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Subject

Certify and Adopt Required California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Documentation and Appropriate
$1,679,000 for All Activities in Advance of Award of a Construction Contract for San Diego Pipeline No. 3
Bypass Project.

Description

Analyses show that a bypass pipeline connecting the Skinner Finished Water Reservoir (FWR) to San Diego
Pipeline No. 3 (SD-3) is required to maintain the existing capacity of the pipeline when converted to treated water
conveyance.  The original schedule calls for this conversion to take place in 2005, based on projected demands.
Rancho California Water District (RCWD) has identified a near term (2001-02) need for an additional 40 cfs of
treated water which could be met by the bypass pipeline.  The existing San Diego Pipeline No. 4 (SD-4) capacity
is over-committed and cannot fulfill RCWD’s water demands.  Construction of the bypass pipeline now would
meet both RCWD’s current and Metropolitan’s projected water demands.  Certification of the Final
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) and approval of the project was deferred from the December 1999 Board
Meeting because of recent property developments along the preferred pipeline alignment which may have
necessitated changes in the FEIR.  The Johnson Ranch property, which contains the pipeline alignment, is being
considered as a mitigation reserve in conjunction with the proposed Assessment District No. 161 Habitat
Conservation Plan (HCP).   The effect of the proposed mitigation reserve on the Bypass pipeline alignment is that
instead of the Bypass pipeline being placed in the proposed Butterfield Stage Road alignment, the Bypass pipeline
may now be placed in a utility corridor that traverses the proposed mitigation reserve on the Johnson Ranch
property.  The EIR evaluation has taken into consideration the potential change in use of the Johnson Ranch.  The
total program estimated costs is $15,500,000 which is an increase of $3,000,000 over the total program estimate
of $12,500,000 that was included in the Metropolitan Capital Program for Fiscal Year 1999/00.  The increased
cost is due to environmental issues, right-of-way considerations, and hydraulic constraints.   (See Attachment 1
for detailed report, Attachment 2 for location map, Attachment 3 for Draft Environmental Impact Report
[DEIR], Attachment 4 for Final Environmental Impact Report [FEIR], Attachment 5 for Findings of Fact and
Statement of Overriding Considerations, and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program [MMRP],
Attachment 6 for Financial Statement, and Attachment 7 for Member Agency Support Letters.)  Funds for the
project have been budgeted for Fiscal Year 1999/00.

Policy

Existing: Pursuant to CEQA, sections 21000 et seq. of the California Public Resources Code, and State CEQA
Guidelines, Title 14, Chapter 3, sections 15000 et seq. of the California Code of Regulations, Metropolitan, as a
CEQA Lead Agency, is required to certify and adopt environmental documentation prior to project approval, final
design, and construction.

Existing: Pursuant to section 5108 of the Administrative Code, no expenditure shall be made unless an
appropriation has been approved by the Board for the purpose intended.
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Strategic Plan Implications

Metropolitan’s Strategic Planning process has recently produced a Statement of Common Interests intended to
form the basic elements for the Strategic Plan.  It is agreed that Metropolitan is a regional provider of water for its
service area.  The proposed facility has been planned, in conjunction with the directly affected member agencies,
to optimize investment in the regional infrastructure.  Although fair allocation of costs for infrastructure
investments still needs to be addressed in a revised rate structure, implementation of this project at this time is
considered necessary, and is in accordance with the identified basic elements of the Strategic Plan.  The decision
before the Board is to either go forward with the project at this time or defer action until the Board’s Strategic
Planning process has been completed.

Board Options/Fiscal Impacts

Option #1
A. Certify that the board has reviewed and considered the information presented in the SD-3 Bypass

Project’s FEIR; certify that the FEIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA; adopt the Findings
of Fact and the Statement of Overriding Considerations and MMRP; approve the project; and

B. Appropriate $1,679,000 and authorize the General Manager to take all actions necessary to implement the
project in advance of award of a construction contract.

Fiscal Impact: Expenditure of $1,679,000 of budgeted funds.  The estimated total program cost is
$15,500,000.  Metropolitan costs to date are $300,000.

Option #2
A. Certify that the board has reviewed and considered the information presented in the SD-3 Bypass

Project’s FEIR; certify that the FEIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA; adopt the Findings
of Fact and the Statement of Overriding Considerations and MMRP; approve the project; and

B. Delay design and construction activities until water demands require the conversion of SD-3 from raw to
treated water conveyance.  If this option is selected, it is our understanding that RCWD would construct a
separate pipeline and connection to the Skinner FWR to meet their near-term treated water demands.

Fiscal Impact: Costs deferred.  Estimated total program cost $15,500,000 plus escalation.

Option #3
A. The Board takes no action with respect to the environmental documentation.  (The Board previously

authorized preparation of the required environmental documentation for this project in March 1998.)  If
the project proceeds at a future date new environmental documentation would likely have to be prepared;
and

B. Do not design and construct the bypass pipeline.  If this option is selected, it is our understanding that
RCWD would construct a separate pipeline and connection to the Skinner FWR to meet their near-term
treated water demands.  With regards to the conversion of SD-3 to treated water conveyance,
Metropolitan and its Member Agencies would be required to develop other alternatives to increase
conveyance capacity.

Fiscal Impact: No additional costs.  Costs limited to costs expended to date $600,000, including reimbursable
costs expended by RCWD for environmental documentation.
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Staff Recommendation
Option #1

Staff recommends that the District proceed with the project.

