
5).  Refer to Mitigation Measure SV/BR 4-1 in Section 3.6.3.3 (Biological Resources 
for the Proposed Action) of this EIR/EIS. 

SV/M/BR 6-1 Permanent Impacts to Open Engelmann Oak Woodland (Impact 
SV/M/BR 6).  Refer to Mitigation Measure M/BR 6-1 in Section 4.6.3.3 (Biological 
Resources for the Moosa 100K Alternative) of this EIR/EIS. 

SV/M/BR 7-1 Temporary Impacts to Coastal Sage Scrub and Coastal Sage-
Chaparral Scrub (Impact SV/M/BR 7).  Refer to Mitigation Measures SV/BR 5-1 in 
Section 3.6.3.3 (Biological Resources for the Proposed Action) of this EIR/EIS and 
M/BR 7-1 in Section 4.6.3.3 (Biological Resources for the Moosa 100K Alternative) 
of this EIR/EIS. 

SV/M/BR 8-1 Temporary Impacts to Coast Live Oak Woodland (Impact SV/M/BR 
8).  Refer to Mitigation Measures SV/BR 6-1 in Section 3.6.3.3 (Biological 
Resources for the Proposed Action) of this EIR/EIS and M/BR 8-1 in Section 4.6.3.3 
(Biological Resources for the Moosa 100K Alternative) of this EIR/EIS.   

 

Impacts to chaparral and non-native grassland due to the SV 50K component would 
be less than significant. Temporary changes to open water at both San Vicente and 
Turner reservoirs during drawdown of San Vicente Reservoir and filling of Moosa 
Reservoir would be offset by the larger reservoir volumes at the expanded/new 
reservoirs.  The temporary loss of submerged aquatic vegetation during drawdown of 
San Vicente Reservoir would be offset by the reestablishment of this vegetation 
community at approximately 590 feet AMSL during the dam raise construction 
period.  The temporary loss of potential submerged aquatic vegetation at Turner 
Reservoir during the filling of Moosa Reservoir would be offset by the larger 
reservoir volume and by the reestablishment of aquatic vegetation around the larger 
circumference of the new reservoir.  Therefore, impacts of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K 
Alternative would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 
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Impacts Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation(1) 

The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would generate construction-related indirect 
impacts to sensitive habitats (including CDFG-defined wetlands and unvegetated 
waters of the State) that would be reduced with implementation of the General 
Conditions and Standard Specifications listed in Section 1.9.3 (Introduction, 
Biological Resources) of this EIR/EIS and the project design features listed in 
Section 3.6.2 (Biological Resources for the Proposed Action) of this EIR/EIS.  
Therefore, impacts of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would be less than 
significant. 

No mitigation required. 
 

Not 
applicable 

Threshold 2: The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would result in direct permanent 
(Impact SV/M/BR 9) and temporary (Impact SV/M/BR 10) impacts to Corps-
regulated wetlands/vegetated waters and unvegetated waters of the U.S.  Therefore, 
impacts of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would be significant.   

Temporary changes to open water and the temporary loss of submerged aquatic 
vegetation at both San Vicente and Turner reservoirs during drawdown of San 
Vicente Reservoir and filling of Moosa Reservoir would be offset by the larger 
reservoir volumes and by the reestablishment of aquatic vegetation around the larger 
circumference of the expanded/new reservoirs.  Therefore, impacts of the SV 
50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would be less than significant.   

SV/M/BR 9-1 Permanent Impacts to Corps-Regulated Wetlands/Vegetated Waters 
and Unvegetated Waters of the U.S. (Impact SV/M/BR 9).  Refer to Mitigation 
Measure SV/BR 7-1 in Section 3.6.3.3 (Biological Resources for the Proposed 
Action) of this EIR/EIS. 

SV/M/BR 10-1 Temporary Impacts to Corps-Regulated Wetlands/Vegetated Waters 
and Unvegetated Waters of the U.S. (Impact SV/M/BR 10).  Refer to Mitigation 
Measures SV/BR 8-1 in Section 3.6.3.3 (Biological Resources for the Proposed 
Action) of this EIR/EIS and M/BR 10-1 in Section 4.6.3.3 (Biological Resources for 
the Moosa 100K Alternative) of this EIR/EIS. 

Less than 
significant 

 

The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would generate construction-related indirect 
impacts to Corps-regulated wetlands/vegetated waters and unvegetated waters of the 
U.S. that would be reduced with implementation of the General Conditions and 
Standard Specifications listed in Section 1.9.3 (Introduction, Biological Resources) of 
this EIR/EIS and the project design features listed in Section 3.6.2 (Biological 
Resources for the Proposed Action) of this EIR/EIS.  Therefore, impacts of the SV 
50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required for other less-than-significant impacts. 
 

Less than 
significant 

Threshold 3: The following impacts of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative to listed 
and non-listed sensitive species would be significant: 

• Potential permanent impacts to potentially occurring Quino checkerspot 
butterfly and potential temporary impacts to potential Quino habitat at the 
Moosa 50K footprint (Impact SV/M/BR 11); 

• Direct permanent impacts to the federally endangered arroyo toad and suitable 
habitat in Kimball Valley at the SV 50K footprint (Impact SV/M/BR 12); 

• Direct permanent impacts to the federally threatened California gnatcatcher 
territories at the SV 50K footprint and one previously observed location at the  
Moosa 50K footprint (Impact SV/M/BR 13); 

 

SV/M/BR 11-1 Potential Impacts to the Federally Endangered Quino Checkerspot 
Butterfly (Impact SV/M/BR 11).  Refer to Mitigation Measure M/BR 18-1 in Section 
4.6.3.3 (Biological Resources for the Moosa 100K Alternative) of this EIR/EIS. 

SV/M/BR 12-1 Permanent Impacts to the Federally Endangered Arroyo Toad 
(Impact SV/M/BR 12).  Refer to Mitigation Measure SV/BR 9-1 in Section 3.6.3.3 
(Biological Resources for the Proposed Action) of this EIR/EIS.   

SV/M/BR 13-1 Permanent Impacts to the Federally Threatened California 
Gnatcatcher (Impact SV/M/BR 13).  Refer to Mitigation Measures SV/BR 10-1 in 
Section 3.6.3.3 (Biological Resources for the Proposed Action) of this EIR/EIS and 
M/BR 11-1 in Section 4.6.3.3 (Biological Resources for the Moosa 100K Alternative) 
of this EIR/EIS.   

 

Less than 
significant 
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Impacts Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation(1) 

• Direct temporary impacts to the federally threatened California gnatcatcher 
territories at the SV 50K footprint and potential gnatcatcher habitat at the Moosa 
50K footprint(Impact SV/M/BR 14); 

• Indirect temporary construction noise impacts to the federally threatened 
California gnatcatcher at the SV 50K and Moosa 50K footprints (Impact 
SV/M/BR 15); 

• Direct permanent impacts to suitable least Bell’s vireo habitat at the SV 50K and 
Moosa 50K footprints and to potential vireo territories due to inundation of 
habitat from refilling of San Vicente Reservoir (Impact SV/M/BR 16);  

• Direct temporary impacts to potential habitat for the federally and state 
endangered least Bell’s vireo at the Moosa 50K footprint (Impact 
SV/M/BR 17); 

• Indirect temporary construction noise impacts to the federally and state 
endangered least Bell’s vireo at the SV 50K and Moosa 50K footprints (Impact 
SV/M/BR 18); 

• Potential permanent and temporary impacts to San Diego thornmint at the SV 
50K and Moosa 50K footprints (Impact SV/M/BR 19); 

• Potential permanent and temporary impacts to Stephen’s kangaroo rat at the 
Moosa 50K footprint (Impact SV/M/BR 20); 

• Direct permanent impacts to delicate clarkia at the SV 50K footprint (Impact 
SV/M/BR 21); and 

• Direct permanent and temporary impacts to southwestern pond turtle at the 
Moosa 50K footprint (Impact SV/M/BR 22).   

