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SECTION 1
INTRODUCTION

The San Diego County Water Authority (Water Authority) has undertaken a multi-component project to
upgrade Pipelines 3 and 4 facilities along the Water Authority's Second San Diego Aqueduct (Second
Aqueduct). The project is located in Mission Trails Regional Park (MTRP) in the northeastern portion of
the City of San Diego, just south of State Route 52 (SR-52). The project was originally planned as featuring
four main components, as analyzed in the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Mission Trails FRS
I, Pipeline Tunnel, and Vent Demolition Project (EIR) (SCH #2005041025):

1) construction of an up to 18-million-gallon, belowground flow regulatory structure (FRS II) for
Pipelines 3 and 4, an aboveground access/control building, and inlet and outlet piping;

2) construction of new inlet/outlet pipeline sections (pipeline tunnels) to connect the FRS II to
Pipelines 3 and 4, replacement of approximately 5,000 feet of existing Pipelines 3 and 4 with a
single 96-inch welded steel pipeline, and construction of associated shafts and portals;

3) removal of existing aboveground vents and blow-off valve structures, which are generally
referred to as “appurtenances,” located along the affected reach of Pipelines 3 and 4 and
replacement of some of the vents with smaller structures that are less visually obtrusive; and

4) construction of a stabilized crossing of the San Diego River to enable safe access for construction
and maintenance vehicles working on the proposed facilities.

In addition, the EIR addressed the impacts of reconfiguring flows in the various pipelines leading into the
project area (i.e., reactivating inactive pipelines, switching pipelines to carry untreated water instead of
treated water, etc.), a project component known as the pipeline interconnect reconfiguration. This
component entails construction of one or two crossover pipelines in the vicinity of the Water Authority's
Shepherd Canyon Wye facility to reconnect pipes in the optimal configuration.

The Water Authority Board of Directors certified the EIR on August 24, 2006, and permits were issued for
the project subsequent to EIR certification. Work began on the pipeline tunnel portion of the project in
October 2008, including the new inlet/outlet pipeline construction, the new river crossing, and the pipeline
interconnect reconfiguration. Work on these portions of the project was complete in 2011. Due to economic
conditions at the time of implementation, related uncertainty of the scale of future demand, and shifting
priority to other projects, the Water Authority decided to delay construction of the following components:
FRS II reservoir, access/control building, on-site pipeline, and appurtenance demolition/replacement. The
Water Authority prepared Addendum 1 to the EIR dated February 24, 2009, to document the project
changes.

The delayed components of the project were fully evaluated for environmental impacts in the EIR. As
discussed in Addendum 1, the delay would amount to minor changes in the circumstances under which the
project would be undertaken, primarily due to the changes in construction phasing and the scale of
simultaneous construction that was previously assumed. Since Addendum 1, minor project design
refinements have been made to reduce the capacity of the FRS II and include a flow control facility (FCF)
along the Water Authority right-of-way (ROW) in MTRP previously planned for location farther
downstream. The project refinements would not result in new impacts or increase the severity of previously
identified impacts. Because these project changes do not constitute "substantial changes...which will require
major revisions of the previous EIR," the Water Authority is not required to prepare a subsequent EIR
pursuant to Section 15162 of the California Government Code (California Environmental Quality Act
[CEQA] Guidelines). Water Authority staff members have determined that an addendum to the EIR is the
appropriate CEQA document to address the project changes presented by the project design refinements.
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SECTION 2
PROJECT CHANGES, CHANGED CIRCUMSTANCE, OR
NEW INFORMATION

2.1 PREVIOUSLY APPROVED PROJECT

Components of the Mission Trails FRS 11, Pipeline Tunnel, and Vent Demolition Project proposed for delay
included the FRS II and its related facilities and the demolition/replacement of appurtenant structures, as
discussed in Addendum 1. Detail on the project components and construction activities associated with
these components is provided below. The project site is located within the northwestern portion of MTRP,
just east of the Tierrasanta community, within the City of San Diego (Figures 1 and 2). SR-52 is just north
of the northern project boundary and Mission Gorge Road forms the southern project boundary. Interstate
15 (I-15) is 2.8 miles to the west.

2.1.1 Project Components

The buried reservoir was initially planned to consist of two basins housed in a concrete structure located
completely below ground surface, measuring up to 296 feet by 392 feet, with an overall height of 28 feet
from floor to roof. Each basin was assumed to have a capacity of 9 million gallons and feature an overflow
structure to prevent accidental filling above safe levels. Such emergency overflow was planned to be
conveyed by a pipeline to the canyon on the north side of the buried reservoir. An energy dissipater was
also planned to be constructed at the end of the pipeline to prevent erosion of the canyon in an event of an
emergency overflow situation. An inlet valve vault was planned to be constructed on the northern side of
the buried reservoir to bring water into the reservoir. An outlet valve vault was planned to be constructed
on the southern side of the buried reservoir to allow water to exit the reservoir. A 2-foot-thick layer of soil
was anticipated be placed on top of the buried reservoir following construction, and be vegetated with a
native plant mix. (EIR, Section 2.3.1)

As planned in the EIR, the above ground access/control building for the reservoir was to be located on the
southern edge of the reservoir, and measure approximately 20 feet by 50 feet with a height of 10 feet. A
vegetated earthen berm was planned around the building to partially screen public views by residents and
park users, though a portion of the structure would remain visible from various viewpoints. The entire
structure was anticipated to be surrounded by an eight-foot security fence. Exterior lights were to be
provided, but only used to ensure safety and security at night, as most routine work was planned during the
day. Access to the site was to be provided by a dirt road connecting to an existing MTRP trail providing
Water Authority access to FRS I and other points along the Second Aqueduct. Electrical conduit was
planned within the Second Aqueduct ROW, between Corte Playa Cantina and the FRS II control building.
(EIR, Section 2.3.1)

The on-site inlet and outlet piping on the FRS II site was planned to consist of buried welded steel pipe
connecting the inlet and outlet valves to the FRS II reservoirs. The inlet piping was to be 96 inches in
diameter, branching into two 72-inch-diameter pipes entering the FRS II through the inlet valve vault on
the reservoir's northern side. The outlet structure piping was to be two, 72-inch-diameter pipes exiting the
reservoir from the south and leading to the outlet valve vault where they would combine into a single
96-inch-diameter outlet pipeline. Overflow piping was assumed to be constructed on the northern side of
the buried reservoir, near the inlet valve vault, and built of concrete or welded steel. (EIR, Section 2.3.1)
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As planned in the EIR, the inlet and outlet piping described above was planned to replace approximately
5,000 feet of existing 69-inch-diameter Pipeline 3 and 72-inch-diameter Pipeline 4 in MTRP with a single
96-inch-diameter welded steel pipeline. The pipelines were designed without localized high or low points
so that, instead of following the contours of the ridges and valleys, the pipelines would follow a continuous
grade, which would increase the flow capacity of the alignment, as would the increased pipe diameter. The
pipelines were also planned to be placed in tunnels and require vents at the inlet and outlet connections
adjacent to the FRS II. The total length of the tunnel was assumed to be approximately 4,800 feet. (EIR,
Section 2.3.2)

The vent removal component of the project was planned to entail removing or replacing most or all of the
existing, highly visible vent structures, as well as other appurtenant structures, located along the affected
segment of Pipelines 3 and 4 within MTRP. Where the structures were to be replaced, construction of new
structures was planned consisting of concrete boxes or cylinders up to 10 square feet in area and extending
up to 3 feet above the ground surface. (EIR, Section 2.3.3)

The project also involved construction of a stabilized crossing of the San Diego River at the location of an
existing unimproved gravel road crossing, upstream of Pipelines 3 and 4. The stabilized crossing was
planned to facilitate site access for future operation and maintenance activities, and security patrol. Water
Authority operation and maintenance personnel drive the Second Aqueduct access road on a daily basis to
inspect facilities and perform routine maintenance. Increased maintenance activities for the FRS II and
pipeline tunnel were expected to require enhanced access to the site. As discussed in the EIR, water flows
in the San Diego River forced Water Authority personnel, park rangers, and emergency vehicles to make a
lengthy detour to access Mission Gorge Road from the park when the water is more than 12 to 18 inches
deep, depending on the condition of the riverbed and banks. The crossing was planned to consist of a
concrete slab at grade with the existing riverbed. (EIR, Section 2.3.4)

2.1.2 Project Construction

Constructing the FRS II, the access/control building, and the inlet/outlet pipelines was estimated to require
clearing and grubbing of the project site and excavating up to 105,000 cubic yards (cy) of rock and soil to
expose the belowground reservoir site and pipe locations. Excavation for this portion of the project may
require blasting and work with rock hammers due to the potential presence of cemented sandstone beneath
the surface. (EIR, Section 2.4.4). Construction of the FRS II structure was to be followed by partial
backfilling and construction of the access/control building, then final grading and revegetation. Heavy
equipment would be brought to the site and remain in the on-site staging area for the duration of
construction. Three staging areas were assumed to be required—one for the FRS II structure and one each
for the inlet and outlet shaft areas. Excavated material was planned to be hauled off site in 10- or 15-cy-
capacity dump trucks, with hauling estimated at 10,500 or 7,000 truck trips, respectively. Equipment and
materials delivery and excavated material hauling access was planned via Clairemont Mesa Boulevard,
where possible, but heavier loads would access MTRP via Calle de Vida due to the posted weight limit on
the bridge near the Clairemont Mesa Boulevard entrance.