Roy L. Wolfe
Acting Manager, Corporate Resources

Date

General Manager Date

Attachment 1 (Detailed Report)
Attachment 2 (Location Map)
Attachment 3 (Draft Environmental Impact Report)
Attachment 4 (Final Environmental Impact Report)
Attachment 5 (Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations, and Mitigation

 Monitoring and Reporting Program)
Attachment 6 (Financial Statement)
Attachment 7 (Member Agency Support Letters)

2/28/2000

2/29/2000
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Detailed Report

Project Background.  Part of Metropolitan’s commitment to meeting future treated water demands for
the Skinner service area is the conversion of San Diego Pipeline No. 3 (SD-3) to treated water delivery.
The conversion was originally scheduled to be completed in 2005.

Hydraulic analyses indicate that if SD-3 was converted to treated water delivery by connecting directly
to the Skinner Finished Water Reservoir (FWR), hydraulic constraints downstream would significantly
reduce treated water flows in SD-3.  In order to ensure maximum capacity for treated water deliveries
for SD-3 in the future, a bypass pipeline connecting the Skinner FWR to SD-3 downstream of the
hydraulic constraint is required.  This proposed facility is identified as the SD-3 Bypass.

Staff has been coordinating a request from Rancho California Water District (RCWD) for an additional
40 cfs of treated water deliveries through three connections on San Diego Pipeline No. 4 (SD-4).
Metropolitan staff has informed RCWD that there is no additional capacity in SD-4 and that for
additional water delivery a pipeline must be built that connects to the Skinner FWR.  RCWD demands
have been accelerating in recent years, and they have identified a need for additional treated water
deliveries from Skinner by 2001-02, plus additional demands beyond that period.

Preliminary studies conducted by Metropolitan and RCWD staff indicate that both agencies’ objectives
could be met if Metropolitan constructed the Bypass now, and RCWD built their pipeline to connect to
the Bypass rather than the Skinner FWR.  The benefits of this course of action would be the following:

• RCWDs request for additional treated water deliveries is met without connecting directly to Skinner
FWR, increasing Metropolitan’s operational flexibility;

• Metropolitan’s proposed bypass will meet future treated water capacity objectives for SD-3 by
maximizing the capacity of SD-3 following its conversion to treated water conveyance;

• Right-of-way and environmental impacts and costs are reduced; and

• Total regional infrastructure cost would be minimized.

To accomplish these goals Metropolitan would need to accelerate its original plans for constructing the
bypass by four years.  As compensation for moving the Bypass forward from its original schedule,
RCWD has agreed to fund services necessary to perform the environmental documentation, permitting
and implementation of the mitigation monitoring and reporting program for Metropolitan’s bypass
project.  Construction of the bypass will be completed in early 2002.

Project Status.  In March 1998, $1,360,000 was appropriated to conduct environmental and engineering
studies.  Per a memo dated December 8, 1999 from the General Manager, this Board Letter was deferred
from the December 1999 Board meeting agenda. The deferral was necessary in order to resolve potential
environmental and alignment impacts associated with a recent proposal to establish a mitigation reserve
on the Johnson Ranch property containing the proposed pipeline alignment in conjunction with the
proposed Assessment District No. 161 Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP).  Specifically, instead of
placing the Bypass pipeline in the proposed Butterfield Stage Road alignment, the Bypass pipeline may
now be placed in a utility corridor that traverses the proposed mitigation reserve on the Johnson Ranch
property.  The EIR evaluation has taken into consideration the potential change in use of the Johnson
Ranch property and the consistency between the proposed project and the proposed HCP.  The required
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environmental documentation is now complete and ready to be certified and adopted by Metropolitan’s
board.  Following this action, preliminary and final design activities will commence.

Current Cost Estimate. Attachment 6 shows the breakdown of the total program estimated costs of
$15,500,000.  This is an increase of $3,000,000 over the total program estimate of $12,500,000 that was
included in the Metropolitan Capital Program for Fiscal Year 1999/00.  The increased cost is due to a
pipeline alignment which is 60% longer than originally estimated.  The recommended alignment was
selected as the least cost alignment taking into consideration effects to the Quino checkerspot butterfly
(a recently federally listed endangered species), the coastal California gnatcatcher (a federally listed
threatened species), and avoidance of a potentially important archaeological site.  Other considerations
included eliminating potential severance and condemnation costs, minimizing the required right-of-way,
and hydraulic constraints.  The majority of the increase is construction cost, which is scheduled for
Fiscal Years 2000/01 and 2001/02.  The increase in program costs will be reflected in the Metropolitan
Capital Program for Fiscal Year 2000/01.

CEQA Compliance / Environmental Documentation
As required under CEQA, a notice of preparation (NOP) was prepared and circulated for the Project on
June 14, 1999.  The NOP indicated that the proposed project had the potential to cause a significant effect
on the environment and that an Environmental Impact Report should be prepared.  The NOP is included in
Appendix A of the Draft EIR.

The 30-day review period for the NOP ended on July 14, 1999.  During this public review period,
comments and input were solicited from state and local government agencies as well as private
organizations and individuals that may have an interest in the project.

On August 11, 1999, Metropolitan issued a Draft EIR for public review for a period of 45 days ending
on September 25, 1999.  The Notice of Availability was placed in two newspapers, the Riverside Press-
Enterprise and the Daily Californian, on August 11, 1999.  In addition, copies of the Draft EIR were
also provided to Metropolitan’s Central Library, Riverside Central Library, and Temecula Branch
Library for public review.  Metropolitan distributed approximately 77 copies of the Draft EIR to
responsible agencies, trustee agencies, affected public agencies, nearby property owners and residents,
Native American organizations, and interested public groups. Metropolitan received nine letters
commenting on the Draft EIR.  On November 5, 1999, Metropolitan completed the Final EIR (FEIR) for
the project.  Metropolitan learned of the proposed changes to the Johnson Ranch property in December
1999 and minor revisions to the FEIR were subsequently made between January and February 2000.

