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F-1-1:

F-1-1
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The comment identifies general concerns and requests additional information in
the Final EIR/EIS with respect to climate change, induced growth, and Clean
Water Act Section 404. The lead agencies have determined that the analysis in
the Draft EIR/EIS is appropriate for this scale NCCP/HCP. Detailed responses
to specific comments are presented in F-1-2 and F-1-3 below. No new impacts
were identified, but clarifying text has been added to Section 7.2 of the Draft
EIR/EIS as a result of this comment.
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F-1-1
(Cont.)
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F-1-2:

The comment requests more information on greenhouse gas emissions over
the 55-year term of the permit and potential climate change effects on Covered
Species and their habitats. These two issues related to global climate change
are clarified separately below.
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
The actions analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS include: the Water Authority’s
adoption of the Plan and IA; the USFWS’s approval of a permit under section
10 of the federal ESA; and CDFG’s issuance of an incidental take authorization
under Section 2835 of the NCCPA. As discussed in Section 7.2 of the Draft
EIR/EIS, climate change was determined to be not significant for all of the
alternatives since the described future Water Authority activities will occur
whether the NCCP/HCP is approved or not. Sources of potential air pollution
with the potential to affect air quality and global climate change would be the
same under all the alternatives, including the No Action/No Permit Alternative.
The Draft EIR/EIS concludes the proposed action would not contribute
substantial emissions of greenhouse gases, nor directly or adversely affect
global climate change. This level of analysis is sufficient for the proposed
action. Covered Activities may be required to undergo subsequent
environmental review and approvals under CEQA (and in some cases NEPA),
at which time potential air quality/climate change impacts by Covered Activities
would be determined and mitigation provided when required. Additional
clarifying text has been added to Section 7.2 of the EIR/EIS.

F-1-2

The most recent draft CEQ guidance (75 Fed. Reg. 8046 [Feb. 23, 2010])
advises agencies to conduct an emissions-related NEPA analysis where that
analysis will provide meaningful information to decision-makers and the public.
CEQ proposes a reference point of 25,000 metric tons of greenhouse gas
emissions per year as a useful indicator that a project may meet the foregoing
“meaningful” standard; however, the draft guidance also clarifies that the
25,000 metric tons reference point is neither an absolute standard nor an
indicator of a level of emissions that may “significantly” affect the quality of the
human environment. Examples of actions that may warrant a discussion of
emissions impacts include approval of a large solid waste landfill, approval of
energy facilities such as a coal-fired power plant, and authorization of a
methane-venting coal mine. The draft guidance cautions agencies about
engaging in speculative analyses or attempting to link a particular project to
specific climatological changes. The draft guidance discourages agencies from
relying on the 25,000 metric tons reference point for use as a measure of
indirect effects (for example, the growth-inducing impacts of a project), noting
that such an analysis must be bounded by limits of feasibility in evaluating the
upstream and downstream effects of federal agency actions. The guidance
adheres to NEPA’s “rule of reason,” which ensures that agencies determine
whether and to what extent to prepare their NEPA analysis based on the
usefulness of new information to decision-makers and the public.

