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3.7 WATER RESOURCES 
 
This section evaluates the potential impacts of the proposed project on water resources, including 
surface water and groundwater flow patterns, flow rates, and water quality.  The evaluation is 
based on available data relevant to the project area and regulatory information published by the 
San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and other agencies. 
 
3.7.1 Existing Conditions 
 
San Diego River Watershed 
 
California is divided into nine hydrologic regions to facilitate water resources management.  San 
Diego, including the study area, is under the jurisdiction of Region 9 of the RWQCB.  This 
region contains 11 major drainage basins that encompass most of San Diego County and parts of 
Riverside and Orange counties.  The area of MTRP affected by the project is classified in the 
Water Quality Control Plan for the San Diego Basin (RWQCB 1994) as being located in the 
Mission San Diego Hydrologic Subarea (basin number 7.11) of the Lower San Diego Hydrologic 
Area, within the San Diego Hydrologic Unit (HU).  The San Diego HU covers approximately 
440 square miles and is drained by the San Diego River.  Runoff from the project area would 
flow into any of three unnamed intermittent drainages that drain south-southwest to the San 
Diego River. 
 
The San Diego River originates in the mountains northwest of Julian and runs southwestward 
through mostly undeveloped lands east of El Capitan Reservoir, then flows westward through 
Santee and San Diego municipalities to the San Diego River Estuary and the Pacific Ocean.  
Two tributaries originating on MCAS Miramar flow from north to south to feed into the San 
Diego River in the northeast corner of MTRP.  Little Sycamore Canyon enters the river at the 
eastern edge of MTRP, near Kumeyaay Lake, and Oak Canyon enters the river at the Old 
Mission Dam Historical Site.  The smaller drainages of Mission Gorge and Shepherd Canyon 
originate on Fortuna Mountain in the park and flow southwestward to eventually enter the San 
Diego River near I-15.  The buried pipelines in the Water Authority Second Aqueduct easement 
cross under the San Diego River in the southwestern corner of MTRP, approximately 1,700 feet 
north of Mission Gorge Road and Jackson Drive.  
 
Approximately 85 percent of the total surface flow in the San Diego River occurs during 
December to May.  Annual rainfall within the San Diego River HU ranges from about 10 inches 
at the coast to approximately 40 inches in the Cuyamaca Mountains.  According to the San 
Diego River Watershed Management Plan (Anchor Environmental 2004), dry season (June 
through November) streamflow, which was historically near zero, now occurs steadily at a low 
rate due to the increased use of imported water and related urban runoff. 
 
The 100-year floodplain of the San Diego River in the study area has been mapped by the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) on Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) panel 
06073C1633 F dated June 19, 1997 (Figure 3.7-1).  Upstream reservoirs in the watershed, 
including El Capitan and San Vicente, reduce peak flows along the lower San Diego River.  The 



Draft  Section 3.7 Water Resources 
 

Mission Trails FRS II, Pipeline Tunnel,  3.7-2 March 2006 
and Vent Demolition Project EIR 

San Diego River at the location of the proposed river crossing is in Zone A, which means that a 
detailed hydraulic study has not been completed. 
 
Surface Water Quality 
 
Beneficial uses of surface waters in the San Diego Region are identified by watershed in the 
Water Quality Control Plan (RWQCB 1994).  Beneficial uses listed for the San Diego River are 
as follows: 
 
 Agricultural Supply (AGR): Includes uses of water for farming, horticulture, or ranching 

including, but not limited to, irrigation, stock watering, or support of vegetation for range 
grazing. 

 Industrial Service Supply (IND): Includes uses of water for industrial activities that do 
not depend primarily on water quality including, but not limited to, mining, cooling water 
supply, hydraulic conveyance, gravel washing, fire protection, or oil well re-
pressurization. 

 Contact Water Recreation (REC 1): Includes uses of water for recreational activities 
involving body contact with water, where ingestion of water is reasonably possible.  
These uses include, but are not limited to, swimming, wading, water skiing, skin and 
SCUBA diving, surfing, white water activities, fishing, or use of natural hot springs. 

 Non-contact Water Recreation (REC 2): Includes the uses of water for recreational 
activities involving proximity to water, but not normally involving body contact with 
water, where ingestion of water is reasonably possible.  These uses include, but are not 
limited to, picnicking, sunbathing, hiking, beachcombing, camping, boating, tidepool and 
marine life study, hunting, sightseeing, or aesthetic enjoyment in conjunction with the 
above activities. 