 

 

SV/M/BR 14-1 Temporary Impacts to the Federally Threatened California 
Gnatcatcher (Impact SV/M/BR 14).  Refer to Mitigation Measure SV/BR 11-1 in 
Section 3.6.3.3 (Biological Resources for the Proposed Action) of this EIR/EIS. 

SV/M/BR 15-1 Indirect Temporary Noise Impacts to the Federally Threatened 
California Gnatcatcher (Impact SV/M/BR 15).  Refer to Mitigation Measure SV/BR 
12-1 in Section 3.6.3.3 (Biological Resources for the Proposed Action) of this 
EIR/EIS.   

SV/M/BR 16-1 Permanent Impacts to the Federally and State Endangered Least 
Bell’s Vireo (Impact SV/M/BR 16) Refer to Mitigation Measures SV/BR 13-1 in 
Section 3.6.3.3 (Biological Resources for the Proposed Action) of this EIR/EIS and 
M/BR 14-1 in Section 4.6.3.3 (Biological Resources for the Moosa 100K Alternative) 
of this EIR/EIS. 

SV/M/BR 17-1 Temporary Impacts to the Federally and State Endangered Least 
Bell’s Vireo (Impact SV/M/BR 17).  Refer to Mitigation Measures M/BR 15-1 and 
M/BR 2-1 in Section 4.6.3.3 (Biological Resources for the Moosa 100K Alternative) 
of this EIR/EIS. 

SV/M/BR 18-1 Indirect Temporary Noise Impacts to the Federally and State 
Endangered Least Bell’s Vireo (Impact SV/M/BR 18).  Refer to Mitigation Measure 
M/BR 16-1 in Section 4.6.3.3 (Biological Resources for the Moosa 100K Alternative) 
of this EIR/EIS. 

SV/M/BR 19-1 Potential Impacts to the Federally and State Endangered San Diego 
Thornmint (Impact SV/M/BR 19).  Refer to Mitigation Measure M/BR 17-1 in 
Section 4.6.3.3 (Biological Resources for the Moosa 100K Alternative) of this 
EIR/EIS. 

SV/M/BR 20-1 Potential Impacts to the Federally Endangered and State Threatened 
Stephen’s Kangaroo Rat (Impact SV/M/BR 20).  Refer to Mitigation Measure M/BR 
19-1 in Section 4.6.3.3 (Biological Resources for the Moosa 100K Alternative) of 
this EIR/EIS. 

SV/M/BR 21-1 Permanent Impacts to Delicate Clarkia (Impact SV/M/BR 21).  
Refer to Mitigation Measure SV/BR 14-1 in Section 3.6.3.3 (Biological Resources 
for the Proposed Action) of this EIR/EIS. 

SV/M/BR 22-1 Permanent and Temporary Impacts to Southwestern Pond Turtle 
(Impact SV/M/BR 22).  Refer to Mitigation Measure M/BR 21-1 in Section 4.6.3.3 
(Biological Resources for the Moosa 100K Alternative) of this EIR/EIS. 
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Impacts Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation(1) 

Direct (permanent and temporary) impacts of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative to 
the following listed and non-listed sensitive species would be less than significant: 
Engelmann oak, Fish’s milkwort, Lakeside ceanothus, San Diego sagewort, San 
Diego sunflowerCounty Viguiera, summer holly, wart-stemmed ceanothus, coast 
horned lizard, Coronado Island skink, orange-throated whiptail, red diamond 
rattlesnake, two-striped garter snake, the federally threatened and state endangered 
bald eagle, Bell’s sage sparrow, Cooper’s hawk, the state fully protected golden 
eagle, loggerhead shrike, northern harrier, osprey, the state endangered peregrine 
falcon, rufous-crowned sparrow, the state fully protected white-tailed kite, yellow 
warbler, Dulzura pocket mouse, and San Diego desert wood rat.   

No mitigation required. 

 

Not 
applicable 

All construction-related indirect impacts to listed and non-listed sensitive species 
would be reduced with implementation of the General Conditions and Standard 
Specifications listed in Section 1.9.3 (Introduction, Biological Resources) of this 
EIR/EIS and the project design features listed in Section 3.6.2 (Biological Resources 
for the Proposed Action) of this EIR/EIS.  Therefore, impacts of the Proposed Action 
would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. 
 

Not 
applicable 

Threshold 4:  The SV 50K component of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would 
not permanently block or temporarily impede regional or local wildlife movement 
corridors, would maintain water in San Vicente Reservoir as a source of drinking 
water for wildlife, and would reduce indirect impacts of construction activities on 
local wildlife movement through implementation of the General Conditions and 
Standard Specifications in Section 1.9.3 (Introduction, Biological Resources) of this 
EIR/EIS and the project design features listed in Section 3.6.2 (Biological Resources 
for the Proposed Action) of this EIR/EIS.  Therefore, impacts of the SV 50K 
component of this alternative would be less than significant.  

The Moosa 50K component of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would 
permanently block the movement of native resident and migratory wildlife species 
through the Moosa Canyon regional wildlife corridor, but temporary and indirect 
impacts of construction activities on local wildlife movement would be reduced 
through retention of Turner Reservoir as a source of drinking water for wildlife and 
through implementation of the General Conditions and Standard Specifications in 
Section 1.9.3 (Introduction, Biological Resources) of this EIR/EIS and the project 
design features listed in Section 3.6.2 (Biological Resources for the Proposed Action) 
of this EIR/EIS.  Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 50K component of this alternative 
would be significant (Impact SV/M/BR 23).  

SV/M/BR 23-1 Impacts to Moosa Canyon Regional Wildlife Corridor (Impact 
SV/M/BR 23).  Refer to Mitigation Measure M/BR 22-1 in Section 4.6.3.3 
(Biological Resources for the Moosa 100K Alternative) of this EIR/EIS. 

 

 

Significant 
and 
unmitigable 
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Impacts Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation(1) 

Threshold 5: The SV 50K component of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would 
not impact biological resources in such a manner that would conflict with relevant 
planning policies and design guidelines of the City of San Diego’s MSCP, including 
Conservation Goals, Covered Species, Land Use Adjacency Guidelines, and MHPA 
Preserve Design.  Therefore, impacts of the SV 50K component of this alternative 
would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. 

 

Not 
applicable 

 