CEQA requires that public agencies adopt monitoring and reporting programs when they approve
projects that contain mitigation measures to reduce or avoid significant environmental impacts (Public
Resources Code Section 21081.6).  Metropolitan has prepared a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program which details mitigation measures and monitoring and reporting activities for each of the
significant environmental impacts associated with the San Diego Pipeline No. 3 Bypass project.
Metropolitan staff will be responsible for administering the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program.

The Board must certify that the FEIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA and the State
CEQA Guidelines.  According to the FEIR, the sole environmental impact that is significant and cannot
be avoided is the temporary air quality impact related to NOx emissions during construction.  This effect
can be reduced by the adoption of feasible mitigation measures.  However, because it was found that this
impact could not be feasibly mitigated to below a level of significance, the Board will need to consider
adoption of the Statement of Overriding Considerations, which concludes that the benefits of the
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proposed project substantially outweigh the unavoidable significant adverse impact that would result
from project implementation.  The Board will also need to adopt the Findings of Fact as well as the
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, which will be used to track the implementation of
mitigation measures.

ACTIONS AND MILESTONES

! March 1998  - Start Environmental and Engineering Studies

! March 2000 - Certify and Adopt Environmental Documentation, Start Preliminary Design

! September 2000 - Start Final Design

! March 2001 – Advertise, Notice Inviting Bids

! April 2001 - Open Bids and Award Contract

! May 2001 - Start Construction

! February 2002 - Complete Construction
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ES-1  INTRODUCTION

California Environmental Quality Act

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires the preparation of an Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) for any action which may have the potential to affect significantly the
quality of the environment.  This Draft EIR (DEIR) addresses a project being undertaken by The
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan), i.e., the San Diego Pipeline
No. 3 Bypass Project.  In addition to being the project proponent, Metropolitan is also the lead
agency for this DEIR (i.e., the public agency with primary responsibility for preparing and
certifying the CEQA-compliance document along with approving the project).

The geographic area addressed in this document is located within southwestern Riverside
County, between Lake Skinner and the existing Second San Diego Aqueduct (Second
Aqueduct); see Figures 1-1 and 1-2 in Section 1.0 of this DEIR.  Specifically, the project consists
of construction, operation and maintenance of a new water transmission pipeline which would
support conversion of the existing San Diego Pipeline No. 3 from a raw water to a treated water
pipeline.  Specifics of the project description are provided in Section 3.0 of this DEIR.

The purpose of this document is to provide decision makers, public agencies and the general
public with objective information which fully discloses the potential environmental effects of the
proposed project.  The EIR process facilitates the objective evaluation of potentially significant
direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of the project (as well as any evaluated project
alternatives); and identifies mitigation measures to mitigate the potential adverse impacts of the
project.  In addition, CEQA specifically requires that an EIR identify those adverse impacts
determined to be significant even after mitigation.  A statement as to post-mitigation impact
levels is included for each issue topic, as appropriate.  This document has been prepared in
accordance with the requirements of CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines, as amended in
October of 1998.

It should be noted that simply because a particular issue is addressed in the DEIR, it does not
imply that a significant adverse impact would occur if the project is implemented.  In many
cases, potential impacts are determined to be not significant and the topical analysis is presented
to disclose the process leading to the less-than-significant conclusions presented in the DEIR.

CEQA Initial Study, Notice of Preparation and EIR Certification

As required under CEQA, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was prepared and circulated for the
proposed project.  An early NOP was distributed on May 27, 1998, with the 30-day review
period for the NOP ending on June 26, 1998.  This NOP originally addressed two separate
projects in the same vicinity; one proposed by Metropolitan (i.e., an early routing of the currently
proposed project) and one (the EM-20 Turnout and Transmission Main) proposed by the Rancho
California Water District (RCWD).  These projects are not mutually dependent, but were
originally joined because of their geographic proximity.  Since circulation of the original NOP, a
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decision has been reached by both Metropolitan and RCWD to process their respective projects
separately under CEQA.  As a result, the two agencies are moving forward independent of one
another.  Even though these projects are not interdependent and each could and would be carried
out without each other, the CEQA documentation process for each will account for the other with
respect to cumulative impacts.  RCWD’s DEIR for the EM-20 Project was released for a 45-day
public review period on May 13, 1999.  A revised Metropolitan NOP, addressing the project
assessed in this EIR, was issued on June 14, 1999, with the 30-day review period ending on
July 14, 1999.

With regard to Metropolitan facilities, the  NOP indicated that the proposed project has the
potential to have a significant effect on the environment and that an EIR should be prepared.
Metropolitan identified four environmental issue areas in which potentially significant impacts
might result from project implementation.  These issues are addressed in this DEIR and include:
Air Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, and Noise.  The NOP, and comment
letters received in response to it, are included in Appendix A of this document.

This DEIR is being circulated for public review by public agencies and interested members of
the general public for a period of 45 days.  Metropolitan will prepare responses to the comments
received regarding the adequacy of the DEIR.  The comments and responses, together with the
DEIR and the appendices, will comprise the Final EIR (FEIR).  In arriving at a decision whether
to proceed with the project, the Metropolitan Board of Directors will consider, among other
things, the information in the FEIR and will determine the adequacy of the environmental
documentation under CEQA.