 Warm Freshwater Habitat (WARM): Includes uses of water that support warm water 
ecosystems including, but not limited to, preservation or enhancement of aquatic habitats, 
vegetation, fish or wildlife, including invertebrates. 

 Cold Freshwater Habitat (COLD): Includes uses of water that support cold water 
ecosystems including, but not limited to, preservation or enhancement of aquatic habitats, 
vegetation, fish or wildlife, including invertebrates. 

 Wildlife Habitat (WILD): Includes uses of water that support terrestrial ecosystems 
including, but not limited to, preservation and enhancement of terrestrial habitats, 
vegetation, wildlife (e.g., mammals, birds, reptiles, amphibians, invertebrates), or wildlife 
water and food sources. 

 Rare, Threatened, or Endangered Species (RARE): Includes uses of water that support 
habitats necessary, at least in part, for the survival and successful maintenance of plant or 
animal species established under state or federal law as rare, threatened or endangered. 

 
The tributaries of Little Sycamore Canyon, Oak Canyon, and Shepherd Canyon have the same 
beneficial uses except for the RARE classification. 
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The project area is within the San Diego Management Area of the San Diego River Watershed 
Management Plan (Anchor Environmental 2004).  The Baseline Assessment of this plan notes 
that bioassessment data has indicated “degraded benthic communities in the lower watershed, 
which may be the result of urban runoff with pesticides, nutrients, oil and grease, and sediment, 
leading to decreased dissolved oxygen (DO) and increased TDS (total dissolved solids).”   
 
Section 303(d) of the federal Clean Water Act requires states to identify waters that do not meet 
water quality standards after applying certain required technology based effluent limits.  Waters 
that do not meet the water quality standards are referred to as “impaired” water bodies.  On July 
25, 2003, the USEPA gave final approval to California’s 2002 Section 303(d) List of Water 
Quality Limited Segments.  The lower portion of the San Diego River (12 miles) is currently 
identified on the Section 303(d) list for fecal coliform (6 miles), low dissolved oxygen, 
phosphorous, and TDS.  The San Diego RWQCB has determined that developing total maximum 
daily load (TMDL) parameters for these contaminants is a lower priority for this watershed than 
in other watersheds. 
 
Groundwater 
 
According to the San Diego River Watershed Management Plan (Anchor Environmental 2004), 
all principal alluvial aquifers within the San Diego River Watershed are within the San Diego 
Management Area, and these represent the prime source of groundwater within the area.  The 
largest alluvial aquifer in the area is the Santee/El Monte basin, which has excellent groundwater 
quality in the eastern portion, but lesser groundwater quality in the central and western portions.  
Groundwater from the western portion of the Santee/El Monte basin has high TDS and would 
require demineralization to make the supplies usable for irrigation or municipal use (Anchor 
Environmental 2004).  The Mission Valley aquifer, downstream, covers approximately 11 square 
miles along the San Diego River and storage capacity is estimated at 40,000 acre feet of water 
(City of San Diego 2004).  The Baseline Assessment (Anchor Environmental 2004) notes that 
significant groundwater supplies exist within the Mission Valley and El Cajon basins, but 
groundwater use is limited by TDS concentrations.   
 
Within the river corridor, surface water moves freely to and from the alluvial aquifer.  As a 
result, the water surface of standing water within the San Diego River channel represents the 
groundwater table.  Due to the porous nature of the aquifer, recharge through streamflow 
infiltration is rapid, and substantial interchange between surface flows and groundwater flow 
occurs (City of San Diego 2004).     
 
The project area is within the San Diego Hydrologic Unit, which covers approximately 440 
square miles that are drained by the San Diego River.  The San Diego Hydrologic Unit is divided 
into four hydrologic areas, with the downstream area that includes MTRP known as the Lower 
San Diego Hydrologic Area.  The proposed project is not located within an alluvial groundwater 
basin but is located immediately upstream of the Mission Valley Groundwater Basin, which is 
fed by the San Diego River.  Any drainage from the project site would end up as surface water 
flow in the San Diego River or would end up as groundwater within the Mission Valley Basin 
aquifer. 
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Water Quality Regulations 
 