The Moosa 50K component of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would not be 
subject to, nor conflict with, the policies and provisions of any local or regional HCP 
or NCCP, including the future North County MSCP.  Therefore, there would be no 
impacts of the Moosa 50K component of this alternative. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Cumulative Impacts: When combined with cumulative impacts from the CIP projects listed in Section 5.6.4.1 (Biological Resources for the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative) of this 
EIR/EIS and other planned cumulative projects listed in Tables 3.2-1 and 4.2-1 (Sections 3.2 and 4.2 [Cumulative Projects] of this EIR/EIS), the contribution of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K 
Alternative to the following cumulative impacts would be considerable: riparian/wetlands (including CDFG-defined wetlands and unvegetated waters of the State) (Impact SV/M/BR 1C), 
coastal sage scrub and coastal sage-chaparral scrub (Impact SV/M/BR 3C), valley needlegrass grassland (Impact SV/M/BR 4C), coast live oak woodland (Impact SV/M/BR 5C), and 
Engelmann oak woodland (Impact SV/M/BR 6C) habitats; Corps-regulated wetlands/vegetated waters and unvegetated waters of the U.S. (Impact SV/M/BR 9C); the federally endangered 
Quino checkerspot butterfly (if determined to be present) (Impact SV/M/BR 11C), the federally endangered arroyo toad (Impact SV/M/BR 12C), the federally threatened California 
gnatcatcher (Impact SV/M/BR 13C), the federally and state endangered least Bell’s vireo (Impact SV/M/BR 16C), the federally and state endangered San Diego thornmint (if determined to 
be present) (Impact SV/M/BR 19C), the federally endangered and state threatened Stephen’s kangaroo rat (if determined to be present) (Impact SV/M/BR 20C), delicate clarkia (Impact 
SV/M/BR 21C), and southwestern pond turtle (Impact SV/M/BR 22C).  Therefore, cumulative impacts of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would be significant. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures SV/M/BR 1-1, SV/M/BR 9-1, SV/M/BR 12-1, SV/M/BR 16-1, and SV/M/BR 20-1 through SV/M/BR 22-1 would reduce the cumulative impacts of 
the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative to riparian/wetlands (including CDFG-defined wetlands and unvegetated waters of the State), Corps-regulated wetlands/vegetated waters and 
unvegetated waters of the U.S., the federally endangered arroyo toad, the federally and state endangered least Bell’s vireo, the federally endangered and state threatened Stephen’s kangaroo 
rat (if determined to be present), delicate clarkia, and southwestern pond turtle to a level considered less than significant.  Implementation of Mitigation Measures SV/M/BR 3-1 through 
SV/M/BR 6-1, SV/M/BR 11-1, SV/M/BR 13-1, and SV/M/BR 19-1 would reduce the cumulative impacts of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative to coastal sage scrub and coastal sage-
chaparral scrub, valley needlegrass grassland, coast live oak woodland, Engelmann oak woodland, the federally endangered Quino checkerspot butterfly (if determined to be present), the 
federally threatened California gnatcatcher, and the federally and state endangered San Diego thornmint (if determined to be present) to a level considered less than significant because the 
preservation and management of conserved upland (including Quino and gnatcatcher) habitats within an approved off-site mitigation bank would substantially contribute to: (1) the regional 
conservation strategy for these sensitive habitats and species; and (2) the assembly of large-scale, ecosystem-level preserve areas to facilitate NCCP and MSCP goals. 

When combined with cumulative impacts from the CIP projects listed in Section 5.6.4.1 (Biological Resources for the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative) of this EIR/EIS and other planned 
cumulative projects listed in Tables 3.2-1 and 4.2-1 (Sections 3.2 and 4.2 [Cumulative Projects] of this EIR/EIS), the contribution of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative to the following 
cumulative impacts would not be considerable: Engelmann oak, Fish’s milkwort, lakeside ceanothus, San Diego sagewort, San Diego sunflowerCounty Viguiera, summer holly, wart-
stemmed ceanothus, coast horned lizard, Coronado Island skink, orange-throated whiptail, red diamond rattlesnake, two-striped garter snake, the federally threatened and state endangered 
bald eagle, Bell’s sage sparrow, Cooper’s hawk, the state fully protected golden eagle, loggerhead shrike, northern harrier, osprey, the state endangered peregrine falcon, rufous-crowned 
sparrow, the state fully protected white-tailed kite, yellow warbler, Dulzura pocket mouse, and San Diego desert wood rat.  Therefore, cumulative impacts of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K 
Alternative would not be significant. 

The SV 50K/Moosa 500K Alternative would result in a significant cumulative impact to the Moosa Creek regional wildlife corridor (Impact M/BR 23C) in combination with cumulative 
impacts from the CIP projects listed in Section 5.6.4.1 (Biological Resources for the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative) of this EIR/EIS and other planned cumulative projects listed in Tables 
3.2-1 and 4.2-1 (Sections 3.2 and 4.2 [Cumulative Projects] of this EIR/EIS).  Even with proposed mitigation (Mitigation Measure M/BR 23-1), this significant cumulative impact may not 
be mitigable.  Due to this uncertainty, a Statement of Overriding Considerations is required for approval of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative. 
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Impacts Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation(1) 

5.7 Cultural Resources 

Threshold 1: The Moosa 50K component of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative 
could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical or 
archaeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 (Impact 
SV/M/CR 1).  Implementation of the project design features listed in Sections 3.7.2 
and 4.7.2 (Cultural Resources for the Proposed Action and Moosa 100K Alternative, 
respectively) would avoid impacts on cultural resources associated with the SV 50K 
component and could avoid impacts on some of the cultural resources associated with 
the Moosa 50K component.  However, given the lack of detail regarding specific 
impacts at the Moosa sites, it would not be possible to avoid inundation of 
unidentified sites. Therefore, impacts of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would 
be significant.   

To mitigate potential impacts to potentially eligible NRHP sites at the Moosa 50K 
component of this alternative, the Water Authority will implement the following 
mitigation measure:  

SV/M/CR 1-1 If the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative is selected, additional 
comprehensive cultural resources surveys will be conducted by a qualified 
archaeologist within the entire Moosa 50K footprint (including the inundation area, 
dam construction zone, marina, and outlying components [e.g., pump stations, water 
storage tanks, new and relocated access roads/water lines/utility lines, quarry 
areas/borrow sites]), and within the eastern portion of the pipeline route where it 
would extend through undisturbed areas along Moosa Creek.  Based on the survey 
results, testing and evaluation of NRHP eligibility will be conducted.  The evaluation 
generally consists of test excavations to determine whether the sites contain the 
integrity, quantity, and diversity of cultural materials to contribute information about 
important research topics.  If the sites are found to meet the criteria for NRHP 
eligibility, a data recovery program will be conducted.  The data recovery program 
will be directed toward collecting an adequate amount of information from the sites 
to mitigate their destruction. 

Less than 
significant 

Threshold 2: The Moosa 50K component of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative 
could disturb human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries, 
either during future NRHP evaluations or during construction activities (Impact 
SV/M/CR 2).  Even with implementation of project design features listed in Section 
4.7.2 (Cultural Resources for the Moosa 100K Alternative) and state regulations that 
address unexpected discoveries during construction, it may not be feasible to 
completely avoid impacts on human remains.  Therefore, impacts of the SV 
50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would be significant. 

Human remains could be unavoidably disturbed during future NRHP evaluations or 
during construction activities (Impact SV/M/CR 2), even with implementation of 
project design and avoidance measures and state regulations that address unexpected 
discoveries during construction.  There are no feasible measures to mitigate this 
impact.   

Significant 
and 
unmitigable 

Cumulative Impacts: Implementation of mitigation measure SV/M/CR 1-1, per the conditions of the ESP PA (i.e., data recovery for unanticipated discoveries in accordance with the 
Treatment Plan), along with project design and avoidance measures, would mitigate or avoid cumulative impacts to potentially eligible NRHP sites at the Moosa 50K component of this 
alternative.  It is assumed the Slaughterhouse Terminal Reservoir, Hubbard Hill Flow Regulatory Structure, North County Distribution Pipeline Flow Regulatory Structure, and Second 
Crossover Pipeline CIP projects, and other planned cumulative projects listed in Table 5.2-1 (Section 5.2 [Cumulative Projects for the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative] of this EIR/EIS), 
would be required to comply with mitigation measures or regulations intended to avoid or mitigate significant impacts to cultural resources.  Therefore, cumulative impacts to potentially 
eligible NRHP sites from the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative, when combined with the potential cumulative impacts associated with the Slaughterhouse Terminal Reservoir, Hubbard Hill 
Flow Regulatory Structure, North County Distribution Pipeline Flow Regulatory Structure, and Second Crossover Pipeline CIP projects, and other planned cumulative projects listed in 
Table 5.2-1 (Section 5.2 [Cumulative Projects for the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative] of this EIR/EIS), would be less than significant after mitigation.   