ES-2  ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Project Location and Environmental Setting

The project site is located in southern Riverside County, west/southwesterly of Lake Skinner and
north of the Temecula city limits.  The project area is located in a rolling and topographically
diverse valley, surrounded by much larger and identifiable distant geographic features; including
Mount San Jacinto far to the northeast, the Santa Rosa Plateau to the east, and smaller hills to the
south.

Existing and Planned Land Use Setting

Surrounding land uses to the east and northeast include Lake Skinner facilities (consisting of a
Metropolitan water reservoir and regional park facilities), and the Robert A. Skinner Filtration
Plant (FP) facilities.  Much of the project area currently is undeveloped, consisting of gently
sloping land within the Johnson Ranch Specific Plan Area (SPA) that was historically used for
dry farming.  Nonetheless, the overall area consists of topographic and vegetation features that
have been largely modified by historic and recent land use developments.  Open land and
scattered residential uses are generally found to the east, west and south of the project limits.
Within the project area, rural residential uses occur on rolling hills in the northern limits of the
project area, between the Second Aqueduct and the Skinner FP operations facilities.
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Numerous residential communities are currently being built or planned that will ultimately
transform much of this landscape to urban or residential districts, including the Johnson Ranch
SPA crossed by the proposed project, the Rancho Bella Vista SPA (west of the proposed project)
and Roripaugh Ranch SPA (south of the proposed project).  Open space areas, however, are also
expected to remain.  Lake Skinner, at the far northeast extent of the study area, provides a large
open water body and is bordered on its north, east and south sides by the Southwestern Riverside
County Multispecies Reserve.  Other areas slated for open space preservation include Skunk
Hollow southwest of the proposed project in the Rancho Bella Vista SPA, which is now part of
the Barry Jones Mitigation Bank; and the University of California at Riverside property, located
in what was originally the southern portion of Johnson Ranch (approximately one-half mile
south of the proposed project).

ES-3  PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Need and Objectives

Metropolitan proposes design and construction of a “bypass” pipeline that would allow
conversion of San Diego Pipeline No. 3 to a treated water transmission facility.  The project
would also improve the hydraulics of the San Diego Pipeline No. 3 after conversion  and
maintain its existing capacity.

Project Characteristics

Metropolitan’s San Diego Pipeline No. 3 Bypass (Figure 1-2, in Section 1.0) would originate at
the Skinner FP and extend to the existing Metropolitan San Diego Pipeline No. 3.  The project
would be located on Metropolitan and privately owned property.  No federal- or state-owned
lands would be crossed.  It is anticipated that Metropolitan would procure a 100-foot wide
permanent easement and/or a 150-foot wide temporary/construction easement to accommodate
construction activities.

The Bypass pipeline would consist of approximately 7,500 linear feet of eight-to-nine foot
diameter pipe and would carry approximately 250 to 340 cubic feet per second (cfs) of treated
water.  Appurtenant structures would include turnout valves, meters, tie-ins and blowoff
structures.  As appropriate, some of the appurtenant structures would be underground, while
others could stand two-to-four feet above the ground surface.  These above-ground features
could be located at drainage crossings and/or at the connection point to existing San Diego
Pipeline No. 3.  Small motors associated with the blowoff structures would be enclosed within
concrete vaults and buried underground.

Impacts  associated with pipeline installation would be limited to an approximately nine-month
period.  There would be approximately ten feet of cover over the pipeline with an overall depth
(i.e., bottom of pipeline) of 18 to 20 feet.  The potential impact footprint would vary from a 150-
foot wide to a maximum 250-foot wide corridor within the potential pipeline corridor shown in
Figure 1-2 (which is approximately 7,500 feet in length and varies from approximately 400 to
1,200 feet in width).
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It is currently anticipated that all of the construction along the proposed right-of-way would be
completed by open or shored trenching, including the crossings of Washington Street and any
stream ways.  Approximately 200 to 400 feet of pipe would be installed each day and between
400 to 800 linear feet of trench could be open at any one time.  Given individual circumstances, a
single section of trench could be open for three to eight weeks.  Depending on the actual
activities taking place, between  6 and  30 workers may be onsite at any one time.  Construction
workers would park either within the construction easement or at the nearby Skinner facility.

Trenching operations are typically conducted by two crews, varying in number from 3 to 15
people per crew.  The first crew would clear the right-of-way (e.g., remove vegetation), excavate
the trench and remove the excavated material.  After excavation is complete, a second crew
would lay the pipe, construct the joints and backfill the pipeline trench.  Construction equipment
used in the excavation of the trenches and installation of the large diameter pipes would include
two wheel loaders, one dozer-scraper, one welding truck, one water truck, one compactor, one
paving equipment vehicle, two large trucks and two miscellaneous construction equipment
vehicles.

Jacking may also occur in several areas along the alignment.  A jacking pit is constructed on one
side of the surface or subsurface obstacle and a cylindrical steel casing is hydraulically pushed
underground with manual or machine excavation in front of the casing as it advances.  A
receiving pit is required on the other side of the obstacle to complete the operation.  Jacking pits
are generally 15 to 50 feet wide and 30 to 100 feet or more in length.  Once the crossing is
complete, the jacking pits are backfilled.

Blasting may be required during construction to clear facility trenches of rocky
formations/bedrock along northern portions of the project.  Blasting operations normally precede
trenching or excavation activities and can be completed in a relatively short time period.
Blasting does not generally generate much noise in excess of ambient construction noise levels
and, in general, would have only a low muffled sound in a very localized area adjacent to the
trench.  The duration of blasting and the associated noise would last only a few minutes.