Federal and state laws regulate water quality.  The 1972 Federal Water Pollution Control Act 
(Clean Water Act), and Division 7 of the 1969 California Water Code (Porter-Cologne Water 
Quality Control Act) both have the fundamental purpose of protecting the beneficial uses of 
water.  The RWQCB has developed policies, rules and procedures, and has been granted the 
authority to implement and enforce water quality laws and regulations.  The Clean Water Act 
also established the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), which requires 
permits for discharges of pollutants from certain point sources into waters of the United States.  
California is one of the states that have the authority, delegated from the USEPA, to issue 
NPDES permits.  The permit relevant to the proposed project is the General Construction 
Stormwater Permit.  State Water Resources Control Board Order No. 99-08, NPDES General 
Permit No. CAS2000002, “General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with 
Construction Activity,” is the Active General stormwater construction activity permit for the 
State of California and RWQCB.  All projects involving 1 acre or more of soil disturbance 
require this permit, which must include the following: 
 
 Notice of Intent (NOI) – Certification to be signed by owner of the construction site. 

 Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) – The plan must include the following 
elements: 1) site description; 2) description of BMPs for erosion and sediment controls; 
3) BMPs for construction waste handling and disposal; 4) implementation of approved 
local plans; 5) proposed post-construction controls, including description of local post-
construction erosion and sediment control requirements; 6) non-storm water 
management; 7) a sampling and analysis strategy and schedule for discharges from 
construction activities into 303(d)-listed water bodies; and 8) sampling and analysis 
strategy and schedule for pollutants that are not visually detectable in stormwater 
discharges but known to occur on the construction site and could cause or contribute to 
an exceedance of water quality objectives in receiving waters. 

 Monitoring Program and Reporting Requirements – Dischargers of stormwater associated 
with construction activity that directly enters a 303(d)-listed water body must conduct a 
sampling and analysis program for the pollutants causing the impairment.   

 
The RWQCB also regulates the discharge of water from construction sites, including from the 
dewatering of excavation areas and the release of raw water from the FRS II and pipeline tunnel 
during the testing of the new facilities.  The Water Authority must comply with RWQCB Waste 
Discharge Requirements for Groundwater Remediation and Dewatering Discharges, Order 
Numbers 95-25 and 96-41.  Refer to Section 2.6.6 of this report for details of this standard 
condition. 
 
3.7.2 Thresholds of Significance 
 
Thresholds used to evaluate potential impacts to water resources are based on applicable criteria 
in the State CEQA Guidelines (CCR §§15000-15387), Appendix G.  A significant impact to 
water resources would occur if the proposed project would: 
 
 Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. 
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 Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner in which would result in 
substantial erosion or siltation on or off site. 

 Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a manner in which would result in flooding on or off site. 

 Create or contribute runoff water, which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. 

 Otherwise substantially degrade water quality. 

 Place structures within a 100-year flood hazard area, which would impede or redirect 
flood flows. 

 Expose people or structures to significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, 
including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam. 

 Result in inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. 
 
3.7.3 Impact Analysis 
 
Would the proposed project result in a violation of any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements? 
 
Construction of project components would involve extensive excavation and other activities that 
would disturb highly erodible soils, generate spoil piles, and create unvegetated surfaces.  
Temporary spoil piles on the FRS II site, at the tunnel shafts and tunnel portals, at the stabilized 
crossing of the San Diego River, and along the access roads could be sources of sediment.  The 
river crossing in particular would involve construction directly within a 303(d)-listed water body.  
Construction equipment for other components would need to be utilized and maintained in 
canyons and on hillsides that drain to the San Diego River or its tributaries.  Grading existing 
access roads and spreading gravel to stabilize the surface for heavy trucks may create edge 
erosion and provide loose materials that could be washed downstream.  In addition to sediment 
and eroded soils, solvents, fuels, oils, trash, or other noxious materials could be carried 
downstream from the construction sites by stormwater runoff.  In the San Diego River, pollutants 
could percolate to the groundwater basin with infiltrating surface water.  However, compliance 
with the General Construction Stormwater Permit and provisions of the SWPPP, would assure 
the project would not result in significant downstream surface water or groundwater quality 
impacts.  The SWPPP would require the use of BMPs to control erosion and prevent or reduce 
impacts to water quality.  Examples of BMPs that could be used during construction are: 
 
 Preservation of existing vegetation; 
 Hydraulic and hand-applied straw or mulch; 
 Hyroseeding; 
 Silt fences; 
 Fiber rolls; 
 Gravel bag berms; 
 Rock stabilized construction exit; 
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 Construction exit tire wash; 
 Dust/wind erosion control; 
 Stockpile management; 
 Concrete waste management; 
 Clear water diversion; 
 Hazardous waste management; and  
 Controlled vehicle fueling and maintenance areas. 