The potential (“worst-case”) unavoidable cumulative impacts to human remains (Impact SV/M/CR 2C) from the Moosa 50K component of this alternative, when combined with the 
potential cumulative impacts associated with the Slaughterhouse Terminal Reservoir, Hubbard Hill Flow Regulatory Structure, North County Distribution Pipeline Flow Regulatory 
Structure, and Second Crossover Pipeline CIP projects, and other planned cumulative projects listed in Table 5.2-1 (Section 5.2 [Cumulative Projects for the SV 50K/Moosa 50K 
Alternative] of this EIR/EIS),  would remain significant and unmitigable, even with implementation of project design and avoidance measures, including stipulations of the ESP PA that 
address unexpected discoveries during construction.  It may not be feasible to completely avoid impacts to human remains associated with the Moosa 50K component.  Therefore, a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations would be necessary for approval of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative. 
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Significance 
After 

Mitigation(1) 

5.8 Geology and Soils 

Threshold 1a: The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would not be subject to fault 
rupture hazard because there are no active or conditionally active faults or shear 
zones that underlie the footprints. Implementation of General Conditions and 
Standard Specifications (Sections 1.9.1, 1.9.4 and 1.9.9 [Introduction] of this 
EIR/EIS), project design features (Section 3.8.2 [Geology and Soils for the Proposed 
Action] of this EIR/EIS), and any additional remedial measures recommended by 
future geotechnical studies would minimize potential exposure of people, boats, or 
structures to substantial adverse effects from seismically induced ground rupture, 
including the risk of loss, injury, death or property damage, at both the SV 50K and 
Moosa 50K components.  Therefore, impacts of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative 
would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required Not 
applicable 

Threshold 1b: The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would implement General 
Conditions and Standard Specifications (Sections 1.9.1, 1.9.4 and 1.9.9 [Introduction] 
of this EIR/EIS), project design features (Section 3.8.2 [Geology and Soils for the 
Proposed Action] of this EIR/EIS), and any additional remedial measures 
recommended by future geotechnical studies would minimize potential exposure of 
people, boats, or structures to substantial adverse effects from strong seismic ground 
shaking, including the risk of loss, injury, death or property damage, at both the SV 
50K and Moosa 50K components.  Therefore, impacts of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K 
Alternative would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 1c: The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would not be exposed to 
substantial liquefaction hazard and would implement the Planning and Coordination 
and Dam Design/Construction project design features (Section 3.8.2 [Geology and 
Soils for the Proposed Action] of this EIR/EIS), and any remedial measures 
recommended by further geotechnical investigations associated with final 
engineering and design in order to minimize potential exposure of people, boats, or 
structures to substantial adverse effects from liquefaction, including the risk of loss, 
injury, death or property damage.  Impacts from seismic-related ground failure, 
including liquefaction, associated with the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would be 
less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 1d: The SV50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would not be exposed to 
substantial landslide risk. Impacts from landslides associated with the SV 50K/Moosa 
50K Alternative would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 1e: The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would have a low potential for 
seiches based on the geotechnical evaluation.  Impacts from seiches associated with 
the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 
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Threshold 1f: The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would not be exposed to 
reservoir-induced seismicity hazard because conditions that could result in reservoir-
induced seismicity do not exist at the sites, according to the geotechnical report.  
Impacts due to reservoir-induced seismicity associated with the SV 50K/Moosa 50K 
Alternative would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 2: The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would not result in substantial 
erosion or loss of topsoil.  Impacts from soil erosion or loss of topsoil associated with 
the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 3: The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would not 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. Impacts from unstable geologic units or soil 
associated with the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 4: The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would not be located on 
expansive soil that could create substantial risks to life or property.  Impacts related 
to expansive soil associated with the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would be less 
than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Cumulative Impacts: The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would not be subject to any geologic or soils conditions or hazards that could not be mitigated through implementation of DSOD 
requirements, Planning and Coordination and Dam Design/Construction project design features, and General Conditions and Standard Specifications, which would minimize potential 
exposure of people, boats, or structures to substantial adverse effects from ground shaking, ground rupture, ground failure or liquefaction, and landslides, including the risk of loss, injury, 
death or property damage.  The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would have a low potential for seiches and for conditions resulting in reservoir-induced seismicity.  The SV 50K/Moosa 
50K Alternative would implement measures to minimize substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil, and impacts from unstable geologic units or soils, and impacts from soil expansion.  
The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative and other cumulative projects would implement measures to minimize impacts on or from geologic and soil resources.  Therefore, geology/seismicity 
and soils impacts due to the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative, when combined with geology/seismicity and soils impacts associated with the CIP and ESP projects, and other planned 
cumulative projects listed in Table 5.2-1 (Cumulative Projects for the Moosa 100K Alternative) of this EIR/EIS, would not be cumulatively considerable.  Cumulative impacts would be less 
than significant.   

5.9 Land Use and Planning 

Threshold 1: The Moosa 50K component would permanently divide the established 
Moosa Valley community, and cause substantial physical disruption.  Therefore, 
impacts of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would be significant (Impact 
SV/M/LU 1).   

No mitigation would be available to reduce the physical community disruption 
impact from the Moosa 50K component of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative to 
below a level of significance (Impact SV/M/LU 1).  

Significant 
and 
unmitigable 
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Threshold 2: Pursuant to Section 53091 of the California Government Code, the SV 
50K/Moosa 50K Alternative is exempted from land use plans, policies or regulations 
identified in the County of San Diego General Plan Public Facility Element, the 
Lakeside Community Plan, the Ramona Community Plan, the Valley Center 
Community Plan, the North County Metropolitan Subregional Plan, and the City of 
Escondido General Plan.  Therefore, there would be no combined impact from this 
alternative. 

The SV 50K component of this alternative would not affect biological resources in 
such a manner that would conflict with planning policies of the City of San Diego’s 
MSCP, including Land Use Adjacency Guidelines, Conservation Goals, and MHPA 
Preserve Design.  In addition, the Moosa 50K component of this alternative would 
not conflict with a NCCP, MSCP or HCP.  Therefore, combined impacts of the SV 
50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would be less than significant.   

There are no proposed land uses adjacent to the SV 50K component of this 
alternative; however, the Moosa 50K component would directly affect proposed land 
uses within the reservoir footprint.  Therefore, combined impacts of the SV 
50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would be significant (Impact SV/M/LU 2). 

No mitigation required for less-than significant impacts. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

No mitigation would be available to reduce impacts on proposed land uses from the 
Moosa 50K component of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative to below a level of 
significance (Impact SV/M/LU 2). 

Not 
applicable 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Significant 
and 
unmitigable 

Threshold 3: The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative could potentially require a 
combined displacement of up to 69 residences (up to five residences under the SV 
50K component and as many as 64 residences under the Moosa 50K component). 
Therefore, impacts of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would be significant 
(Impact SV/M/LU 3). 

The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would permanently disrupt agricultural 
production.  Therefore, impacts of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would be 
significant (Impact SV/M/LU 4). 

The Water Authority will implement Mitigation Measures SV/LU 1-1, SV/LU 1-2 
and SV/LU1-3 and M/LU 3-1, M/LU 3-2, and M/LU 3-3 to reduce impacts 
associated with displacement of residences  and land uses within the Moosa footprint 
(Impacts SV/M/LU 2 and SV/M/LU 3); however, due to the magnitude of the 
residential displacements at the Moosa 50K footprint, this impact would not be 
reduced to a level considered less than significant. 

No feasible mitigation would be available to reduce loss of agricultural lands and 
related impacts on commercial agricultural production (Impact SV/M/LU 4).   