The new pipeline tunnels (construction was completed in 2010) were planned to be connected to Pipelines
3 and 4 following the construction of the FRS II. This work requires shutdown of the two existing water
supply pipelines in the Second Aqueduct. Work was needed to be completed in 10 consecutive days to
minimize the time these water supply pipelines are shut down, and this was planned to occur during the
winter months, when water demand is typically at its lowest point of the year. Work was planned to entail
trenching at the new connection points, dewatering existing pipeline sections, removing existing pipelines,
fitting new connections, and backfilling excavated areas. Where abandoned pipeline sections were assumed
to be left in place, they would be encased with sand or concrete. (EIR, Section 2.4.6)
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Construction work for appurtenance removal/replacement was anticipated to be accomplished at small,
individual staging areas (150 feet by 150 feet) adjacent to the respective locations. Work was determined
to require a minor amount of excavation to access the structures. The aboveground portion of the structures
were planned to be removed with a crane and hauled off site, and the top of the buried portion was to be
dug up, cut off, and hauled off site. The remaining belowground portions of the structures were to be filled
with concrete to prevent groundwater infiltration. New structures would be installed at certain locations
and, following the work, the excavated areas would be backfilled and restored with a native seed mix.
Access to the structures would vary, depending on their location, but was planned to be accomplished via
existing access points to MTRP and trails within MTRP. (EIR, Section 2.4.7)

Topsoil and other soil needed for backfilling in the project's disturbed areas was to be temporarily stockpiled
on site. Excess materials not used for backfilling were planned to be hauled off site for use as fill at other
construction sites or as cover material at a local landfill. The EIR identified five potential receivers of
excavated material, depending on the type and quality of the material: Canyon Rock and Asphalt Quarry
(Mission Gorge Road adjacent to the southern border of MTRP), Vulcan Materials Mission Valley quarry,
Hansen Aggregates Miramar Recycle Site, Hansen Aggregates Carroll Canyon Plant, and Sycamore
Canyon Landfill. (EIR, Section 2.4.8)

Section 2.4.1 of the EIR addresses the project's general construction schedule, and depicts the schedule
graphically in Table 2-1. The originally approved 2-year schedule anticipated construction of the FRS
reservoirs and associated structures to occur simultaneously with tunnel mobilization and excavation.
Appurtenance demolition/replacement was identified as the project's final phase, following pipeline
reconnection. Construction for the FRS II, the access/control building, the on-site inlet/outlet pipelines, and
the appurtenance removal/replacement would be conducted between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.,
Monday through Saturday. During the 10-day pipeline connection periods, work was planned to be
conducted 24 hours a day, 7 days a week to limit the duration of pipelines being out of service. (EIR, Section
2.4.1)

2.1.3 Project Operation

Operation and maintenance of the FRS II and pipeline tunnels is generally discussed in Section 2.5 of the
EIR. FRS II operation and maintenance activities involved visiting and inspecting the site approximately
once per day to monitor daily operations and security at the site; maintaining the valves periodically at the
valve vaults; cleaning the bottom of the basins to remove silt, clam and mussel shells, and other debris
every 2 to 5 years; and responding to outages or other emergency situations as needed. Pipeline tunnel
operation and maintenance activities consisted of weekly visual inspection, grading and repair of access
roads as needed, testing and servicing of valves, yearly walking of alignment and inspection, and pressure
testing.

2.2 PROPOSED CHANGES

Due to changing demand forecasts, economic conditions, and shifting priorities in their Capital
Improvement Program, the Water Authority elected to proceed with constructing the inlet and outlet
pipelines, the stabilized crossing of the San Diego River, and the pipeline interconnect reconfiguration,
while delaying the other project components by approximately 2 years, as discussed in Addendum 1. The
delayed components were the FRS 11, the access/control building, the on-site inlet/outlet piping, and the
appurtenance removal/replacement. Because FRS II construction was planned to be delayed by
approximately 2 years, connecting the new pipeline tunnel to the upgraded system would also be delayed
by this amount of time.
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Addendum 1 determined that the project changes would not alter the physical components as initially
proposed in the EIR and would only affect the schedule under which the project would be undertaken.
Because of the changes to the schedule, certain impacts were determined to be slightly different from how
they were initially analyzed in the EIR. In some areas, impacts were determined to be reduced due to the
avoidance of simultaneous construction phases. In other areas, the duration for which impacts would be
perceived was determined to be increased.

Since certification of the EIR and preparation of Addendum 1, project design refinements have resulted in
a smaller FRS II and inclusion of FCF along the Water Authority ROW within MTRP to meter downstream
flow and regulate FRS II storage levels. These revised components of the original project, along with
previously anticipated components of the original project that have yet to be implemented, are referred to
together in this Addendum as the “modified project.” The effects of the proposed changes on the impacts
identified for the project in the EIR and Addendum 1 are discussed below in Section 3 of this Addendum.
The proposed changes would not result in new impacts or substantially increase the severity of any
previously identified impacts.

2.2.1 Description of Proposed Changes in the Modified Project

The Water Authority plans to proceed with implementing the delayed components as analyzed in the EIR
and Addendum 1, but with a smaller FRS II and the addition of an FCF, which is analyzed in this Addendum
(Addendum 2). The purpose of the proposed changes in the project is to respond to reduced demand
forecasts and relocate the FCF, which was planned to be located at Lake Murray, to just downstream of the
FRS 1II. Locating the FCF just downstream of the FRS II, within MTRP, would eliminate the need for an
isolation valve vault. Additional conduit installation would be needed beyond that anticipated in the EIR,
extending down the Second Aqueduct ROW to the FCF. The smaller FRS II and ancillary components,
pipeline tunnel connections, and appurtenance removal/replacement would be located in areas that were
analyzed for project impacts in the EIR. Figure 3 depicts the components proposed under the modified
project. Appendix A provides a selection of plan sheets from the current project design.

Flow Regulatory Structure

Buried Reservoir

The modified project proposes a 5-million-gallon FRS 11, smaller than the 18-million-gallon tank addressed
in the EIR. The reduced capacity is a result of reduced demands reflecting 2015 projections based on a
reduction of the 2010 Urban Water Management Plan and 2013 Regional Water Facilities Optimization
and Master Plan Update baseline demands.

As a result of the reduced capacity, the structure is proposed to be 178 feet by 178 feet with an overall
height of up to 25 feet from floor to roof based on the slope of the floor and roof. The EIR analyzed a larger
tank, 296 feet by 392 feet, with an overall height of up to 28 feet from floor to roof. The smaller FRS II
would still contain an emergency overflow structure and discharge pipeline, which would convey flows to
the canyon on the northwest side of the tank to an energy dissipater, as analyzed in the EIR. The entirety of
the pipeline, overflow pipeline, and energy dissipater would be located within the Water Authority ROW.
The Water Authority would acquire a temporary use permit from the City for construction activity
associated with rip rap installation, just west of the Water Authority ROW.
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The modified project would include a new gravel access road leading from an existing dirt access road to a
proposed gravel maintenance apron that would be installed around the perimeter of the FRS II. The
proposed road would be 16 feet wide and approximately 250 feet long. The maintenance apron would be
20 feet wide on the northeastern, southeastern, and southwestern sides, and 40 feet wide on the northwestern
side, allowing maintenance area around the tunnel inlet shaft adjacent to the FRS II roof. All existing access
road alignments in the vicinity of the FRS II would be preserved. Proposed access features are shown in
sheet C-102 in Appendix A.