F-1-3
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Although it is not possible to provide quantitative information about future
Covered Activities specific emissions, the primary potential source of long-term
greenhouse gas emissions would be related to the covered O&M activities
within the permit area, principally maintenance vehicles. To help place the
magnitude of potential O&M emissions in perspective, 25,000 metric tons would
equate to approximately 12.3 million diesel truck miles per year (10.15 kg
CO2/gal diesel fuel / 0.2 gal/mi for diesel trucks / 25,000 metric tons/yr
reference x 1,000 kg/ton = 12,315,271 miles/yr). The actual historic vehicle
miles per year associated with proposed Covered O&M activities
(approximately 1 million miles per year for all Water Authority vehicles) is less
than 10% of the reference point, or about 2,000 metric tons per year. This text
was added to the Effects Found Not to be Significant Chapter, Section 7.2 (Air
Quality/Climate Change) to provide additional clarification. This revision does
not result in a substantial change to the conclusions of the Draft EIR/S.
Covered Species
With respect to the effects of global climate change on species covered by the
NCCP/HCP, it is important to recognize the very limited extent and narrow
linear nature of the PIZ (described as the linear water supply system located
along or close to the Water Authority’s rights-of-way and other infrastructure
where most of the Covered Activities are expected to occur) and the dispersed
distribution of the conserved lands. The Covered Species and habitats
inhabiting these relatively small land areas could be affected by climate change
through such things as a rise in temperature, increases in the intensity or
frequency of flood events, wildfires, or periods of reduced precipitation.
Although climate change models indicate that southern California may show
appreciable warming, the Draft EIR/EIS concludes that it is difficult to predict
the specific effects of climate change, and this is particularly true for speciesspecific effects. Because of this uncertainty, potential impacts of climate
change on the Covered Species is not specifically analyzed in this regional
conservation plan; however, as discussed in Section 2.3.2.10 and Appendix B
(Sections 6.12.3 and 8.5 of the Draft EIR/EIS), the Water Authority’s Plan
incorporates an adaptive management program and Changed Circumstances
process to deal with the changes and variability of natural systems as they
arise. Specifically, the Draft NCCP/HCP outlines a strategy and guidelines that
govern any management changes necessary to ensure the long-term protection
and conservation of Covered Species or their habitats, including potential
impacts that may result from climate change.
Adaptive management activities that are necessary to address the effects of
climate change on Covered Species will be coordinated with the Resource
Agencies in the context of the regional needs of these species and in concert
with the other larger scale conservation plans that are either in place or nearing
completion. The Water Authority Plan is a very small part of the larger, regional
scale conservation effort within San Diego and Riverside Counties. While this
Plan contributes an appropriate share of conservation in the regional context, a
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long-term response to climate change will depend upon coordinated actions
taken by all NCCP/HCP Plans comprising the large-scale regional reserve
system. Therefore, the scope and scale of actions proposed in the Draft
NCCP/HCP and the level of analysis of climate change in the Draft EIR/EIS is
appropriate. No additional changes to the Draft EIR/EIS were made as a result
of this comment.
F-1-3:

7

As discussed in Section 5.1.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the issue of potential direct
and indirect growth inducing effects and any associated physical impacts on the
environment was addressed in the Water Authority 2003 Regional Water
Facilities Master Plan Final EIR, which has been incorporated by reference and
is available for review at the Water Authority office. Section 5.2.1 of the Draft
EIR/EIS summarizes that document, and concludes that the Plan cannot
directly affect or foster growth in the surrounding environment. As stated
throughout the Draft EIR/EIS, the Water Authority would conduct the same
types of projects and activities under all four alternatives, including the No
Action/No Project Alternative. Therefore, implementation of the Draft
NCCP/HCP would not affect the nature of growth under any of the alternatives.
No changes to the Draft EIR/EIS were made as a result of this comment.
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F-1-3
(Cont.)

F-1-4:

F-1-4

The comment acknowledges the approach to establish a Wetlands Program,
Vernal Pool Protection Policy, and wetland HMAs as presented in Section
2.3.2.8.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS. These programs are incorporated into the Draft
NCCP/HCP as general measures and species-specific conditions to achieve
no-net-loss of wetlands consistent with existing regulations. The issuance of an
incidental take permit under section 10 of the ESA covers take of species
covered by the Plan to the extent that those impacts are incidental to otherwise
lawful activities, but explicitly does not cover any other environmental effects of
those activities. No changes to the Draft EIR/EIS were made as a result of this
comment.
As discussed in Section 1.5.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the NCCP/HCP does not
alter requirements to obtain federal Clean Water Act permits when necessary.
However, the measures for wetlands preservation and mitigation in Appendix B
(Section 6.5) of the Draft EIR/EIS would facilitate future ESA section 7
consultations conducted pursuant to the Clean Water Act, and will be
implemented within the Plan Area at the time that planned and future projects
are undertaken. Any activity covered by the NCCP/HCP that also requires
review or a permit under the Clean Water Act, including impacts to waters of
the U.S. or associated wetlands, must be evaluated independently under
NEPA, and impacts to wetlands and waters of the U.S. would be addressed to
the standards of the Clean Water Act. No changes to the Draft EIR/EIS were
made as a result of this comment.
As discussed in Section 4.1.1.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS, wetlands affected by
Covered Activities would remain subject to provisions of the Clean Water Act.
This would be true for all alternatives, including the No Permit/No Project
Alternative. As part of the section 404 permitting process, USACE is required
to consult with USFWS for actions which involve impacts to federally listed
species. The Draft EIR/EIS concludes that compliance with the federal and
state requirements would reduce potential impacts to wetlands from Water
Authority projects and activities to below a level of significance. No changes to
the Draft EIR/EIS were made as a result of this comment.
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F-2-1:

The comment requests clarification regarding the method for determining the
level of significance of cumulative impacts of wetland habitats as required
under NEPA in the Draft EIR/EIS. As discussed in Section 6.1 of the Draft
EIR/EIS, NEPA (40 CFR Section 1508.7) provides the definition of cumulative
impacts as those impacts which can result from individually minor, but
collectively significant, actions taking place over a period of time.
As stated in Section 6.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS, cumulative impacts are defined as
the impact on the environment that results from the incremental impact of the
action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
actions. Specifically, Section 6.3.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS addresses cumulative
impacts on biological resources, including wetlands. As discussed in Section
2.3.2.4 of the Draft EIR/EIS, individual Water Authority activities could result in
unavoidable permanent impacts to wetlands. The Plan Minimization Measures
presented in Section 2.3.2.7 of the Draft EIR/EIS will assure that impacts to
wetlands will be minimized. In addition, the Wetland Protection and Mitigation
Program described in Section 2.3.2.8.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS is designed to
protect wetland habitats and associated narrow endemic species, and achieve
no-net-loss of wetlands. All these efforts will work towards the goal of
minimizing impacts to wetlands and watersheds.
Based on the commitment to undertake the minimization and mitigation
measures noted above, cumulative impacts to wetland habitat, water quality,
and water resources would be reduced to a level less than significant through
the Water Authority’s no-net-loss of wetlands approach and contribution to the
region’s interconnected habitat preserve that will be assembled in combination
with established mitigation requirements and other regional habitat
conservation plans, and through the long-term adaptive management of areas
conserved by these plans.
No new impacts were identified, and no changes to the Draft EIR/EIS were
made as a result of this comment.

F-2-1
F-2-2:

F-2-2
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The comment identifies potential inconsistency with the federal wetland habitat
classifications. The vegetation classification shown in Section 3.2 (Table 3-1)
and Section 4.1.1.2 (Table 4-6) of the Draft EIR/EIS are consistent with the
classifications used in NCCP/HCP analyses throughout southern California and
were selected to provide a simplified and effective implementation mechanism
for integrating the Water Authority Plan with other plans in the region. The
USACE California Banking Enabling Instrument template specifically allows for
the use of habitat nomenclature that is consistent with regional NCCPs or
HCPs when considering covered species/habitat credits. The specific
nomenclature used in the Plan is further clarified in Appendix B (Section 4.2,
Table 4-2) of the Draft EIR/EIS, which is a crosswalk between various accepted
classifications of vegetation communities in major NCCP/HCPs. When
processing wetland permits with USACE, the Water Authority will provide a
similar crosswalk with the wetland habitat classification specified by the
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relevant federal or state agency.
As discussed in Section 4.1.1.2 (Table 4.8) of the Draft EIR/EIS, the
compensatory ratios identified in the Plan are also consistent with those
developed for other regional conservation planning efforts in San Diego County
and are intended to specifically address the standards for meeting the
requirements of the ESA and NCCPA. However, as discussed in Section
4.1.1.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS, wetland mitigation for actions covered in the Plan
would still be subject to any specific regulatory requirements beyond the
incidental take coverage provided by this Plan. Impacts to waters or wetlands
resources regulated by state or federal agencies would be subject to the review
and analysis with respect to the appropriate permitting standards of those
agencies, including the determination of alternative compensatory ratios.
No changes to the Draft EIR/EIS were made as a result of this comment.
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F-2-3