Significant 
and 
unmitigable 

 

During the dam raise construction, the SV 50K component of this alternative would 
disrupt freshwater aquatic businesses that operate at San Vicente Reservoir; however, 
alternative sites are available to serve these businesses.  The SV 50K/Moosa 50K 
Alternative would not displace churches, schools, scientific institutions, or research 
areas.  Therefore, there would be no impact from the SV 50K/Moosa 50K 
Alternative. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Cumulative Impacts: When combined with potential cumulative land use impacts from the CIP projects listed in Section 5.9.4.1 in this EIR/EIS and other planned cumulative projects 
listed in Table 5.2-1, the Moosa 50K component’s contribution to cumulative impacts with respect to potential disruption of an established community, displacement of proposed land uses, 
residences and farmland would be considerable (Impacts SV/M/LU 1C, SV/M/LU 2C, SV/M/LU 3C, SV/M/LU 4C). Implementation of mitigation measures identified in Sections 3.9.3 
and 4.9.3 of this EIR/EIS would reduce the cumulative residential displacement impacts of the SV 50K component to a level considered less than significant, however, the residential 
displacement impacts associated with the Moosa 50K component would still be significant due to the large amount of residences to be relocated.  Therefore, cumulative land use impacts due 
to the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative, when combined with land use impacts associated with the CIP projects, and planned cumulative projects listed in Table 5.2-1, would be significant 
and unmitigable.  A Statement of Overriding Considerations would be necessary for approval of this alternative. 
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5.10 Mineral Resources 

Threshold 1: The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would not result in the loss of 
availability of locally important mineral resources. Impacts would be less than 
significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Cumulative Impacts: The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative is not expected to reduce the availability of significant mineral resource deposits in the vicinity of the project area.  Therefore, 
cumulative mineral resources impacts due to the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative, when combined with mineral resources impacts associated with the CIP and ESP projects, and other 
planned cumulative projects listed in Table 5.2-1, would be less than significant.   

5.11 Noise and Vibration 

Threshold 1: The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would not exceed the 75 dBA Leq 
noise for daytime construction and blasting activities.   Therefore, impacts of the SV 
50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 2: The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would expose sensitive receptors 
to nighttime construction and blasting noise levels that would exceed the 45 dBA Leq 
interior noise standard for residential uses.  Therefore, impacts of the SV 50K/Moosa 
50K Alternative would be significant (Impact SV/M/NV 1). 

To mitigate significant impacts associated with nighttime noise levels from batch 
plant operations south of the SV 50K dam (Impact SV/M/NV 1), the Water Authority 
will implement the following mitigation measure: 

SV/M/NV 1-1 If feasible, the batch plant operations will be located at the on-site 
Marina Quarry Option.  If the batch plant operations cannot be located at the on-site 
Marina Quarry Option, then the significant nighttime noise impacts from batch plant 
operations south of the dam would be unmitigable because there are no other feasible 
mitigation measures available to reduce these impacts to a level considered less than 
significant. 

Noise impacts from SV 50K dam construction activities associated with blasting and 
tunneling operations downstream of San Vicente Dam (Impact SV/M/NV 1) could be 
reduced by the placement of noise attenuation barriers along the southerly and 
easterly limits of the construction zone..  However, it is speculative that barriers 
could feasibly be constructed at the height necessary to attenuate nighttime 
construction noise levels at the residences located south of the dam construction zone 
to below the 45 dBA Leq exterior noise standard for residential uses.  There are no 
feasible mitigation measures available to reduce these impacts to a level considered 
less than significant. 

The significant impacts from nighttime noise levels associated with Moosa 50K 
pipeline tunneling operations (Impact SV/M/NV 1) may be reduced through the use 
of acoustical barriers or other measures.  If this alternative is selected, detailed noise 
studies and modeling would be performed based on known acoustical factors (e.g., 
line-of-sight, intervening topography, elevation differences) to determine the barrier 
parameters (e.g., locations, orientations, heights) and other measures that may be 
necessary to reduce, avoid or mitigate nighttime noise impacts associated with Moosa 
50K pipeline tunneling operations.  Because the mitigation for these impacts is  

Significant 
and 
unmitigable 
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 speculative, the nighttime construction noise impacts associated with SV 50K/Moosa 
50K Alternative would be significant and unmitigable. 

 

Threshold 3: During the peak construction months in Year 2010, construction traffic 
from the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would increase roadway noise levels at 
residential properties along Vigilante Road and Moreno Avenue for the SV 50K 
component, and along Betsworth Road for the Moosa 50K component, such that the 
3 dB significance threshold would be exceeded.  Therefore, impacts of the SV 
50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would be significant (Impact SV/M/NV 2). 

The significant impacts from increased noise levels along Vigilante Road and 
Moreno Avenue and along Betsworth Road due to construction traffic (Impact 
SV/M/NV 2) cannot be reduced by any measure other than reducing construction-
related vehicle trips below the estimated traffic volumes associated with the on-site 
quarry options.  This is not considered practicable due to the round-the-clock 
construction process for RCC placement and tunnel operations.  There are no feasible 
mitigation measures available to reduce these impacts to less than significant.   

Significant 
and 
unmitigable 

 

The expected increase in recreational traffic volumes along vicinity roadways to 
access the SV 50K and Moosa 50K marinas would not generate noise levels at nearby 
residential receptors above the 3 dB significance threshold.  Therefore, impacts of the 
SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. 
 

Not 
applicable 
 

Threshold 4: The use of motorboats on the SV 50K and Moosa 50K reservoirs 
would not generate noise levels at nearby residential receptors above the 50 dBA Leq 
(daytime) and the 45 dBA Leq (nighttime) noise standards.  Therefore, impacts of the 
SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would be less than significant 
The pump stations associated with the Moosa 50K component of the SV 50K/Moosa 
50K Alternative would be designed to provide acoustic shielding such that 
operational noise levels would meet the 50 dBA Leq (daytime) and the 45 dBA Leq 
(nighttime) noise standards.  Therefore, impacts of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K 
Alternative would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. 
 

Not 
applicable 

Threshold 5a: The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would not generate vibration 
from blasting that would exceed the PPV damage thresholds of 2.0 inches per second 
at any structure or sensitive receptor.  Therefore, impacts of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K 
Alternative would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 5b: The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would not generate vibration 
from blasting that would exceed the daily average particle velocity threshold of 0.5 
inch per second at the nearest sensitive receptors.  Therefore, impacts of the SV 
50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Cumulative Impacts: The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would not exceed construction noise standards during the daytime, would not generate vibration from blasting that would exceed 
the threshold at the nearest sensitive receptors, and would not generate noise above the significance thresholds during operation.  Therefore, cumulative noise impacts of these activities due 
to the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative, when combined with noise impacts associated with the CIP and ESP projects, and other planned cumulative projects listed in Table 5.2-1, would be 
less than significant.   
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The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would result in significant construction noise impacts due to nighttime construction and increased traffic along Vigilante Road, Moreno Avenue, and 
Betsworth Road.  These impacts were determined to be unmitigable.  Therefore, cumulative construction noise impacts due to the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative, when combined with 
noise impacts associated with the CIP and ESP projects, and other planned cumulative projects listed in Table 5.2-1, would be significant for the duration of construction (Impacts 
SV/M/NV 1C and SV/M/NV 2C).  No feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce the cumulative construction noise impacts of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative to below a 
level of significance.  However, these cumulative impacts would cease upon completion of construction.  A Statement of Overriding Considerations would be necessary for project approval. 

5.12 Paleontological Resources 

Threshold 1: The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would not directly or indirectly 
destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or geologic feature.  Therefore, 
paleontological resource impacts due to the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would 
be less than significant.  

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Cumulative Impacts: Cumulative paleontological resource impacts due to construction of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative, when combined with construction impacts associated with 
the CIP and ESP projects, and the other planned cumulative projects listed in Table 5.2-1, would be less than significant. 