Similar to the project described in the EIR, a 3-foot- to 5-foot-thick layer of soil would be placed on top of
the buried reservoir following construction, and this would be vegetated with a native plant mix. The
proposed soil addition would be more than the 2 feet discussed in the EIR, allowing for an increase in the
variability of the proposed topography. The modified project would also incorporate several landscaped
berms around the FRS II that would act as visual barriers to the FRS II and its maintenance apron and access
road. These features are shown in sheet C-102 of Appendix A.

Access/Control Building

The project, as analyzed in the EIR, was planned to contain an aboveground access/control building
associated with the buried reservoir that would house the control room and access room. As a result of
project refinements, a separate access/control building is no longer needed, but these features would instead
be built into the FRS II structure. FRS II access would consist of an 18-foot by 16-foot roof hatch with a
5-foot by 10-foot access hatch. The access hatch would extend 6 to 12 inches above grade, depending on
grade variations. As discussed in the EIR, underground electrical conduit would be installed to provide
power to the FRS II. Under the modified project, a new electrical conduit would be installed from existing
San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E) facilities at the northeast terminus of Corte Playa Catalina, running to
the existing FRS I, and a new line would be installed from FRS I to the proposed FRS II. Conduit would
be installed within the Second Aqueduct ROW, with the exception of the SDG&E connection in the north,
which would extend a short segment beyond the ROW and in the public pedestrian entrance to MTRP at
the end of Corte Playa Catalina.

FRS II On-Site Piping

Water would flow into the FRS II from the north through the previously constructed 96-inch pipeline tunnel
and associated existing inlet shaft. This would eliminate the need for the inlet piping described in the EIR.
Water would flow out of the FRS 1II through a proposed outlet pipe that would flow to an existing outlet
shaft associated with the previously constructed 96-inch pipeline tunnel. The outlet piping described in the
EIR was planned to consist of two 72-inch-diameter steel pipes. Due to the reduced capacity of the FRS II,
the outlet piping is now proposed to be a single 96-inch-diameter concrete-lined pipe.

Pipeline Tunnels and Tunnel Shafts

Construction of the pipeline tunnel was completed in 2010 and included nearly 1 mile of 92-inch-diameter
welded steel pipe contained in two 10-foot-wide horseshoe tunnels, and two vertical shafts up to 150 feet
deep. The tunnel currently remains disconnected from the Second Aqueduct. As analyzed in the EIR, the
connections would link the previously constructed pipeline tunnels to existing Water Authority Pipelines 3
and 4. The inlet shaft access would be located adjacent to the FRS II roof, on the northwestern side. The
outlet shaft access would be located approximately 320 feet southeast of the FRS II. A 24-foot by 44-foot
gravel maintenance pad would be constructed just south of the outlet shaft access, and would be connected
to two existing dirt access roads currently used by the Water Authority to access their aqueduct
appurtenances. A short segment (approximately 200 feet) of one of the existing roads would be slightly

Page 10 Mission Trails FRS II EIR Addendum 2



realigned to lessen the grade and make truck and equipment access safer. The realigned portion would be
covered in gravel base.

Vent and Blow-Off Structure Abandonment

As planned in the original project, existing aboveground in-line structures, including eight vent structures
and nine blow-off structures along Pipeline 3 and Pipeline 4 would be demolished after the remaining
portion of the project is complete, and the Mission Trails pipeline tunnel is placed into service and the
existing pipelines are made obsolete. The aboveground portions of the structures would be removed, and
the belowground portions would be capped and sealed.

Flow Control Facility

While not evaluated in the EIR, a new FCF on Pipeline 3 downstream of the FRS II would be needed to
regulate flow out of the FRS II for distribution to Water Authority member agencies. During the original
preliminary project planning, the FCF was planned to be located at a site near Lake Murray, outside of
MTRP. However, the original plan would require environmental review and further geotechnical
investigations, and would entail other construction and coordination challenges. As such, the FCF is now
proposed at MTRP, just downstream of the FRS II and downstream of the existing flow balancing structure
(FBS). Relocating the FCF would reduce costs and eliminate the need for the isolation valve vault on
Pipeline 3 just downstream of the existing FBS in MTRP.

The FCF would be 26 feet by 42 feet and would be entirely below the ground, with the exception of a small
aboveground entrance with stairs leading down into the FCF, and an air vent. The FCF would be located
on Pipeline 3, just southeast of the existing FBS on Pipeline 4, and just north of the previous location of
Elliot Vent #5, which was removed and replaced with a smaller air release/vacuum structure in the project’s
first phase. Additional conduit would be installed to power the FCF, running from the existing FRS I and
within the Second Aqueduct ROW.

Construction

Construction of the modified project is expected to take approximately 18 months. As discussed in the EIR,
overall construction was expected to last approximately 2 years. Construction of the FRS II and associated
structures was expected to occur simultaneously with tunnel mobilization and excavation. As discussed in
Addendum 1, the Water Authority proceeded with constructing the pipeline tunnel and associated access
shafts, the stabilized crossing of the San Diego River, and the pipeline interconnect reconfiguration. Under
the modified project, construction of the FRS II and its ancillary components would be first, followed by
construction of the proposed FCF. The north and south tunnel connections to the Second Aqueduct and
appurtenance removal/replacement would occur last.

Based on the current design, up to approximately 111,100 cy of soil and rock would be removed from the
FRS 1I site during excavation for the buried reservoir. Approximately 56,000 cy of excavated materials
would be hauled off site in dump trucks for disposal at an approved landfill, while the remaining quantity
of material would be placed as fill in the work area adjacent to the FRS II, including in areas surrounding
the roof to establish berms as visual barriers, further limiting the view of the reservoir area to park users.
The berm heights would reach 15 to 25 feet above the finished grade of the reservoir roof and would be
contoured to approximate natural grades to the extent practicable. Up to approximately 1,300 cy of soil and
rock would be removed from the north and south tunnel connections to complete the tunnel connection
work, and up to approximately 1,300 cy of soil and rock would be removed from the FCF site during
excavation for the FCF. All soil and rock excavated for the tunnel connections and FCF would be hauled
off site.
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Construction would require an estimated daily maximum of 45 workers for FRS II construction and 15
workers for FCF construction, which includes the tunnel connections and appurtenance
removal/replacement work, for a total of 60 workers. The general working time would be 7:00 a.m. to
7:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. Some 24-hour work would be conducted at the portal connections
during the shutdown of the existing pipelines for the final connection work.

Electrical conduit would be installed by excavating trenches approximately 16 inches wide and 30 inches
deep, generally running within the western edge of the Second Aqueduct ROW. Following construction,
the trenches would be backfilled and the disturbed areas would be returned to their original conditions.
(This is not a change from the previously anticipated project approach, but details on conduit installation
were not specified in the EIR.)

Equipment staging would be the same as analyzed in the EIR with general staging occurring at the
Clairemont Mesa Boulevard MTRP entrance and some stockpiling of excavated soil, pipe, and other
equipment and materials occurring at the FRS II site. As discussed in the EIR, other staging would occur at
the appurtenance removal/replacement locations and pipeline tunnel connections. Equipment staging for
the FCF would be located along the existing Water Authority ROW and on an area previously disturbed by
the previously constructed pipeline tunnel. The primary staging yard is shown in Figure 3. Access to the
staging yard would be provided off Clairemont Mesa Boulevard and existing access roads.

Access to the project site would be provided by the use of substantially the same existing access roads as
described in the EIR. Due to capacity/loading restrictions, the bridge located just inside the public park
entrance at the east end of Clairemont Mesa Boulevard cannot be used by trucks carrying heavy loads,
including equipment deliveries and material hauling traffic. Therefore, the entrance on Calle de Vida will
be the main access for the majority of the project traffic. This route is analyzed in the Mission Trails Flow
Regulatory Structure Il and Flow Control Facility Project Transportation Impact Analysis (2018 traffic
analysis) included as Appendix C to this Addendum. There is also the possibility for equipment to travel
along another existing park road off of the Calle de Vida entrance road that was not accounted for in the
EIR. This existing added route would initially follow the same route as analyzed in the EIR but would then
follow the fork to the south, crossing the Water Authority ROW, and turning to the north to access the
eastern side of the Water Authority ROW near the proposed FCF and southern pipeline tunnel connection.
As discussed below in Section 3.3, the traffic analysis for the modified project assumed a “worst-case”
scenario that the southern entrance on Calle de Vida would be the main access for the majority of the traffic.