F-2-3:
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The comment extends an invitation to the USFWS to participate in the review process of
the Programmatic General Permit for Covered Projects under the Plan. The USFWS
appreciates the invitation and will coordinate with USACE as appropriate. No changes to
the Draft EIR/EIS were made as a result of this comment.
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S-1-1 S-1-1:

S-1-2
S-1-2:
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The comment acknowledges that there are no significant/adverse direct or
cumulative impacts to traffic caused by the proposed project or any of the
proposed alternatives. As discussed in Section 7.11 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the
proposed alternatives are not expected to directly generate any traffic or result
in any transportation related issues; however, potential transportation and
circulation impacts by Covered Activities will be determined during subsequent
environmental review and approvals at the time that specific design plans are
available. No changes to the Draft EIR/EIS were made as a result of this
comment.
The comment notes that an encroachment permit would be required for any
direct or indirect effects of construction in a Caltrans right of way. No changes
to the Draft EIR/EIS were made as a result of this comment.
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L-1-1

L-1-1:

15

The comment acknowledges that no impacts to cultural resources were
identified and no mitigation would be required. As discussed in Section 7.4 of
the Draft EIR/EIS, none of the proposed alternatives would directly affect
cultural resources or obstruct or interfere with any existing plans that manage
regional cultural resources. In addition, potential cultural resources impacts by
Covered Activities would be determined at the time that specific design plans
are available during subsequent environmental review and approvals (including
consultation under section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act), when
required. No changes to the Draft EIR/EIS were made as a result of this
comment.
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L-2-1

L-2-1:
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The comment encourages coordination among NCCP/HCP plans to maximize
conservation effectiveness. As discussed in Section 4.1.1.5 and in Appendix B
(Sections 3.4 and 6.5) of the Draft EIR/EIS, the Water Authority will coordinate
with the Wildlife Agencies to ensure minimal impacts to other preserve or
NCCP/HCP Plans as a result of Covered Activities. No changes to the Draft
EIR/EIS were made as a result of this comment.
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L-2-2:

As discussed in Sections 4.3.1.1 and 4.1.1.5 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the Water
Authority would adhere to provisions of the NCCP/HCP for all Covered
Activities in the Plan Area, including an evaluation of compatibility with preserve
and environmentally sensitive lands. This evaluation will occur as part of project
development and will include early coordination with the Wildlife Agencies to
identify any specific concerns and potential alternatives. Additionally, as
discussed in Appendix B (Section 3.4) of the Draft EIR/EIS, the Water Authority
will seek the concurrence of the Wildlife Agencies that a proposed Covered
Activity is compatible within preserved lands. Standard practices of the Water
Authority include coordination with the landowner where a project is proposed,
which would include the County of San Diego when applicable. In addition,
implementation of the proposed Plan would not relieve the Water Authority of
the requirement to comply with CEQA. The CEQA process requires the Water
Authority to evaluate individual proposed projects for conformance with other
NCCPs or HCPs, and provides a mechanism for public review of proposed
activities. No changes to the Draft EIR/EIS were made as a result of this
comment.

L-2-3:

See response to Comment L-2-2. No changes to the Draft EIR/EIS were made
as a result of this comment.

L-2-4:

As discussed in Section 2.1.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the Water Authority has
established approximately 1,920 acres as a Preserve Area. These lands are
geographically distributed to ensure that conservation is provided in
accordance with the regional nature of the Water Authority’s activities and
complement existing regional conservation planning efforts by the County, as
well as others. Because of the linear nature of regional water delivery systems
that overlap multiple jurisdictions and plan areas (including the County MSCP),
the creation of this regional preserve system provides an efficient mechanism
for the Water Authority to comply with the ESA and NCCPA while also
contributing to the regional conservation of Covered Species. The Water
Authority Plan covers the entire western portion of San Diego County; general
and species-specific measures in the Plan ensure that impacts to any Covered
Species would be mitigated within San Diego County, thereby achieving the
goal of adequately conserving and managing conserved species.
Consequently, it is not necessary to locate mitigation within any specific plan
area. Also, Section 4.1.1.5 of the Draft EIR/EIS discusses how this Plan
anticipates coordinating with and achieving compatibility with other plans. No
changes to the Draft EIR/EIS were made as a result of this comment.