5.13 Public Safety and Hazards 

Threshold 1: The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would not create a significant 
hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal 
of hazardous materials.  Safety measures would be implemented to control the 
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials during project construction 
and operation.  Therefore, impacts from hazardous materials transported, used or 
disposed of during construction and operation associated with the SV 50K/Moosa 
50K Alternative would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 2: The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would not create a significant 
hazard to the public or the environment.  Safety measures would be implemented to 
prevent upsets during construction and operation.  Therefore, impacts of the SV 
50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 3: The Moosa 50K component would create a significant hazard to the 
public and the environment due to contaminants that could be present in soil and/or 
groundwater.  Based on limited field reconnaissance and review of historic land use 
and hazardous material records, the potential is high for the presence of non-routine 
levels of hazardous materials in the Moosa 50K project site.  Therefore, the combined 
impacts of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would be significant (Impact 
SV/M/HM 1). 

 

Mitigation to reduce impacts to public safety and hazards to below a level of 
significance for the Moosa 50K component would be the same as for the Moosa 
100K Alternative.  There is no need for additional or other mitigation for the SV 50K 
component.  The mitigation measures for the Moosa 100K Alternative are repeated 
here as follows: 

To reduce significant impacts to public safety from the presence of non-routine levels 
of hazardous materials in the Moosa 50K component of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K 
Alternative (Impact SV/M/HM 1), the Water Authority will implement the following 
mitigation measures: 

SV/M/HM 1-1:  Betsworth 4 Bay (11580 Betsworth Road) 

• Review County of San Diego regulatory agency files to gain further information 
regarding this facility. 

Less than 
significant 
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 • Perform a site visit to ascertain the potential for a release or other impact to the 
soil and groundwater of the site. 

• If necessary, conduct soil and groundwater sampling to determine the areas and 
concentrations of a potential release. 

• If necessary, implement an appropriate remedial action (clean-up) plan prior to 
construction of the dam and inundation of the area. 

SV/M/HM 1-2:  Valley Center Landfill (28700 Aerie Road) 

• Review County of San Diego regulatory agency files to determine the most 
recent ground water monitoring data and additional information regarding the 
former landfill.  Conduct groundwater monitoring and soil testing to determine 
the type of material contained within the landfill and the potential for movement 
the material and contamination of groundwater or surface water. 

• If hazardous material is found, the Water Authority will conduct a feasibility 
study and determine which of the following measures would be most 
appropriate: 

Encapsulate the entire landfill area with a non-permeable barrier to prevent 
inundation of the landfill from reservoir water and to prevent leachate or 
other contaminants from flowing into the drinking water supply; or, 

Construct an impermeable dam or other barrier between the inundation area 
and the former landfill area.  This dam or wall is intended to prevent the 
inundation of the landfill area and migration of leachate or other potentially 
hazardous materials from migrating into the water of the proposed reservoir 

 

 SV/M/HM 1-3:  Ernest J. Allen (12363 Betsworth Road) 

• Review County of San Diego regulatory agency files to gain further information 
regarding this facility and the UST at this facility. 

• Perform a site visit to determine the location of the UST and the potential to 
impact the proposed inundation area. 

• If necessary, conduct soil and groundwater sampling to determine if a release 
has impacted the soil and groundwater within the proposed inundation area. 

• If necessary, implement an appropriate remedial action (clean-up) plan prior to 
construction of the dam and inundation of the area. 

 

 

 



Environmental Impacts Comparison – SV 50K / Moosa 50K Alternative 

August 2007 Carryover Storage and San Vicente Dam Raise EIR/EIS Page 7-68 

Impacts Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation(1) 

 SV/M/HM 1-4:  Circle R Ranch Trading Post (8751 Old Castle Road) 

• Review County of San Diego regulatory agency files to gain further information 
regarding this facility and the reported release. 

• Perform a site visit to ascertain the release location and the potential impact to 
the pipeline area of the site.  

• If necessary, conduct soil and groundwater sampling in the area of the pipeline 
to determine if the release has impacted the soil that will be excavated as a part 
of the pipeline construction. 

• If necessary, implement an appropriate remedial action (clean-up) plan prior to 
construction of the pipeline. 

 

 SV/M/HM 1-5: Other Adjacent Facilities (Janis Trucking, H/T Farms/McMillan 
Farm Management, and Castle Creek Country Club) 

• Review County of San Diego regulatory agency files to gain further information 
regarding these facilities and the reported release. 

• If necessary, conduct monitoring of soils for contamination during dam 
construction activities on the adjacent inundation and pipeline areas. 

 

 SV/M/HM 1-6:  Scattered Residences 

• Identify all residences and utility poles with transformers within the proposed 
inundation and pipeline areas. Identify and remove all propane storage tanks and 
septic tanks associated with the private residences. Identify and remove (or 
relocate) all pole mounted transformers and utility poles that are within the 
proposed inundation area. 

• Test soil in the vicinity of the transformers for PCBs or other potential 
contaminants and remove any contaminated soil. 

 

 SV/M/HM 1-7:  Agricultural Activities 

• Conduct a site reconnaissance at each farming and nursery facility within the 
proposed inundation area to assess the presence of fuel tanks, auto equipment 
repair areas, equipment storage areas, smudge pots, windmills, greenhouses, and 
the storage and use of pesticides and herbicides. 

• Conduct file reviews at the appropriate regulatory agencies (DEH, RWQCB, 
etc.) for the facilities within the proposed inundation area to determine the 
presences of USTs and for reported releases. Further file reviews can provide  
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Mitigation(1) 

 the quantities and locations hazardous materials generation and storage as well 
as the quantities of pesticides and herbicides used at each facility. 

• Conduct soil sampling as necessary at facilities that are potentially impacted. 
Analyze samples to determine if petroleum hydrocarbons, metals, pesticides, or 
herbicides have contaminated the soils in the proposed inundation and pipeline 
areas. 

• If the analysis indicates that soils or groundwater have been contaminated, 
implement appropriate remedial action (clean-up) plans prior to construction of 
the dam and inundation of the area. 

SV/M/HM 1-8:  Equipment Area, Valley Center Municipal Water District 

• Conduct a site reconnaissance at the facility to assess the area for the storage and 
use of hazardous materials. 

• Conduct soil sampling if hazardous material storage, usage, or a release are 
identified. Analyze samples to determine if petroleum hydrocarbons, metals, 
pesticides, or herbicides have contaminated the soil in the vicinity of this 
facility. 

• If the analysis indicates that soils have been contaminated, implement 
appropriate remedial action plans prior to construction of the dam and 
inundation of the area. 

 

Threshold 4: The SV 50K and Moosa 50K components of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K 
Alternative would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, 
or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or 
dam or overtopping of the spillway.  The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would be 
designed with a safety goal of one in a million, so catastrophic dam failure and 
associated downstream flooding would be extremely low.  Therefore, impacts of the 
SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 5: The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would generate a negligible 
increase in boating accident potential due to increased recreational use of the San 
Vicente and Moosa reservoirs.  Therefore, impacts of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K 
Alternative would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable  
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After 

Mitigation(1) 

Cumulative Impacts: The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would implement safety measures to control the transport, use, disposal or accidental release of hazardous materials.  The SV 
50K/Moosa 50K Alternative dam and marina facilities would be designed such that downstream flooding and boating accidents would be minimized.  Therefore cumulative impacts due to 
the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative for these activities, when combined with the short-term (construction related) and long-term (operational) public safety impacts associated with the CIP 
and ESP projects, and other planned cumulative projects listed in Table 5.2-1, would be less than significant.   