Areas adjacent to the Water Authority ROW and easements that are cleared for use as temporary work
zones would be seeded with a native vegetation seed mix pursuant to the Water Authority’s Natural
Community Conservation Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan (NCCP/HCP). The primary staging yard is
paved; therefore, no seeding would be required and the staging yard would be returned to its prior condition.

Operation

Operation and maintenance activities for the modified project are generally not expected to differ from the
description provided in Section 2.5 of the EIR. However, operation and maintenance of the FRS II is
expected to entail less work as the basin would be smaller than originally planned. Addition of the FCF
would entail maintenance work at this facility in MTRP, in an area that already sees operational traffic
associated with the FBS. Routine operation and maintenance discussed in the EIR would generally remain
and is similar to current operation and maintenance activities associated with the existing Water Authority
facilities within MTPR such as the FRS I, the FBS, and other access points along the First Aqueduct
pipelines.
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Biological Resources Impact Compliance

Another change in circumstances under which the modified project will be implemented is related to
compliance with biological resources requirements. The impact analysis of the original project and
construction of the initial components pre-dated the Water Authority’s finalization of their NCCP/HCP,
which went into effect in December 2011, achieving approval from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). Accordingly, the original project
received a Biological Opinion (BO) from USFWS in October 2007 (2007 BO, USFWS reference BO 2007-
B-14/2007-F-22) authorizing take of the listed wildlife species San Diego fairy shrimp and least Bell’s
vireo pursuant to the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA).'

During impact analysis of the modified project pursuant for this Addendum, the project was deemed to
have the potential to affect two species listed pursuant to the ESA that were not provided take authorization
by USFWS in the 2007 BO. These species, the Quino checkerspot butterfly (Euphydryas editha quino,
QCB, endangered pursuant to the ESA) and the coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica
californica, CAGN, threatened pursuant to the ESA). Take authorization was not provided because, at the
time, on-site habitat was recovering from the 2003 Cedar Fire and was determined by USFWS to be
unsuitable for these species such that the project construction would not result in direct take of the species.
The 2007 BO did acknowledge past occupation of the site by these species, and noted that the recovering
habitat could eventually support these species again in the future, so subsequent project implementation
would need to consider these species if conditions changed compared to those described in the 2007 BO.

CAGN was observed on site during the 2018 biological resources field surveys, which also identified
on-site presence of suitable QCB habitat. These species are Covered Species under the NCCP/HCP, so
instead of the Water Authority requesting U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Army Corps) reinitiation of the
2007 BO with USFWS, the Water Authority is electing to cover the project and its impacts on sensitive
species under their NCCP/HCP. The Water Authority is assuming presence of CAGN based on results of
the 2018 biological resources surveys, and is conducting USFWS protocol surveys for QCB during the
2019 flight season to determine pre-construction presence or absence. This shift in listed species take
coverage results in changes to mitigation measures for biological resources impacts compared with those
identified in the EIR, with the Water Authority implementing conditions of coverage specified in the
NCCP/HCP. Because the EIR and 2007 BO identified the potential for future impacts on these species and
included measures to conduct surveys prior to construction of project-related facilities, this change does not
constitute a new significant impact pursuant to CEQA. Additionally, where habitat-based off-site mitigation
ratios specified in the EIR are higher than those required by the NCCP/HCP, the Water Authority will apply
the higher ratios when securing credits for project-related impacts.

2.3 WATER AUTHORITY STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS/PROJECT DESIGN
FEATURES

The EIR identified several standard conditions contained in the construction project specifications that
avoid or minimize significant environmental impacts, and design features specific to the proposed project
that were incorporated into the project description to minimize or avoid environmental effects. These
standard specifications and project design features will be incorporated into the project’s Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). For the purposes of Addendum 2, the design features
pertaining to biological resources have been updated to reflect existing condition changes since the EIR.
The updated measures are provided in Appendix B, and replace the measures that appeared in the EIR for
biological resources. The measures for other issue areas have not been changed, and will be incorporated
into the MMRP as they appeared in the EIR. None of the changes have an appreciable effect on project
implementation or impact analysis. All other measures discussed in the EIR would apply to the modified
project.

"' The 2007 BO was associated with the proposed project’s Clean Water Act Section 404 permit from the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers for impacts on jurisdictional waters (Army Corps File No. 2006-2097-RRS).
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SECTION 3
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

This section presents a discussion of how the proposed minor changes to the project affect the analysis and
impact conclusions of the environmental issues analyzed in the EIR.

3.1 LAND USE

The following analysis is based on the Land Use section of the EIR (Section 3.1). The EIR determined the
project would be consistent with the City of San Diego Mission Trails Regional Master Plan (MTRP Master
Plan), the Water Authority’s 2013 Regional Water Facilities Optimization and Master Plan (Water
Authority’s Master Plan), and the Tierrasanta Community Plan. The EIR also determined that the project
would avoid significant land use impacts associated with conformance with an applicable HCP or NCCP
as it would conform to the guidelines contained within Section 1.4 of the City of San Diego Multiple Species
Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan. Impacts were found to be less than significant and no
mitigation was required.

The modified project’s temporary and permanent impact areas would be within the same general area
assumed for project-related impacts in the EIR. Subsequent planning work has identified a smaller FRS 1II
than analyzed in the EIR, approximately 13 million gallons less than identified in the EIR, resulting in a
slightly smaller footprint for the facility, but within the same area examined in the EIR. The newly proposed
FCF would be within the Water Authority’s Second Aqueduct ROW and adjacent to the existing FBS, so
it does not represent a substantial change in use of this portion of the ROW within MTRP. The FCF is also
within the impact area addressed in the EIR for impacts from the pipeline tunnel’s southern portal, so it
does not represent an addition to the previously anticipated impact area. The modified project would require
permanent acquisition by the Water Authority of a small piece of land from the City of San Diego for
installation and maintenance of the overflow pipe outfall, as was previously anticipated in the EIR.
Acquisition of small areas for temporary construction easements would also be required from the City for
implementation of the project.

As discussed in the EIR, MTRP is designated as parkland in the Tierrasanta Community Plan, with the
understanding that land uses within MTRP are overseen by the City of San Diego Park and Recreation
Department under the MTRP Master Plan. The MTRP Master Plan acknowledges the Water Authority’s
water conveyance infrastructure that exists within MTRP and includes an Appendix detailing the good
neighbor policy agreement established between the Water Authority and MTRP. Communication with the
City Park and Recreation Department, and with MTRP neighbor and park user groups regarding the
modified project is ongoing. The modified project would also still be generally consistent with the Water
Authority’s Master Plan, most recently updated in 2013. The Water Authority’s Master Plan includes
discussion of the modified project, anticipating a 12-million-gallon underground water storage reservoir.
Since the Water Authority’s Master Plan was adopted, the Water Authority has modified the project to
include a smaller 5-million-gallon underground concrete storage reservoir based on system need.

The project area is located within a Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) as designated by the MSCP.
Accordingly, the entire area would be considered Biological Significant Resource Area (BSRA) pursuant
to Section 6.5.1.4.1 of the Water Authority’s NCCP/HCP. As discussed in the EIR, the MSCP allows for
utility impacts within an MHPA where no viable alternatives exist. In the case of the proposed project, the
Water Authority’s ROW was established long before the MHPA boundaries were drawn and nearly all of
the permanent impacts associated with the water conveyance facilities are belowground. As with the
original project, although the modified project would result in impacts to sensitive biological resources
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within the City’s MHPA (see Section 3.8 of this Addendum), the project would be considered compatible
with the biological objectives of the MSCP as long as access and construction activities conform to the
guidelines of Section 1.4 of the MSCP. Construction would conform to these guidelines, and appropriate
biological mitigation would be provided (see Section 3.8 of this Addendum).