Between 150,000 and 175,000 cubic yards of earth are anticipated to be moved as part of the
construction effort along the proposed pipeline alignment.  Excess fill material would be both
smoothed out onsite to the extent possible and trucked offsite as necessary.  Initial projections
estimate that between 60,000 and 80,000 cubic yards of soil may require removal from the
project area.  Appropriate soil types might be trucked no further than the Skinner Plant.
Potentially longer haul routes would take soil out Benton Road to Winchester Road or out
Rancho California Road – both ultimately to access I-15 or I-215.  A more northeastern
destination could take the trucks along the Domenigoni Parkway to State Street/R3, northerly to
SR-60 or I-10.  If excavated soil is unsuitable, any fill material which might be required would
be purchased from a commercial soil purveyor and would not be gathered from otherwise
undisturbed areas onsite.

Metropolitan may rough grade a portion of the right-of-way (i.e., an approximate 4,500-foot long
and 60-foot wide corridor) for Butterfield Stage Road within the Johnson Ranch property.  This
corridor is within the Project’s 7,500-foot long corridor and would add only approximately one
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month to the construction period (increasing project duration from nine to ten months).  At this
time, Butterfield Stage Road does not exist – it is proposed in the Johnson Ranch Specific Plan
(State Clearinghouse Number 97041057; Lead Agency is the county of Riverside; October
1998).  The Johnson Ranch Specific Plan does assess the development of the Butterfield Stage
Road in the Bypass Project vicinity in its EIR, but the EIR has not yet been certified.  Final
alignment of the road is dependent on the approval of the Johnson Ranch Specific Plan, its actual
design (which may vary somewhat from the conceptual alignment shown in Figure 4.5-2), and
final acceptance by the county of Riverside.

Following pipeline installation (and potential rough grading), a permanent access road would be
maintained along the pipeline alignment.  The patrol access road would be approximately 20 feet
in width, treated with a permanent sealant, and would be located within the permanent 100-foot-
wide easement noted above.  Within portions of the remaining 80-foot-wide permanent
easement, the area either would be cleared and treated with a dust palliative or would be
reseeded with an erosion-control seed mix.  The permanent easement would be maintained for
operational uses.  Outside of Metropolitan’s permanent easement, the area would be similar in
kind to pre-construction conditions.

The proposed project design includes a number of standard construction measures to avoid or
reduce potential impacts on the environment and residents in the area, detailed in Section 3.0 of
this DEIR.  Assumption of these design measures and construction practices is tracked through
the impact analyses in Section 4.0.

Metropolitan would utilize existing permanent employees to perform routine maintenance and
operations activities along the pipeline after construction would be completed.  Construction
activities are scheduled to be completed and the pipeline on line by mid- to late-2001.

ES-4  ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

Eight environmental issues received analysis for the Bypass Project:  Geology and Soils,
Hydrology and Water Quality, Air Quality, Biological Resources, Land Use, Cultural and
Paleontologic Resources, Traffic and Circulation, and Noise.  Based on these analyses (discussed
in Section 4.0 of this DEIR), four issue areas were identified as having no significant
environmental impacts:  Geology and Soils, Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use and Traffic
and Circulation.  Potentially significant impacts were assessed to four environmental
issue/resource areas:  Air Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural and Paleontologic Resources,
and Noise.  Only one of these, Air Quality, would retain potentially significant post-mitigation
impacts.

Issues with Less-than-significant Impacts

Geology and Soils

Standard project design measures related to:  pipeline materials, dimensions and seismic loading
characteristics; fill composition, placement methodology, compaction and moisture content; and
conformance with applicable regulatory guidelines; resulted in assessment of less-than-
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significant impacts for ground shaking.  Standard design measures and safety procedures related
to pipeline material, removal/replacement of unsuitable fill material, and conformance with
applicable regulatory guidelines related to pollution prevention and stormwater permits resulted
in assessment of less-than-significant impacts to erosion and sedimentation, expansive or
reactive soils, shallow bedrock (blasting) and oversize material.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Erosion control measures incorporated into project design (including conformance with a
General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit and use of best management practices
[BMPs]), stockpiling of topsoil and revegetation as necessary, would reduce any potential
erosion/sedimentation impacts to less-than-significant levels.  Metropolitan standard construction
procedures, use of BMPs, as well as conformance with a Dewatering Waste Discharge Permit (if
necessary) would lower any potential impacts related to contaminated groundwater to less-than-
significant levels.  Standard construction measures such as containment of accidental spills,
removal and appropriate disposal of contaminated soil/groundwater (if encountered), and
restriction of refueling locations would lower all potentially significant impacts related to
hazardous materials spills to less-than-significant levels.

Land Use

The location of the proposed Bypass within the future Butterfield Stage Road right-of-way
results in no inconsistency being assessed with the Johnson Ranch Specific Plan.

Traffic and Circulation

Potential impacts associated with crossing existing roadways would be lowered to less-than-
significant levels through preparation of a traffic control plan prior to construction as part of
project design.  This plan would address lane closure, necessary signage, etc.  Access to homes
also would be retained as part of project design.  Project effects on existing roadway capacity
due to construction traffic loading were assessed as less than significant due to current excess
capacity.  Similarly, no significant adverse effect was assessed to potential closure of a future
Butterfield Stage Road if the road is installed prior to Bypass construction due to its planned
four-lane capacity.