The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would result in significant project-specific public safety impacts due to the disturbance of non-routine hazardous materials (Impact SV/M/HM 1C).  
However, the Water Authority will implement the mitigation measures SV/M/HM 1-1 through SV/M/HM 1-8, described in Section 5.13.3.3, to reduce public safety impacts to a less-than-
significant level.  Therefore, cumulative public safety impacts due to the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative when combined with the construction-related public safety impacts associated with 
the CIP and ESP projects, and other planned cumulative projects listed in Table 5.2-1, would be less than significant.   

5.14 Public Services and Utilities 

Threshold 1: The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would not diminish or disrupt 
police, fire, or EMS protection services, or require the need for new or physically 
altered police, fire, or EMS facilities.  The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would 
not affect schools, libraries, or public transit in the study area.  Therefore, impacts of 
the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. 
 
 
 
 

Not 
applicable 
 
 
 

Threshold 2: A new water right entitlement will be required for the Moosa 50K 
Alternative.  Therefore, impacts would be significant (Impact SV/M/PS 1). 

To reduce significant impacts caused by the need to acquire additional water supplies 
or entitlements (Impact SV/M/PS 1), the Water Authority will implement the 
following mitigation measure: 

SV/M/PS 1-1 Prior to commencing any activities that would result in diversion or 
storage of natural flows in Moosa Creek, the Water Authority will:  (1) file an 
application with the SWRCB for a new appropriative right; (2) conduct additional 
environmental analysis to support this application. 

Significant 
and 
unmitigable 

Threshold 3: The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would not disrupt water supply, 
electrical, solid waste, and natural gas or wastewater services.  Therefore, impacts of 
the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 4: The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would not likely require any 
substantial additional electrical power or natural gas supplies or infrastructure.  The 
SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would utilize a negligible percentage of regional 
solid waste landfill capacity, and would not affect existing sewer capacities and 
levels of service.  Therefore, public utilities and services capacity impacts of the SV 
50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would be less than significant. 
The SV50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would not require any new delivery 
infrastructure. This impact would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. 
 
 
 

Not 
applicable 
 

Threshold 5: The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would implement SWPPP 
measures during construction, and replace existing storm water drainage facilities 
with site design measures or appropriately sized new facilities. Therefore, impacts of 
the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 
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Impacts Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation(1) 

Cumulative Impacts: The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would not diminish or disrupt public services, would not require additional utilities services, and would involve the construction 
of storm water drainage facilities that would not cause significant environmental effects.  Therefore, cumulative public services and utilities impacts due to the SV 50K/Moosa 50K 
Alternative for these activities, when combined with the short-term (construction-related) and long-term (operational) public services and utilities impacts associated with the CIP and ESP 
projects, and other planned cumulative projects listed in Table 5.2-1, would be less than significant.  

The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would require the need for a water right entitlement (Impact SV/M/PS 1C), which would result in a significant cumulative impact, when combined 
with the water supply and/or entitlement impacts associated with the CIP and projects and the planned cumulative projects listed in Table 5.2-1.  Even with implementation of Mitigation 
Measure SV/M/PS-1, it may not be possible to mitigate the impact to a below a level of significance. A Statement of Overriding Considerations would be necessary for approval of the SV 
50K/Moosa 50K Alternative. 

5.15 Recreation 

Threshold 1 The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would cause the displacement of 
the existing San Vicente Marina for an extended period (Impact SV/M/R 1) and the 
relocation of the Aerie Park equestrian facility (Impact SV/M/R 2). Therefore, 
impacts of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would be significant.    

For the SV 50K component, there are no feasible mitigation measures to reduce the 
impacts from closure of San Vicente Marina and Reservoir for an extended period 
(Impact SV/M/R 1).  The combined impact would remain significant and unmitigable 
for the duration of construction only. 

Significant 
and 
unmitigable 

 To reduce significant recreational impacts caused by displacement of the existing 
Aerie Park equestrian facility for the Moosa 50K component (Impact SV/M/R 2), the 
Water Authority will implement the following mitigation measure: 

SV/M/R 2-1: Prior to commencing any activities that would result in displacement of 
the Aerie Park equestrian facility, the Water Authority will coordinate with the 
Vaqueros Association and the Valley Center County Service Area to identify 
potential relocation sites. 

Less than 
Significant 

Threshold 2: The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would not result in the 
accelerated use and substantial physical deterioration of existing recreational and 
equestrian facilities and riding/hiking trails at other neighborhood and regional parks 
in the region.  Therefore, impacts of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would be 
less than significant. 

The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative may cause an increase in use of other 
recreational lakes for fishing and waterskiing during the construction period, 
resulting in substantial physical deterioration at those other recreational facilities.  
Therefore, construction impacts of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would be 
significant (Impact SV/M/R 3). 

The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would create an enhanced marina and larger 
lake surface at San Vicente and Moosa Reservoirs, generating a net increase in City 
of San Diego reservoir recreational facilities and a regional benefit to recreational 
users upon project completion.  Therefore, operational impacts of the SV 50K/Moosa 
50K Alternative would be less than significant. 

No feasible mitigation is available for the expected increase in use of other 
recreational lakes for fishing and waterskiing, resulting in substantial physical 
deterioration at those other recreational facilities as a result of the SV 50K 
component (Impact SV/M/R 3). 

 

Significant 
and 
unmitigable 
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Impacts Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation(1) 

Threshold 3: Potential environmental impacts of potential construction or expansion 
of other off-site reservoir recreational facilities due to the SV 50K component, and 
other off-site recreational facilities to replace Aerie Park equestrian facility due to the 
Moosa 50K component (Impact SV/M/R 4) are unknown.  There are no plans to 
construct a new off-site trail system to replace the planned trail network that would 
be inundated by construction of the Moosa Reservoir (Impact SV/M/R 5).  
Therefore, impacts of the Moosa 50K Alternative component would be significant. 

There are unknown potential impacts associated with construction or expansion of 
other off-site reservoir recreational facilities due to the SV 50K component, and it is 
unknown where the replacement facility for Aerie Park or the trail network may be 
located, so mitigation measures that could reduce potential environmental impacts 
from the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative associated with construction or operation 
of the new facilities cannot be identified (Impacts SV/M/R 4 and 5).   

Significant 
and 
unmitigable 

 

Cumulative Impacts: Construction of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would result in the displacement and relocation of the marina at San Vicente Reservoir facility, which could 
temporarily increase the use of existing reservoir recreational facilities in the region.  Mitigation that would address the displacement of the Aerie Park equestrian facility (Mitigation 
Measure SV/M/R 2-1) would reduce the impact to a level of less than significant, but the environmental effects of constructing and operating the facility at a new location are unknown. 
Consequently, the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative impacts due to potential construction or expansion of other off-site recreational facilities are unknown.  Therefore, cumulative recreation 
impacts due to the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative when combined with impacts associated with the CIP and ESP projects, and the other planned cumulative projects listed in Table 5.2-1 
would be significant and unmitigable (Impacts SV/M/R 1C, SV/M/R 3C, SV/M/R 4C and SV/M/R 5C).  A Statement of Overriding Considerations would be required for approval of the 
SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative. 

5.16 Traffic/Circulation 

Threshold 1: Construction-related traffic from the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative 
would significantly worsen traffic congestion at two intersections in the SV 50K 
study area (Impacts SV/M/TC 1 and 2) and two intersections in the Moosa 50K 
study area (Impacts SV/M/TC 3 and SV/M/TC 4).  Therefore, construction impacts 
of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would be significant. 

 

SV 50K component: Under both the off-site quarry option and on-site quarry options, 
the significant impacts associated with construction-related traffic congestion at the 
SR-67/Vigilante Road intersection (Impact SV/TC 1) and SR-67/Willow Road 
intersection (Impact SV/TC 2) would be unmitigable because all mitigation scenarios 
analyzed were determined to be infeasible or not practicable. These significant 
impacts would cease upon the completion of construction. 