The project changes would not result in any considerable changes to land use impacts compared with those
described in the EIR, and impacts would remain less than significant. As discussed above, no new
significant impacts or increase in the severity of previously identified impacts related to land use would
occur.

3.2 AESTHETICS/VISUAL QUALITY

The following analysis is based on the Aesthetics/Visual Quality section of the EIR (Section 3.2). The EIR
concluded that the project would result in short-term impacts to scenic views of the West Fortuna area of
MTRP due to visibility of construction work, but these impacts would be less than significant because the
changes would be temporary. The EIR also determined that the project would not result in long-term
impacts on scenic views, as nearly all permanent project features would be below ground and surfaces
would be revegetated with native plant material. The EIR identified a beneficial impact associated with
removal of the existing vent structures that are highly visible from MTRP trails. The EIR also found that
the project would not substantially damage scenic resources within a state scenic highway, degrade the
existing visual character of the site, or create a new source of substantial light or glare. Impacts were found
to be less than significant and no mitigation was required.

The main change in the modified project from a visual quality standpoint is that the access/control building
originally proposed is no longer required. Instead, access to the FRS II would be through a roof hatch that
would extend 6 to 12 inches above grade. This will remove the most visible aboveground component of the
proposed project, resulting in an improvement on visual impacts to park users, compared to the project
addressed in the EIR. As was anticipated in the prior project, the finished ground surface above the FRS 11
structure is proposed with topographic contouring to resemble natural conditions to the greatest extent
feasible, and would be revegetated to blend in with surrounding areas of the park. The modified project
would also include elevated earthen berms on the southeastern and southwestern edges of the FRS 1I that
would act as permanent visual barriers for views of the facility’s at-grade components, including the access
road and vault hatches. As with the earth placed on top of the FRS II roof, these berms would be contoured
to resemble natural conditions, and would be revegetated to blend in with the varied topography existent
elsewhere in MTRP.

The modified project would include an FCF adjacent to the existing FBS, which was not anticipated in the
EIR. The FCF would be located primarily belowground with the exception of a low, unobtrusive vent/vault
accessway, similar to the existing adjacent FBS, and the permanent tunnel access vault built during the
project’s first phase. This addition to an area already featuring visible at-grade and aboveground
components of the Water Authority system would not constitute a significant change in the visual landscape
of the area.

The modified project would implement the vent demolition component of the original project, as identified
in the EIR, removing visible elements from MTRP and resulting in a beneficial impact on park users.

As noted in the EIR, construction would require staging of equipment and materials, open excavations, and
soil stockpiles that would be visible to park users on a temporary basis. Following construction, all
temporary staging areas and other areas disturbed by construction would be restored and revegetated.
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The project changes would not result in any considerable changes to aesthetics and visual quality impacts.
The impacts would remain less than significant as analyzed in the EIR. As discussed above, no new
significant impacts or increase in the severity of previously identified impacts related to aesthetics and
visual quality would occur. The relevant project design features identified in the EIR would be implemented
(PDF 2.6.2).

33 TRAFFIC/CIRCULATION

The following analysis is based on the Traffic/Circulation section of the EIR (Section 3.3), with updated
information provided in the Mission Trails Flow Regulatory Structure Il and Flow Control Facility Project
Transportation Impact Analysis (2018 traffic analysis) included as Appendix C to this Addendum.? As
discussed in the EIR, a traffic impact analysis was prepared for the original project (2006 traffic analysis),
which considered impacts on the local circulation system due to construction traffic. The 2006 traffic
analysis included all project components as originally planned with the exception of the FCF. The 2018
traffic analysis considered the project components under the modified project (i.e., smaller FRS II, pipeline
connections, appurtenance demolition, and FCF) and excluded the previously completed components
(pipeline tunnels and river crossing).

The modified project would result in construction traffic using substantially the same access routes assumed
in the EIR. Off-hauling of excavated material is anticipated to result in the greatest amount of construction
traffic, and this phase is anticipated to last 2 months. Due to the reduced size of the FRS II structure and
associated excavation, and because some of the originally anticipated components have already been built,
the overall volume of project-related traffic is anticipated to be less than originally considered in the EIR,
and with a shorter overall duration than when one continuous construction process was presumed. However,
because of the time that has transpired between the original analysis and construction of the remaining
components, the Water Authority commissioned a new report to consider impacts based on updated existing
conditions, to confirm that construction of the modified project will still not result in a significant impact
on the local circulation system used for site access. As described in the 2018 traffic analysis, the following
routes to/from I-15 and SR-52 are proposed for construction equipment and hauling of excavated material
via trucks under the modified project:

e North Portal Connection Construction Activities Ingress and Egress — East/West on Clairemont
Mesa Boulevard from I-15 to Via Valarta to Portobelo Drive to MTRP access point (Route A-1) or
north/south on Santo Road from SR-52 to Antigua Boulevard to Portobelo Drive, to MTRP access
point.

e South Portal Connection, FRS II, and FCF Construction Activities Ingress and Egress — East/West
on Clairemont Mesa Boulevard to Rueda Drive, to Calle de Vida, to park entrance, to South Portal
Connection, FRS II, and FCF sites via MTRP roads; or north/south on Santo Road from SR-52 to
Clairemont Mesa Boulevard to Rueda Drive, to Calle de Vida, to park entrance, to South Portal
Connection, FRS II, and FCF sites via MTRP roads.

The EIR considered worst-case construction traffic conditions and determined the project would result in
1,935 daily trips (see Table 3.3-7 of the EIR). With the addition of project trips, all study area intersections
would remain operating at Level of Service (LOS) D or better (see Table 3.3-9 of the EIR) and all roadways
would remain operating at LOS C or better (see Table 3.3-10 of the EIR). The EIR also determined the
project would not cause an unannounced traffic delay greater than 15 minutes, substantially increase

2 The traffic report Appendix, which includes detailed modeling output, is not included in the version attached to
this Addendum, to reduce the document’s page volume; the traffic report Appendix is on file at the Water Authority
and can be provided on request.
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hazards due to a design feature, result in inadequate emergency access, or result in inadequate parking
capacity. Impacts were found to be less than significant and no mitigation was required.

The 2018 traffic analysis determined the modified project would not increase delay at any intersection by
2 seconds or more and all intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better. The updated traffic
analysis also determined that street segments would continue to operate at LOS C or better. Therefore,
impacts associated with intersection delay and roadway capacity would remain less than significant. The
EIR determined FRS II construction activities alone would generate 611 daily trips. The 2018 traffic
analysis determined all remaining project components under the modified project, including the addition of
the proposed FCF, would generate 276 trips, assuming a “worst case” scenario that the southern entrance
on Calle de Vida would be the main access for the majority of construction truck traffic. Due to the smaller
size of the FRS II, construction trips would be considerably less than originally analyzed; therefore, no new
or increased significant impacts would be associated with unannounced traffic delays, increased hazards
due to a design feature or incompatible use, inadequate emergency access, and inadequate parking supply.
While no significant impact is identified, the 2018 traffic analysis recommends construction truck trips
access the site over a 10-hour workday with two 1-hour breaks during the morning between 8:00 a.m. and
9:00 a.m. and during the afternoon between 3:45 p.m. and 4:45 p.m., to avoid conflicts with school traffic
during these times. As with the original project, the Water Authority would require preparation and
implementation of a traffic control plan for the modified project, and restrict hours of operation for trucks
associated with project grading and construction to 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. Monday through Sunday.

The project changes would not result in any considerable changes to traffic and circulation impacts. The
impacts would remain less than significant as analyzed in the EIR. As discussed above, no new significant
impacts or increase in the severity of previously identified impacts related to traffic and circulation would
occur. The relevant project design features identified in the EIR would be implemented (PDF 2.6.3).

34 AIR QUALITY

The following analysis is based on the Air Quality section of the EIR (Section 3.4). The EIR determined
the project would exceed significant thresholds for nitrogen dioxide (NO,) and particulate matter less than
10 microns in diameter (PMi). Mitigation was identified to reduce these impacts, including properly
maintaining equipment in compliance with emissions regulations and requiring that vehicles hauling dirt or
fill be covered with a tarp or other means during construction (Mitigation Measures AQ 1-1 and AQ 2-1).
Even with implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ 1-1 and AQ 2-1, the EIR determined it may not be
possible to mitigate construction air quality impacts below a level of significance. The EIR found that air
quality impacts associated with conflicting with the applicable air quality plan, cumulatively considerable
net increases of criteria pollutants, exposing sensitive receptors to pollutant concentration, and
objectionable odors were less than significant.