Issues With Potentially Significant Impacts

As noted above, potentially significant impacts have been assessed to four issue areas:  Air
Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural and Paleontologic Resources, and Noise.  The aspects of
these issue areas resulting in significant impacts, the recommended mitigation measures, and
residual levels of impact are shown on Table ES-1.
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Table ES-1
SUMMARY TABLE OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACT LEVELS AND MITIGATION MEASURES BY ISSUE

Issue Significant Impact Mitigation Measures Residual Impact Level

Air Quality

PM10 emissions All construction contractors shall comply with applicable
SCAQMD regulations, including Rule 402, the Nuisance Rule, and
Rule 403, Fugitive Dust.  To reduce emissions to the maximum
extent feasible,  the contractor will comply with applicable
provisions of Rule 403 and take additional measures, as follows:

(a) Moisten soil not more than 15 minutes prior to excavating or
moving soil and conduct whatever watering is necessary to
prevent visible dust emissions from extending beyond the
project site boundaries.

(b) Apply chemical stabilizers to disturbed surface areas
(completed grading areas) within five days of completing
grading or apply dust suppressants or vegetation sufficient to
maintain a stabilized surface.

(c) Water open storage piles hourly.

(d) Water exposed surfaces at least twice a day under calm
conditions and as often as needed on windy days or during
very dry weather in order to maintain a surface crust and
prevent the release of visible emissions from the construction
site.

(e) Wash mud-covered tires and under-carriages of trucks
leaving construction sites.

(f) Provide for street sweeping, as needed, on nearby roadways
to remove dirt dropped by construction vehicles or mud
which would otherwise be carried off by trucks departing the
project site.

Less than significant
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Table ES-1, cont.

Issue Significant Impact Mitigation Measures Residual Impact Level

Air Quality, cont.

(g) Cover loads of dirt securely with a tight fitting tarp on any
truck leaving the construction site to dispose of excavated soil.

NOx emissions (a) Metropolitan’s construction contractors will maintain all
construction equipment engines by keeping them properly
tuned and will operate such equipment in an efficient manner
so as to reduce peak emission levels.

(b) Metropolitan’s construction contractors will provide rideshare
or transit incentives for construction employees.

(c) Metropolitan will minimize obstruction of through traffic
lanes on local streets to the greatest extent possible.

(d) Metropolitan’s construction contractors will coordinate traffic
diversions, street and lane closures, and obstruction of
intersections with the local affected jurisdiction prior to
commencing construction activities through the development
of routing and detour plans.

Significant

Biological Resources

California gnatcatcher
and Quino checkerspot
butterflies

Based on final design and subsequent focused species surveys,
should conditions change and these species are found onsite, then
mitigation requirements (if any) will be negotiated during
consultation with the USFWS under the federal ESA.

Less than significant

Stephens’ kangaroo rat
(SKR)

SKR impacts will be mitigated in accordance with RCHCA’s
long-term Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) and section 10(a)
permit for incidental take of SKR.  The project is located outside
SKR core reserve in western Riverside County; therefore, no
further mitigation or take authorization is required.

Less than significant
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Table ES-1, cont.

Issue Significant Impact Mitigation Measures Residual Impact Level
Biological
Resources, cont.

Raptor nests Focused raptor surveys within the final construction corridor will
be done prior to vegetation removal to ensure that no nesting
raptors will be impacted.  For direct impacts on the burrowing owl
that are unavoidable, defined as the elimination of a burrow or
construction within 100 feet of a burrow, a raptor biologist with
experience in burrowing owl relocation will appraise the sites for a
relocation effort or monitor forced dispersion from the burrows.
Indirect impacts on burrowing owls in the vicinity of project
construction will be minimized as much as possible by
construction monitoring in areas of occupied habitat to ensure that
a minimum of 100 feet is maintained between construction
activities and occupied burrows.

Less than significant

Cultural and
Paleontologic
Resources

Cultural resources (a) If, following final design and a construction year field check,
CA-RIV-3475, -3476 and/or -6094 are located within the
impact footprint, a Phase II testing program shall be conducted
to assess site content and significance/importance eligibility.
This testing program shall be implemented prior to initiation
of construction activities.

(b) The results of any Phase II test excavation will determine the
need for a Phase III data recovery (mitigation) program.

(c) If one or more sites is assessed as significant (important),
Metropolitan shall prepare a treatment plan for the recovery
and treatment of significant archaeological resources during
project final design.

Less than significant
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Table ES-1, cont.

Issue Significant Impact Mitigation Measures Residual Impact Level
Cultural and
Paleontologic
Resources, cont.

Cultural resources,
cont.

(d) If Native American remains are accidentally uncovered during
excavation, Metropolitan will comply with existing law (State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5[e]).

(e) Indirect impacts to sites shall be mitigated as appropriate
through staking of a buffer area and presence of an
archaeological monitor during construction in the vicinity of
CA-RIV-3475, -3476, and -6094 if the sites are not being
directly impacted during construction.

(f) A final report of findings summarizing the results of the
mitigation program and presenting an inventory of any
recovered archaeological remains and a description of their
scientific importance shall be prepared (if applicable).

Paleontologic
resources

(a) A qualified paleontologist will be retained for the proposed
project (project paleontologist), and will attend the pre-
construction meeting to discuss the mitigation procedures with
project grading and excavation contractors.

(b) The project paleontologist or a paleontologic monitor will be
onsite to inspect for the presence of fossils during original
cutting of previously undisturbed sediments of the described
Quaternary Older Alluvium. The described monitoring will
initially be at least half-time for the Older Alluvium.
Monitoring time will be subsequently increased or decreased,
based on the initial results and direction by the project
paleontologist. Specific monitoring locations and timing will
be determined by the project paleontologist, after consultation
with the excavation and grading supervisors.

Less than significant
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Table ES-1, cont.

Issue Significant Impact Mitigation Measures Residual Impact Level
Cultural and
Paleontologic
Resources, cont.