 
With the exception of the stabilized crossing of the San Diego River, all excavation is well above 
the groundwater table.  However, limited dewatering may be required for the river crossing, FRS 
II excavation, and the tunneling.  The project would conform to the requirements of Waste 
Discharge Requirements for Groundwater Remediation and Dewatering Waste Discharges, 
Order Numbers 95-25 and 96-41.  The quantity of water that may be discharged and the actual 
point of discharge as a result of dewatering operations are unknown and cannot be accurately 
known until construction occurs.  Adherence to the Waste Discharge Permit would assure the 
project would not result in significant waste discharge impacts.  This impact would be less than 
significant. 
 
Impacts to vernal pools are regulated by the RWQCB through the issuance of Waste Discharge 
Permits.  A Waste Discharge Permit would be required for the grading of seven vernal pools on 
the FRS II site (0.05 acre).  Refer to Section 3.8, Biological Resources, for details regarding the 
impact to vernal pools and recommended mitigation measures. 
 
Would the proposed project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner in which would 
result in substantial erosion or siltation on or off site? 
 
The project would necessitate temporary alteration of drainage patterns in certain areas to 
accomplish construction in a safe manner.  Construction of the stabilized river crossing proposes 
installation of a temporary cofferdam to divert river flows around the river crossing.  Excavation 
sites at the FRS II and the tunnel elements must be protected from runoff, so diversion facilities 
would be installed as part of BMPs.  The temporary disruption of natural drainage patterns would 
be limited to the construction areas, would be implemented to control erosion and siltation 
downstream, and would not be long term.  This impact would be less than significant. 
 
Would the proposed project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the 
rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner in which would result in flooding on or off site? 
 
After construction is completed, the impermeable surface expression of the constructed facilities 
would be limited to the access/control building and small concrete pads covering valve vaults.  
These small areas would not generate additional runoff at levels that would affect the capacity of 
downstream drainages, or increase downstream flooding.  This impact would be less than 
significant.  
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The overflow pipeline from the FRS II (Figure 2-5) would discharge into the canyon to the north 
of the FRS II.  The overflow pipeline would only discharge raw water in the unlikely event of a 
stuck valve or other unanticipated situation that would cause the rate of flow into the FRS II to 
exceed capacity.  The purpose of the discharge would be to avoid damage to the FRS II or the 
aqueduct system that could be caused by excessive water pressure.  A maximum overflow rate of 
353 cfs was assumed for evaluating this scenario, based on the capacity of the City’s Miramar 
Water Treatment Plant’s maximum flow rate from Pipeline 4B.  In this emergency scenario, it 
was assumed that it would take 10 minutes for the flow to reach the maximum rate of 353 cfs, 
and the overflow would continue for the time it would take maintenance personnel to arrive at 
the site, identify, and correct any problems.  The discharged water would follow the existing 
drainage in an open space corridor through Tierrasanta to I-15.  The water would flow under Via 
Valarta, Santo Road, Clairemont Mesa Boulevard, and then I-15, turning to the south in Murphy 
Canyon and eventually reaching the San Diego River near Qualcomm Stadium.  Culverts 
beneath the roads in Tierrasanta would limit the rate of downstream flow in the unlikely event of 
a major discharge.  These culverts are surrounded by open space in deep canyons that would not 
be adversely affected by the temporary ponding of water.  The culvert under Via Valarta is the 
smallest diameter, so would control the flow scenario.  Hydraulic calculations indicate the 
culvert could pass the maximum flow for approximately 3 hours, with approximately 3 acres of 
open space upstream of Via Valarta flooded in this overflow event.  If the overflow continued at 
the maximum rate of discharge for more than 3 hours, Via Valarta would be overtopped.  The 
Water Authority estimates a response time of 30 minutes to 1 hour to stop flow into the FRS II in 
the event of an overflow situation.  Therefore, the potential flooding of Via Valarta would not 
occur.  Furthermore, the chance that large quantities of water would be discharged is remote and 
there is little downstream development, including roads or trails, which would be affected.  This 
impact would be less than significant. 
 
Would the proposed project create or contribute runoff water, which would exceed the capacity 
of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff? 
 