Subsequent planning work has identified a smaller FRS II than analyzed in the EIR, and construction of the
pipeline tunnels and San Diego river crossing have been previously completed. The addition of the FCF
would be a minor, ancillary facility within the same vicinity as existing Water Authority facilities. The
Water Authority commissioned an updated analysis of the project’s pollutant emissions to determine if the
modified project would exceed applicable thresholds. The updated analysis incorporates considerations of
current emissions standards and existing regional conditions that are relevant to assessment of a project’s
construction emissions.

Regulatory and Environmental Setting

As identified in the EIR, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) established National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), which are concentrations of pollutants in the ambient air for
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which no adverse effects on the public health and welfare are anticipated. The USEPA established NAAQS
for carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (SO.), NO», ozone, PM,, particulate matter less than 2.5 microns
in diameter (PM25), and lead. Similarly, the California Air Resources Board (ARB) has established the
more stringent California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) for the seven pollutants under the
NAAQS as well as for sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride, and visibility-reducing particles. Since
adoption of the EIR and Addendum 1, the NAAQS and CAAQS have become more stringent. In December
2012, the NAAQS for the annual PM; 5 primary standard was lowered from 15 micrograms per cubic meter
(ug/m?) to 12 pg/m’. In October 2015, the national 8-hour ozone primary and secondary standards were
lowered from 0.075 parts per million (ppm) to 0.070 ppm.

The San Diego Air Basin (SDAB) currently meets the NAAQS for all criteria air pollutants except ozone
and is classified an attainment/maintenance area for CO, and unclassifiable for PM;o. The SDAB is
currently classified as a nonattainment area under the CAAQS for ozone, PMo, and PM> 5. As discussed in
the EIR, ambient air pollutant concentrations in the SDAB are measured at air quality monitoring stations
operated by ARB and the San Diego Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD). Table 1 presents 3 years of
the most recent information available at the Kearny Mesa monitoring station, summarizing the exceedances
of standards and the highest recorded pollutant.

As shown in Table 1, ambient air concentrations of CO and NO, have not exceeded the NAAQS or CAAQS
in the past 3 years. The 8-hour ozone concentration was exceeded in 2016 and 2017. PM;o and PM; s
concentrations did not exceed the NAAQS or the CAAQS between 2015 and 2017.

Since adoption of the EIR and Addendum 1, the most recent federal air quality plan for the SDAB is the
2008 Eight-Hour Ozone Attainment Plan for San Diego County approved in 2016, which identifies the
control measures and emission reductions necessary to bring San Diego County into attainment for the 2008
8-hour ozone National Ambient Air Quality Standard (SDAPCD 2016b). In addition, the most recent
Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) is the 2016 Revision of the RAQS for San Diego County approved
in December 2016, which identifies feasible emission control measures to attain the state ozone standards
(SDAPCD 2016c¢).

As discussed in the EIR, the project’s primary source of emissions is temporary construction emissions,
which would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the air quality plan. Due to the smaller size of
the FRS II and the phased construction of the modified project, construction of the modified project would
involve similar types of off-road equipment in fewer quantities as the original project. The use of
construction equipment in the RAQS is estimated for the region on an annual basis and the modified project
would not increase the assumptions for off-road equipment use. Following construction, operation would
be consistent with the existing land uses and assumptions for land uses and vehicle trips as anticipated in
the SIP and RAQS. As such, the modified project’s impact would be the same as disclosed in the EIR.

As discussed in more detail in Section 2.2, construction of the modified project would include construction
of the delayed components as analyzed in the EIR and Addendum 1, but with a smaller FRS II and the
addition of an FCF. Thus, construction-related emission estimates were updated for construction of the
modified project. Construction emissions were estimated using the California Emissions Estimator Model
(CalEEMod) Version 2016.3.2. CalEEMod allows the user to enter project-specific construction
information, such as a specific construction schedule, and the types and number of construction equipment.
Construction emissions, including both exhaust emissions and fugitive dust, were estimated for construction
worker commutes, material delivery trips, and the use of off-road equipment. Construction of the modified
project is anticipated to begin in January 2020 and last approximately 18 months. It was assumed
construction would occur over three non-overlapping construction phases as described in Section 2.2:
construction of the FRS II; construction of the FCF, and construction of the tunnel connections and
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Table 1
Ambient Air Quality Summary

Pollutant Standards [ 2015 | 2016 | 2017

Ozone

State maximum 1-hour concentration (ppm) 0.077 0.087 0.097

National maximum 8-hour concentration (ppm) 0.070 0.075 0.084
Number of Days Standard Exceeded

CAAQS 1-hour (>0.09 ppm) 0 0 2

CAAQS 8- hour (>0.070 ppm)/NAAQS 8-hour

(>0.070 ppm) 0/0 3/3 6/6
Carbon Monoxide (CO) *

Maximum 8-hour concentration (ppm) 2.0 1.7 *

Maximum 1-hour concentration (ppm) 3.1 2.2 *
Number of Days Standard Exceeded

NAAQS 8-hour (>9.0 ppm) 0 0 *
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)

State maximum 1-hour concentration (ppb) 51 53 54

Annual Average (ppb) 9 9 9
Number of Days Standard Exceeded

NAAQS I-hour 0 0 0

CAAQS 1-hour 0 0 0
Particulate Matter (PMio)

National maximum 24-hour concentration (pg/m?) 39.0 36.0 46.0

State maximum 24-hour concentration (g/m?) 37.0 35.0 47.0

State annual average concentration (Jig/m?®) 16.7 * 17.6
Measured Number of Days Standard Exceeded

NAAQS 24-hour (>150 pg/m?) 0 0 0

CAAQS 24-hour (>50 pg/m?) 0 0 0
Particulate Matter (PMz.5)

National maximum 24-hour concentration (pg/m?) 25.7 19.4 27.5

State maximum 24-hour concentration (pg/m?®) 25.7 20.3 27.5

National annual average concentration (pg/m?) 7.2 7.5 7.9

State annual average concentration (Ug/m?®) * 7.8 8.0
Measured Number of Days Standard Exceeded

NAAQS 24-hour (>35 pg/m?) 0 0 0

Notes: pg/m® = micrograms per cubic meter; ppb = parts per billion; ppm = parts per million

2 Data obtained from the SDAPCD 2016 Monitoring Network Plan, Table 5.8: CO Concentrations for San Diego.
*Insufficient data to determine the value.

Source: ARB 2017a; SDAPCD 2016a

appurtenance removal. Construction of the pipeline tunnel and north portal excavation is complete;
therefore, no blasting would occur. The analysis for the modified project assumed approximately 56,000 cy
of material would be exported during construction of the FRS 11, approximately 1,300 cy of material would
be exported during construction of the FCF, and approximately 1,300 cy of material would be exported
during construction of the tunnel connections and appurtenance removal. In addition, the modified project
assumes a maximum of 45 workers per day would be on site during construction of the FRS II and
approximately 15 workers would be on site during the remaining phases. As shown in Table 2, due to the
smaller size of the FRS II, reduced construction equipment quantities, and phased construction schedule,
emissions of nitrogen oxides (NOx) and PM, are no longer anticipated to exceed the air quality screening
thresholds for the City of San Diego, which are based on SDAPCD thresholds for stationary sources.
Further, due to the delay in construction, exhaust emissions from the construction equipment fleet have
decreased because of stricter standards and the advancements in engine technology. Therefore,
construction-related emissions associated with the modified project would not violate any air quality
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standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, and the modified
project’s emissions would not be cumulatively considerable. This impact would be less than significant.

Table 2
Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Emissions
vVocC NOx SO« PMio PM:2s
Phase! (Ibs/day) (Ibs/day) CO (Ibs/day) (Ibs/day) (Ibs/day) (Ibs/day)’

FRS II Construction 9.25 133.55 67.29 0.27 17.01 8.42
FCF Construction 3.20 29.17 29.42 0.05 1.92 1.54
Tunnel Connections
Construction and Vent 3.23 30.20 33.74 0.06 1.87 1.52
Removal
Threshold of Significance? 137 250 550 250 100 55
Significant Impact? No No No No No No

Modeled by AECOM in 2019

Notes: ' Phases of construction are not anticipated to overlap. Additional details for construction of each phase are provided in
Appendix D.