Moosa 50K component: The planned widening of Valley Center Road to 4 lanes 
could mitigate the significant impact of temporary construction-related traffic in the 
road segment of Valley Center Road south of Lilac Road (Impact SV/ M/TC 3).  
However, Valley Center Road is a County of San Diego facility and, therefore, it is 
not within the jurisdiction of the Water Authority.  Therefore, this impact would 
remain significant and unmitigated. To reduce the significant temporary construction-
related traffic impact to the Old Castle Road east of Champagne Boulevard road 
segment (Impact SV/ M/TC 4), the intersection at Champagne Boulevard/Old Castle 
Road could be signalized to provide additional capacity.  However, this measure is 
not considered practicable.  There are no other feasible measures to mitigate this 
impact.   

Significant 
and 
unmitigable 

 

 

 

 

 

Threshold 2: The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would cause the Valley Center 
Road (south of Lilac Road) segment to increase the volume-to-capacity ratio by more 
than 0.02 (Impact SV/M/TC 5).  Therefore, construction impacts of the SV 
50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would be significant. 

The planned widening of Valley Center Road to four lanes would mitigate the 
significant impact of temporary construction-related traffic in the road segment of 
Valley Center Road south of Lilac Road.  However, Valley Center Road is a County 
of San Diego facility and, therefore, is not within the jurisdiction of the Water 
Authority.  Therefore, the impact would remain significant and unmitigatable. 

Significant 
and 
unmitigable 
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Impacts Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation(1) 

Threshold 3: The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would not diminish or disrupt 
emergency services.  Therefore, impacts of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative 
would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 4: Because the construction sites and related access roads would be closed 
to the public during SV 50K/Moosa 50K construction periods, there would be no 
increased risk of motor vehicle accidents and/or pedestrian injury at the construction 
sites.  However, under both the off-site quarry option and the on-site quarry options, 
the SV 50K component would contribute construction-related traffic that could result 
in a potential for increased risk of motor vehicle accidents and pedestrian injuries 
along SR-67 in the vicinity of the unsignalized Vigilante Road intersection (Impact 
SV/M/TC 6).  Therefore, impacts of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would be 
significant. 

This impact could be mitigated by installing a traffic signal at SR-67/Vigilante Road 
intersection and extending the southbound left turn pocket on SR-67 by 150 feet, 
however.  Caltrans has indicated they would not support the installation of a traffic 
signal at this intersection.  There are no other feasible measures to mitigate this 
impact. 
 

Significant 
and 
unmitigatable 
 
 

Cumulative Impacts:  Under both the off-site quarry option and the on-site quarry options, the SV 50K component of this alternative would result in significant project-specific traffic 
congestion impacts at both the SR-67/Vigilante Road intersection (Impact SV/M/TC 1C) and the SR-67/Willow Road intersections (Impact SV/M/TC 2C) during construction, both of 
which are projected to operate at LOS E or F in Year 2010.  These impacts were determined to be unmitigable.  Therefore, the construction-related cumulative traffic impacts of the SV 50K 
component, when combined with the construction-related and operational traffic volumes associated with the CIP, ESP, and other planned cumulative projects listed in Table 5.2-1, would be 
significant for the duration of construction.  No feasible measures are available to mitigate the cumulative construction traffic impacts of the SV 50K component.  However, these cumulative 
impacts would cease upon completion of construction.  A Statement of Overriding Considerations would be necessary for approval of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative. 

Construction-related traffic associated with the Moosa 50K component would cause the level of service to exceed established standards at the intersections of Lilac Road/Betsworth Road 
(Impact SV/M/TC 3C), the I 15 Southbound Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road (Impact SV/M/TC 4C), and the street segment of Valley Center Road (south of Lilac Road (Impact SV/M/TC 
5C).  These impacts were determined to be unmitigable.  Therefore, the construction-related cumulative traffic impacts of the Moosa 50K component, when combined with traffic impacts 
from concurrent construction and/or operation of the CIP and other planned cumulative projects listed in Table 5.2-1, would be significant for the duration of construction.  No feasible 
mitigation measures are available to reduce cumulative construction traffic impacts of the Moosa 50K component to below a level of significance.  However, these cumulative impacts 
would cease upon completion of construction.  A Statement of Overriding Considerations would be necessary for approval of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative. 

The SV 50K component would result in a significant cumulative impact related to increased risk of motor vehicle accidents and pedestrian injuries on a segment of SR-67 in the vicinity of 
the unsignalized Vigilante Road intersection due to construction-related traffic (Impact SV/M/TC 6C). However, construction and implementation of the Moosa 50K component would not 
disrupt emergency services or contribute to truck traffic that would result in risk to increased accidents.  Therefore, cumulative impacts due to the Moosa 50K component for these activities 
would be less than significant.  The significant impact associated with an increased risk of accidents on SR-67 due to the SV 50K component’s construction traffic would be unmitigable 
because all mitigation scenarios analyzed were determined to be infeasible or not practicable.  However, this cumulative impact would cease upon completion of construction.  A Statement 
of Overriding Considerations would be necessary for approval of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative. 

Under both the off-site quarry option and the on-site quarry options, construction-related traffic from the SV 50K component of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would not add to the 
critical movements at the SR-67/San Vicente Avenue intersection, for which other movements are projected to operate at LOS E or F; would not cause any roadway segment to operate at 
LOS E or F; and would not result in delays in emergency vehicle response times, or require emergency vehicles to use alternate routes during emergency situations.  Therefore, cumulative 
impacts due to the SV 50K component for these activities, when combined with the construction-related and operational traffic volumes associated with the CIP, ESP, and other planned 
cumulative projects listed in Table 5.2-1, would be less than significant. 



Environmental Impacts Comparison – SV 50K / Moosa 50K Alternative 

August 2007 Carryover Storage and San Vicente Dam Raise EIR/EIS Page 7-74 

Impacts Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation(1) 

5.17 Water Resources 

Threshold 1: The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would not cause violations of 
water quality standards during construction of the two dams or when the new 
reservoirs are completed.  With implementation of project design features, such as 
BMPs specified in the SWPPP, the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would not 
degrade downstream water quality during construction and reservoir operations, and 
would not affect downstream water quality upon project completion.  Implementation 
of the proposed project design features would reduce all impacts on below a level of 
significance.  Therefore, impacts of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would be 
less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 2: Construction and operation of the 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would 
not change surface flows below the location of the new dam, and would not affect 
associated siltation effects or groundwater flows.  Therefore, impacts of the SV 
50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would be less than significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 3: The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would not change downstream 
flows below the new dam or increase the frequency of flooding upon completion.  
Therefore, impacts of the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would be less than 
significant. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Threshold 4: The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would not place structures in the 
100-year floodplain.  Therefore, there would be no impact due to the SV 50K/Moosa 
50K Alternative. 

No mitigation required. Not 
applicable 

Cumulative Impacts: The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements; substantially alter existing drainage pattern of the 
site or area in a manner that would result in substantial erosion or siltation on or off site, or substantially increase the rate or amount of runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on or 
off site; or place structures within a 100-year flood hazard area, which would impede or redirect flood flow.  The SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative would implement project design features 
and mitigation measures that would reduce all impacts to below a level of significance.  Therefore, short-term (construction related), and long-term (operational) cumulative water resources 
impacts due to the SV 50K/Moosa 50K Alternative, when combined with water resources impacts of the CIP and ESP projects, and other planned cumulative projects listed in Table 5.2-1, 
would be less than significant.   
 

(1)  For all impacts that are “Significant and Unmitigable”, a Statement of Overriding Considerations would be required for approval of the alternative. 
 
 