Paleontologic
resources, cont.

(c) In the event that well-preserved fossils are discovered,
temporary diversion of earth moving construction equipment,
if warranted, in the area of discovery will occur to allow
recovery of fossil materials in a timely manner. Recovered
fossil materials will be cleaned, sorted and catalogued, and
will then be deposited in a  designated repository.

(d) A report summarizing the results, analyses and conclusions of
the above-described monitoring and salvage activities
(including a map showing site locations) will be prepared.

Noise
Short-term
construction noise
impacts

(a) Metropolitan’s construction contractor will limit the hours of
construction to the hours specified in the county of Riverside’s
noise ordinance for construction activities.

(b) Metropolitan will consult with the appropriate local planning
jurisdiction(s) to determine and select the most feasible haul
route to minimize noise impacts in residential areas.

(c) No less than two weeks prior to construction, residents within
400 feet of the alignment will receive notification stating the
approximate dates of equipment operations.  The notification
will contain a contact telephone number where any noise
complaints may be lodged.

Less than significant

Emergency night-time
construction noise
impacts

If emergency situations occur or night-time ground dewatering
activities are required, then acoustically enclosed emergency
generator sets shall be located to minimize noise impacts to
adjacent residences.

Less than significant
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ES-5  ALTERNATIVES

This EIR addresses two alternatives to the proposed Bypass Project pipeline:  a short route
alternative and no project alternative.  Identification of alternative locations is constrained for
this project for two reasons.  First, the project is a bypass facility, requiring two relatively fixed
termini.  It must be located between the Skinner FP and the San Diego Pipeline No. 3.  Second,
the project is subject to hydraulic constraints which restrict the physical location of the pipeline
between these two points.  As indicated below, one of the alternatives discussed is a “short
route” when compared to the proposed project.  Analysis of even shorter, more direct routes was
rendered infeasible due to area hydraulics.

The proposed project results in very few significant impacts, and even fewer that could be
lessened through locating the project elsewhere in the vicinity due to consistency in the area
setting (i.e., rural residential/dry farming interspersed with coastal sage scrub habitat, rock
outcrops and intermittent drainages).  Overall, the proposed project is the environmentally
superior build alternative (c.f. the Short Route Alternative discussed below).

Short Route Alternative

A short route alignment which turned due west at the northern boundary of Johnson Ranch to
join the Second Aqueduct was initially considered (Figure 7-1 of this DEIR).  This route is
shorter than the proposed route by approximately 1,000 feet.

With regard to the shorter route, air quality impacts could potentially be somewhat lesser than
the proposed project because of the shorter length of this alternative.  Project-related cultural and
biological resources surveys determined that this alignment would impact a potentially important
cultural resource site largely avoided by the proposed alignment, and would increase potential
impacts to coastal sage scrub and associated species.  Impacts to the Quino checkerspot butterfly
and coastal California gnatcatcher, avoided under the proposed project, would  occur under this
short route alternative.   SKR and paleontologic impacts would be similar to those assumed for
the proposed project.  Noise and traffic impacts also would be similar to those assessed for the
proposed project because they would involve the same users and receptors in this rural area,
regardless of exact alignment location.

No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative would not incur project-related impacts to natural resources as a
result of this project.  Nonetheless, potential impacts assessed to cultural resources sites CA-
RIV-3475, -3476 and -6094, coastal sage scrub habitat, and kangaroo rats, as well as potentially
fossil-bearing paleontological strata still would be expected ultimately to occur due to planned
construction of future Butterfield Stage Road along this same alignment by area developers.
Potential less-than-significant traffic impacts related to ripping of the paved and unpaved
portions of Washington Street/Borel Road and Bootlegg Road would not occur.

Therefore, although the No Project Alternative would preserve resources and result in fewer
project-related traffic, noise and air quality impacts to adjacent property owners in the short-
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term, ultimately, county planning efforts indicate that these resources would be largely disturbed
or eliminated in the future from planned development.  This expectation, combined with the fact
that the No Project Alternative would not allow the proposed pipeline conversion and
enhancement of system hydraulics (and would therefore not meet project objectives), result in
this alternative being less preferred than the proposed project.

ES-6  POTENTIAL AREAS OF CONTROVERSY

No potential areas of controversy have been identified.

ES-7   ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED

Issues remaining that require resolution include precise delineation of project footprint impacts
and mitigation for those impacts.  Project impacts have been specified for a broad swath of area
subject to survey.  The actual area to be impacted would be identified during final design
following project approval, and is anticipated to result in fewer, or lesser, impacts.  In addition,
final alignment of the Butterfield Stage Road will be dependent on the approval of the Johnson
Ranch Specific Plan, the road’s actual design, and final acceptance by the county of Riverside.
The final alignment of the San Diego Pipeline No. 3 Bypass will coincide with the accepted road.



Section 1.0

INTRODUCTION



1-1

1.0   INTRODUCTION

1.1  CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires the preparation of an Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) for any action which may have the potential to affect significantly the
quality of the environment.  This Draft EIR (DEIR) addresses a project being undertaken by The
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan), i.e., the San Diego Pipeline
No. 3 Bypass Project.  In addition to being the project proponent, Metropolitan is also the lead
agency for this DEIR (i.e., the public agency with primary responsibility for preparing and
certifying the CEQA-compliance document along with approving the project).

The geographic area addressed in this document is located within southwestern Riverside
County, between Lake Skinner and the existing Second San Diego Aqueduct (Second
Aqueduct); see Figures 1-1 and 1-2.  Specifically, the project consists of construction, operation
and maintenance of a new water transmission pipeline which would support conversion of the
existing San Diego Pipeline No. 3 from a raw water to a treated water pipeline.  Specifics of the
project description are provided in Section 3.0 of this EIR.