2 City of San Diego 2016.

3PM..s emissions were not analyzed in the EIR, and the City of San Diego and the SDAPCD have not established a threshold of
significance for this pollutant. However, it is recommended that PM2 s emissions are quantified; thus, the PM2 s threshold was
obtained from SCAQMD thresholds of significance (SCAQMD 2015).

VOC = volatile organic compounds; NOx = nitrogen oxides; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur oxides; PM1o = suspended
particulate matter; PM2.s = fine particulate matter; Ibs/day = pound per day

Following construction, emissions associated with operations of the modified project would consist of
routine inspection, repair, and maintenance that are not expected to increase substantially beyond the
original project analyzed in the EIR. Accordingly, the modified project would not create a new significant
impact or substantially increase the severity of the previously identified significant impacts in the EIR and
Addendum 1.

As discussed in the EIR, due to the short-term construction schedule and the distance to the nearest sensitive
receptors, construction activities would not generate substantial emissions of toxic air contaminants
(TACs), specifically diesel particulate matter (diesel PM). The EIR concluded this impact would be less
than significant. The nearest sensitive receptors to the modified project are single-family residences located
approximately 80 to 2,000 feet away from construction and staging areas. Since adoption of the EIR and
Addendum 1, the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) released a final version
of the Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance Manual, which states that health risks associated with
exposure of sensitive receptors to TAC emissions should be based on a 30-year exposure period (OEHHA
2015). As stated previously, construction activities for the project are anticipated to last approximately 18
months and would cease following completion of the project. Therefore, the total exposure period for
construction activities would be approximately 5 percent of the total exposure period used for typical health
risk calculations (i.e., 30 years). In addition, construction activities would span across the project area and
emissions would occur intermittently throughout the construction period and would not occur as a constant
plume of emissions from a single location. Therefore, considering the varying buffer distance from the
nearest sensitive receptors and that emissions sources are intermittent, exposure period is limited, and diesel
PM emissions are highly dispersive, construction of the modified project would not be anticipated to exceed
exposure levels that would result in health effects for sensitive receptors. Operation of the modified project
would involve maintenance activities that are not anticipated to increase substantially beyond the levels
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covered under the EIR and Addendum 1. Thus, consistent with the EIR and Addendum 1, this impact would
be less than significant.

As discussed in the EIR, odors would be generated from vehicles or equipment exhaust emissions during
construction of the project. However, odors related to construction would be temporary and generally occur
at magnitudes that would not affect a substantial number of people. In addition, operation of the project
would also not create objectionable odors because raw water has a faint odor that is not considered
objectionable, the vents and valves in MTRP do not emit objectionable odors, and prevailing winds blow
from west to east, away from the closest development. Thus, the EIR concluded this impact would be less
than significant.

Construction of the modified project would involve similar types of equipment in fewer quantities as the
project analyzed in the EIR. Thus, because of the amount and types of equipment, the temporary nature of
these emissions, and the highly diffusive properties of diesel exhaust, nearby receptors would not be
affected by diesel exhaust odors associated with project construction. Consistent with the project analyzed
in the EIR, operation of the modified project and additional project components would not be typical odor-
generating land uses.

The project changes would not result in any considerable changes to air quality impacts. As discussed
above, no new significant impacts or increase in the severity of previously identified impacts related to air
quality would occur. The relevant project design features and mitigation measures identified in the EIR
would be implemented (PDF 2.6.3, and Mitigation Measures AQ 1-1 and AQ 2-1). The impacts and
mitigation measures have been accounted for in the EIR, and this is not a considerable change in the EIR's
impact conclusions. A Statement of Overriding Considerations was adopted for the significant and
unmitigated impacts, and no further action is required.

3.5 NOISE AND VIBRATION

The following analysis is based on the Noise and Vibration section of the EIR (Section 3.5). The EIR
determined construction noise levels would likely be less than 75 A-weighted decibels (dBA) when
averaged over an 8-hour day. The exception to this would be at the north portal and adjacent pipeline
interconnect reconfiguration where the proximity of sensitive receptors to the proposed work site was
identified as having the potential to result in daytime noise levels over 75 dBA, resulting in a significant
impact. The EIR also determined noise generated during nighttime construction work would not be in
conformance with the nighttime hourly average threshold of 45 dBA in residential zones, resulting in a
significant impact. Vibration impacts at the north portal site were also found to be significant. Mitigation
was identified to reduce these impacts, including using portable noise screens or enclosures and monitoring
noise and vibration levels during construction (Mitigation Measures N 1-1 through N 1-3, N 2-1 and N 2-
2, and N 3-1 through N 3-5). Even with implementation of Mitigation Measures N 1-1 through N 1-3 and
N 2-1 and N 2-2, the EIR determined it was possible that construction noise impacts may not be able to be
mitigated below a level of significance; however, the mitigation would reduce vibration impacts to a less
than significant level. The EIR found that noise impacts associated with construction traffic and permanent
increases in ambient noise levels were less than significant.

Noise associated with construction of the revised project’s remaining primary components, including the
FRS II and tunnel connections, was addressed in the EIR, and changes in the project are not anticipated to
substantially affect those impacts. However, subsequent planning work has identified a smaller FRS II than
analyzed in the EIR and construction of the pipeline tunnels and San Diego river crossing completed under
a prior construction phase, so in general, construction-related noise would be generated for a shorter
duration than the full project extent identified in the EIR. Construction of the FCF under the modified
project would occur in the vicinity of the south tunnel connection, and the addition of the FCF would extend
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the duration of construction noise generated in this area. This part of the project construction zone is remote
from residential receptors, with the nearest residence approximately 2,000 feet to the west, and is separated
by intervening topography. Therefore, additional construction noise would not be received by residential
receptors, and there would be no increase in impacts.

Construction of the modified project would result in similar daytime impacts as described in the EIR.
Construction of the pipeline interconnect reconfiguration is complete; therefore, no construction noise
would be generated at that location as part of the modified project addressed in this addendum. However,
construction at the north tunnel connection is proposed at the same location as the significant daytime and
nighttime impact identified for the north tunnel portal in the EIR. Construction at the north portal connection
would consist of demolishing the existing Water Authority Second Aqueduct pipe in this area to connect
the previously constructed pipeline tunnel to the Water Authority system. Therefore, potential exists for
noise levels associated with the north portal connection to exceed 75 dBA received by nearby residences
during daytime hours, as identified in the EIR. To mitigate daytime construction noise impacts, the modified
project (north portal connection) would be required to incorporate Mitigation Measure N 1-1 (erect a
temporary noise barrier or use enhanced mufflers if equipment will operate within 500 feet of any residence
at night), Mitigation Measure N 1-2 (noise screens or enclosures for high noise activities or equipment),
and Mitigation Measure N 1-3 (construction noise monitoring). These impacts and mitigation measures
have been accounted for in the EIR. Consistent with the EIR, construction of the FRS II, south portal
connection, and vent demolition would not result in significant daytime noise impacts. Operation of the
modified project would not include any noise-generating elements that were not discussed in the EIR.

Construction of the modified project would also result in similar nighttime impacts as described in the EIR.
The modified project would also still entail nighttime construction at the north and south portals to connect
the previously constructed pipeline tunnel to the existing Water Authority Second Aqueduct pipeline. As
discussed in the EIR, nighttime construction at the north portal would not be in conformance with the
nighttime hourly average threshold of 45 dBA in residential zones. Therefore, nighttime construction noise
impacts on residences located near the north tunnel connection would remain the same as those identified
in the EIR. As such, as discussed in the EIR, the modified project (north portal connection) would be
required to incorporate Mitigation Measure N 2-1 (temporary sound wall installed prior to the start of
construction activity) and Mitigation Measure N 2-2 (nighttime construction noise monitoring). These
impacts and mitigation measures have been accounted for in the EIR.

As discussed in the EIR, construction traffic would be received by residences along the haul routes and
construction access routes. The routes would remain substantially as previously planned and identified in
the EIR, which determined the impact would be less than significant. Construction traffic would be
generated for a shorter duration than anticipated in the EIR, due to the reduced size of the reservoir and less
material needing off-hauling. The modified project’s impact would also be reduced because off-hauling of
the reservoir material will not overlap with off-hauling of the tunnel spoils, as was anticipated in the EIR.