L-2-1
(Cont.)

L-2-2

L-2-3

L-2-4

L-2-5

As discussed in Appendix B (Section 8.3.1) of the Draft EIR/EIS, if the existing
Preserve Area does not support the required Covered Species and/or habitat,
the Plan includes provisions for augmenting available mitigation habitat credits,
adding to the Preserve Area or other approved preserve lands, or providing
funds for additional preserve/reserve area acquisitions and/or management that
supplement existing conservation requirements. The Water Authority may look
for mitigation lands and/or bank credits within the local jurisdiction, including the

17

LETTER

RESPONSE
County MSCP Plan Area, where the impacts would occur, but this is not a
requirement in the Draft NCCP/HCP. No changes to the Draft EIR/EIS were
made as a result of this comment.
L-2-5:
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As discussed in Appendix B (Section 6.6) of the Draft EIR/EIS, restoration site
performance criteria and monitoring methods will be developed in consultation
and concurred with by the Wildlife Agencies. In addition, as stated in response
to Comment L-2-2, standard practices used by the Water Authority include
coordination with the land use agency and landowner where a project is
proposed. Where the Water Authority proposes a Covered Activity within a
preserved area and restoration is required, the Water Authority would
coordinate with the preserve manager. These measures will ensure that the
Draft NCCP/HCP addresses the concerns of the County as they relate to
protection of preserve lands. No changes to the Draft EIR/EIS were made as a
result of this comment.
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L-2-6

L-2-7

L-2-8

L-2-6:

See response to Comment L-2-5. No changes to the Draft EIR/EIS were made
as a result of this comment.

L-2-7:

See response to Comment L-2-4. No changes to the Draft EIR/EIS were made
as a result of this comment.

L-2-8:

The text in Section 6.2 (Table 6-1) and Appendix B (Section 3.2.1, Table 3-1,
and Figure 3-1) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been revised for consistency in
referencing the County’s MSCP efforts. These revisions do not result in a
substantial change to the conclusions of the Draft EIR/EIS.
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L-3-1:

L-3-1

20

The comment requests confirmation of relationship between Water Authority
Preserve Areas and Joint Water Agencies Partner-owned lands. As discussed
in Section 2.1.2.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the Water Authority Preserve Area does
not include any lands owned by the Joint Water Agency Partners (including
Otay Water District). These lands are described in detail in Appendix B (Section
6.8) of the Draft EIR/EIS. The Water Authority NCCP/HCP would have no affect
on the use of Joint Water Agency Partner preserved lands for
mitigation/conservation under the JWA Plan. In the case of Partner lands which
fall within a Water Authority easement, implementation of Covered Activities by
the Water Authority would occur under the Water Authority Plan. Also, Section
4.1.1.5 of the Draft EIR/EIS discusses how this Plan anticipates coordinating
with and achieving compatibility with other plans. No changes to the Draft
EIR/EIS were made as a result of this comment.
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L-3-1
(Cont.)

L-3-2

L-3-2:

The text in Appendix B (Section 3.2.4) of the Draft EIR/EIS has been revised to
include Otay Water District as a Joint Water Agencies Partner. This revision
does not result in a substantial change to the conclusions of the Draft EIR/EIS.
The text in Section 6.2 (Table 6-1) and Appendix B (Table 3-1) of the Draft
EIR/EIS has been revised to list the Otay Water District Subarea Plan under the
Joint Water Agencies Plan. No further revisions were needed, and these
changes do not result in a substantial change to the conclusions of the Draft
EIR/EIS.
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I-1-1

I-1-1:

23

The comment states opposition to the Plan because it decimates endangered
species. However, specific examples to support the comment were not
provided. As discussed in Section 1.2.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the Plan is
designed to provide enhanced protections for threatened and endangered
species and their habitat while allowing for necessary Water Authority activities.
No new impacts were identified, and no changes to the Draft EIR/EIS were
made as a result of this comment.
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