The proposed project would be constructed almost entirely belowground.  The potential for 
increased runoff would exist during construction as vegetation is cleared from construction and 
staging areas.  BMPs, such as straw wattles, gravel bags, and silt curtains, would be implemented 
to prevent increased runoff from leaving the work areas.  There are no existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems within the project area other than several culverts beneath the 
existing dirt roads.  These culverts would be protected in place or would be improved as part of 
the proposed project.  Equipment maintenance and fueling would take place within a specially 
designated containment area featuring gravel on a non-permeable liner.  The containment 
materials would be removed and disposed of following construction in a landfill in accordance 
with all applicable regulations regarding the disposal of hazardous materials.  The proposed 
project would not adversely affect stormwater quantities or quality.  This impact would be less 
than significant. 
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Would the proposed project otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 
 
Construction activities in canyons, on hillsides and in the San Diego River could cause sediment, 
eroded soils, solvents, fuels, oils, trash, or other noxious materials to be carried into tributaries of 
the San Diego River and the river itself.  Sensitive biological resources, including jurisdictional 
wetlands and federally endangered birds such as the least Bell’s vireo are in the river within the 
study area and downstream and could be adversely affected by the degradation of the water 
quality.  However, nearly all construction would be away from the San Diego River and the 
contractor would be required to comply with provisions of the SWPPP and the General 
Construction Stormwater Permit.  This impact would not be significant. 
 
Would the proposed project place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures, which would 
impede or redirect flood flows? 
 
Most of the project would be well above the 100-year floodplain of the San Diego River.  The 
FRS II, tunnel shafts and portals would not be at risk from a 100-year flood.  The stabilized river 
crossing would be placed on the channel bed of the San Diego River.  Therefore, this component 
of the project would be within the 100-year flood area.  However, the stabilized river crossing 
would be constructed at grade and would be engineered to withstand the flows and velocities 
anticipated during a 100-year flood.  This impact would be less than significant. 
 
Would the proposed project expose people or structures to significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? 
 
The FRS II would not be a dam or a levee, but it would store water.  Catastrophic failure of the 
FRS II is not considered likely due to the belowground location, constant monitoring of water 
levels by the Water Authority operations staff and their ability to quickly drain the reservoir from 
a remote location, and the provision of an overflow pipe to prevent overfilling and the buildup of 
pressure.  In the unlikely event of release to the overflow pipe, excess raw water would be 
discharged to the canyon to the north of the FRS II where it would flow through open space and 
large-diameter culverts through Tierrasanta, eventually reaching the San Diego River near 
Qualcomm Stadium.  Such an emergency flow is not expected to occur, and there is no inhabited 
development in the flow path.  This impact would not be significant. 
 
Would the proposed project result in inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 
 
A tsunami is a water wave or a series of waves generated by a sudden displacement of the 
surface of the ocean or other deep body of water through displacements associated with large 
earthquakes, major submarine slides, or exploding volcanic islands.  A seiche is a periodic 
oscillation or “sloshing” of water in an enclosed basin, such as a reservoir.  Seiche-generating 
disturbances include earthquakes, landslides, wave interactions, and changes of wind or air 
pressure. The pendulum-like movements within seiches are known to scientists as free standing-
wave oscillations. They can continue for hours after the forces that created them have vanished. 
Seiches can create a range of water-level changes, from imperceptible to those that damage 
vessels or threaten lives.  
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The project site is located approximately 10 miles from the coast.  The lowest project elevation, 
180 feet AMSL, is within the San Diego River at the proposed stabilized crossing.  The FRS II is 
proposed at an elevation of approximately 800 feet AMSL.  The distance from the coast and the 
difference in elevation between sea level and the proposed project would prevent a seiche or 
tsunami from reaching the project area should one reach the San Diego coastline.  Based on the 
inland location and elevation of the project site, the potential for damage from these hazards is 
considered to be very low.  Also, the structural roof slab of the two up to 9-million gallon basins 
of the FRS II structure would be designed to resist pressure of a “sloshing” effect (HDR 2005).   
 
A mudflow generated by rainfall is not considered to be likely at the FRS II site due to the low 
average rainfall and the geologic formations within MTRP.  Heavy rains in the winter of 
2004/2005 created substantial erosion within the park following the loss of vegetation to the 
October 2003 Cedar Fire; however, no mudflows are known to have occurred.   
 
This impact would not be significant. 
 
3.7.4 Mitigation Measures 
 
Impacts to water resources would be less than significant.  Therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required.  Refer to Section 3.8, Biological Resources, for details regarding significant impacts to 
vernal pools (0.05 acre). 
 
3.7.5 Residual Impacts after Mitigation 
 
No residual impacts would occur. 
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