As discussed in the EIR, while unlikely, construction of the FRS II or the tunnel connections could require
blasting depending on conditions encountered during excavation. If blasting is required, the modified
project would be required to implement Mitigation Measures N 3-1 and N 3-2 (monitor blasting activities),
Mitigation Measure N 3-3 (blasting during daytime hours), Mitigation Measure N 3-4 (modify procedures
if blasting results in vibration or blast levels above threshold and implement modified procedures [different
delay patterns; reduction in size of blast; shorter and/or smaller blast holes; closer spacing of blast holes;
reduction of explosives; and blast mats or sound walls, or a combination]), and Mitigation Measure N 3-5
(public outreach program). These impacts and mitigation measures have been accounted for in the EIR, and
there is no change relative to the modified project.
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The project changes would not result in any considerable alteration to noise and vibration impacts disclosed
in the EIR. As discussed above, no new significant impacts or increase in the severity of previously
identified impacts related to noise and vibration would occur. The relevant project design features and
mitigation measures identified in the EIR would be implemented (PDF 2.6.4, Mitigation Measures N 1-1
through N 1-3, Mitigation Measures N 2-1 and N 2-2, and Mitigation Measures N 3-1 through N 3-5).The
impacts and mitigation measures have been accounted for in the EIR, and this is not a considerable change
in the EIR's impact conclusions. A Statement of Overriding Considerations was adopted for the significant
and unmitigated impacts, and no further action is required.

3.6 RECREATION

The following analysis is based on the Recreation section of the EIR (Section 3.6). As discussed previously,
all modified project components would be located in the same general vicinity as analyzed in the EIR. The
added FCF would be minor facilities near previously proposed components and within Water Authority
ROW.

The EIR determined impacts related to recreation would be less than significant. The EIR discussed that
while temporary dirt road and trail closures within the West Fortuna area of MTRP would be required
during construction, other portions of the park for recreation would be available during this time. There
would be no long-term impacts to recreation as the facilities would be almost entirely below ground and in
an area that currently contains Water Authority infrastructure.

The modified project would occur in the same West Fortuna area discussed in the EIR. As determined in
the EIR, since MTRP offers multiple access points and trails, the closure of the West Fortuna area would
not substantially increase the use of existing parks or other portions of MTRP. The modified project would
also result in the temporary closure of the same dirt roads and trails in the West Fortuna area of MTRP and
would use the same access routes as described in the EIR. The Water Authority would conduct outreach to
residents, park users, and other interested parties to inform them of the closures. Following construction,
the modified project components would also be located belowground and be restored and revegetated.
Therefore, no considerable changes would occur that would result in the direct disturbance or displacement
of established recreation facilities.

The project changes would not result in any considerable changes to recreation impacts. The impacts would
remain less than significant as analyzed in the EIR. As discussed above, no new significant impacts or
increase in the severity of previously identified impacts related to recreation would occur. The relevant
project design features identified in the EIR would be implemented (PDF 2.6.5).

3.7 WATER RESOURCES

The following analysis is based on the Water Resources section of the EIR (Section 3.7). The EIR identified
less than significant impacts related to water resources as the contractor would be required to comply with
the provisions of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and General Construction Storm Water
Permit.

As discussed in the EIR for the original project, the remaining components that would be constructed under
the modified project would be required to comply with the General Construction Stormwater Permit and
provisions of a project-specific SWPPP that would be prepared by the Water Authority’s contractor. If
dewatering is necessary for the FRS II, this work would conform to the requirements of the applicable
Discharge Requirements for Groundwater Remediation and Dewatering Waste Discharges, as discussed in
the EIR. The modified project would also be subject to the Water Authority’s General Conditions and
Standard Specifications as discussed in Section 2.6 of the EIR.
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Implementation of the standard best management practices for water quality and erosion control as outlined
in Section 2.6 of the EIR would ensure that runoff during construction is diverted away from drainages and
riparian habitats. A new concrete operation and maintenance pad would be constructed near the outlet valve
vault shaft; however, this amount of new impermeable surface would be minimal and would not result in a
substantial increase in runoff volumes. Access to the FRS II would consist of a gravel access road that leads
up to and surrounds the tank. In addition, an existing dirt access road near the outlet valve vault shaft would
be realigned and consist of gravel that would control runoff from the road, which is currently subject to
erosion that reduces the effectiveness of access to the area.

The project changes would not result in any considerable changes to water resources impacts. The impacts
would remain less than significant as analyzed in the EIR. As discussed above, no new significant impacts
or increase in the severity of previously identified impacts related to water resources would occur. The
relevant project design features identified in the EIR would be implemented (PDF 2.6.6).

3.8 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The following analysis is based on the Biological Resources section of the EIR (Section 3.8), with updated
information provided in the biological resources assessment (2019 biological report), included as Appendix
E to this Addendum. As discussed in Section 3.8 of the EIR, a biological resources technical report (2006
biological report) was prepared for the original project. The report summarized the results of biological
reconnaissance, habitat assessments, vegetation mapping, and an inventory of plant and wildlife species.
The FRS II and ancillary components were within the study area of the 2006 biological report and therefore
addressed in the EIR. As they would be new additions related to the modified project, the FCF and
additional conduit were not considered in the EIR analysis.

The EIR determined the project would result in significant impacts to sensitive natural communities (see
Tables 3.8-2 and 3.8-3 of the EIR for specific communities), sensitive plant species, sensitive wildlife
species (QCB, CAGN, and least Bell’s vireo), and jurisdictional waters of the U.S. (see Table 3.8-4). The
EIR determined less than significant impacts would occur to wildlife corridors and the City of San Diego’s
MSCP and no impacts would occur related to nesting migratory bird species and local policies protecting
biological resources. Mitigation was identified for these impacts to reduce them to less than significant
levels. Mitigation consisted of on-site revegetation and off-site creation of vegetation communities, and
acquisition and preservation of off-site habitat (Mitigation Measures BR 1-1 through BR 11-2).

Following certification of the EIR, the Water Authority received a BO for the original project from USFWS
on October 11, 2007 (BO 2007-B-14/2007-F-22), which was associated with the proposed project’s Clean
Water Act (CWA) Section 404 permit from the Army Corps for impacts on jurisdictional waters. The BO
was issued for the project’s impacts on least Bell’s vireo, associated with the Arizona crossing at the San
Diego River, and San Diego fairy shrimp, associated with impacts on vernal pools located at the FRS II
reservoir site. Both of these impacts occurred during the project’s prior phase.

The modified project addressed in this Addendum was covered by the 2007 BO, but the modified project
has been deemed to have the potential to affect two species listed pursuant to the federal ESA that were not
provided take authorization by USFWS in the 2007 BO. These species, QCB (endangered pursuant to the
ESA) and CAGN (threatened pursuant to the ESA), were not covered by the 2007 BO because at the time
on-site habitat was recovering from the 2003 Cedar Fire and was determined by USFWS as unsuitable for
these species such that the project construction would not have an impact on the species. However, the 2007
BO acknowledged past occupation of the site by these species and noted that the recovering habitat could
eventually support the species again in the future, so future project implementation would need to consider
these species if conditions changed compared to those described in the 2007 BO. The 2019 biological report
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concluded that the habitat had recovered, as anticipated in the BO. CAGN was observed during the 2018
surveys documented in the 2019 biological report, and the Water Authority is performing protocol surveys
for QCB during the 2019 flight season, as suggested in the BO. QCB and CAGN are Covered Species under
the NCCP/HCP, so the Water Authority is electing to cover the project and its impacts on sensitive species
under their NCCP/HCP. Accordingly, this report identifies NCCP/HCP conditions for coverage that will
be implemented as part of project coverage. Because the EIR and 2007 BO identified the potential for future
impacts on these two listed species and included measures to conduct surveys prior to construction of
project-related facilities, this change does not constitute a new significant impact pursuant to CEQA.

The 2019 biological report summarizes existing conditions and analyzes biological resources that have the
potential to be affected by the proposed project. To facilitate the preparation of the 2018 biological report,
an AECOM botanist conducted vegetation community mapping and sensitive plant species survey on
August 21,2018, and generated a comprehensive plant list (see Attachment 1 of Appendix E). An AECOM
wildlife biologist conducted a general wildlife survey, i