The purpose of this document is to provide decision makers, public agencies and the general
public with objective information which fully discloses the potential environmental effects of the
proposed project.  The EIR process facilitates the objective evaluation of potentially significant
direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of the project (as well as any evaluated project
alternatives); and identifies mitigation measures to mitigate the potential adverse impacts of the
project.  In addition, CEQA specifically requires that an EIR identify those adverse impacts
determined to be significant even after mitigation.  A statement as to post-mitigation impact
levels is included for each issue topic, as appropriate.  This document has been prepared in
accordance with the requirements of CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines, as amended in
October of 1998.

It should be noted that simply because a particular issue is addressed in the DEIR, it does not
imply that a significant adverse impact would occur if the project is implemented.  In many
cases, potential impacts are determined to be not significant and the topical analysis is presented
to disclose the process leading to the less-than-significant conclusions presented in the DEIR.

1.2  CEQA NOTICE OF PREPARATION AND EIR CERTIFICATION

As required under CEQA, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was prepared and circulated for the
proposed project.  An early NOP was distributed on May 27, 1998, with the 30-day review
period for the NOP ending on June 26, 1998.  This NOP originally addressed two separate
projects in the same vicinity; one proposed by Metropolitan (i.e., an early routing of the currently
proposed project) and one (the EM-20 Turnout and Transmission Main) proposed by the Rancho
California Water District (RCWD).  These projects are not mutually dependent, but were
originally joined because of their geographic proximity.  Since circulation of the original NOP, a
decision has been reached by both Metropolitan and RCWD to process their respective projects
separately under CEQA.  As a result, the two agencies are moving forward independent
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 of one another.  Even though these projects are not interdependent and each could and would be
carried out without each other, the CEQA documentation process for each will account for the
other with respect to cumulative impacts.  RCWD’s DEIR for the EM-20 Project was released
for a 45-day public review period on May 13, 1999.  A revised Metropolitan NOP, addressing
the project assessed in this EIR, was issued on June 14, 1999, with the 30-day review period
ending on July 14, 1999.

With regard to Metropolitan facilities, the  NOP indicated that the proposed project has the
potential to have a significant effect on the environment and that an EIR should be prepared.
Metropolitan identified four environmental issue areas in which potentially significant impacts
might result from project implementation.  These issues are addressed in this DEIR and include:
Air Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, and Noise.  The NOP, and comment
letters received in response to it, are included in Appendix A of this document.

This DEIR is being circulated for public review by public agencies and interested members of
the general public for a period of 45 days.  Metropolitan will prepare responses to the comments
received regarding the adequacy of the DEIR.  The comments and responses, together with the
DEIR and the technical reports, will comprise the Final EIR (FEIR).  In arriving at their decision
whether to proceed with the project, the Metropolitan Board of Directors will consider, among
other things, the information in the FEIR and will determine the adequacy of the environmental
documentation under CEQA.

1.3  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FORMAT

This EIR is organized to facilitate a basic understanding of the proposed project and the potential
environmental implications of the construction and operation of this facility.

Section 2.0 summarizes the environmental setting of the project, and Section 3.0 discusses
project purpose and need as well as formulation and description of the proposed project.  Design
standards and/or construction parameters assumed as part of Metropolitan’s general operating
procedure are clearly delineated in this section.  Section 4.0 presents relevant elements of the
environmental setting by resource areas addressed in this EIR and describes potential impacts on
the environment as well as proposed mitigation measures for each potentially significant impact.
Where necessary, mitigation planning is based first on avoidance of impacts, second on
minimization of impacts, and finally on mitigation of residual effects which could not be
avoided.

Sections 5.0 through 13.0 provide related discussions pertaining to environmental disclosure
under CEQA.  These include Growth Inducement; Cumulative Impacts; Alternatives; Significant
Irreversible Environmental Changes and Significant Unavoidable Environmental Effects; Effects
Found Not To Be Significant; Individuals and Agencies Consulted; List of Preparers; References
Cited; and a Glossary of Terms, Acronyms and Abbreviations.

Four appendices are also bound into this document:  the Notice of Preparation of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report and Responses; a Summary of Onsite Soil Characteristics;
Biological Resources Data Tables; and the Archaeological Survey Technical Report.
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The DEIR is available for review during regular business hours at Metropolitan’s Central Library
located at 700 North Alameda Street, Los Angeles, California.

1.4  MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Pursuant to the California Public Resources Code (Section 21081.6), a Mitigation Monitoring
and Report Program will be developed to ensure the implementation of the mitigation measures
identified in the DEIR.  The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program will be adopted by
the Metropolitan Board of Directors in conjunction with the findings required under CEQA, at
the time the Board certifies the FEIR and approves the project.  The Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program will include the following elements:

• Feasible mitigation measures identified in Chapter 4 of this DEIR.
• The party or parties responsible for the implementation of each measure.
• The criteria necessary to determine the implementation of each measure.
• The documentation and reporting procedures for the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting

Program.
 
 1.5  PROJECT APPROVALS AND PERMITS
 
 Permits are expected to be required from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACOE) and the
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) for encroachment into surface water resources.
Local permits would be required for flood control effects and water discharge, as well as road
encroachment during construction.
 
 Permits are currently anticipated to include:
 

• USACOE Nationwide Permit pursuant to Section 404
• CDFG Section 1601 Streambed Alteration Agreement
• Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Section 401 Water Quality Certification/

Waiver
• National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit (including a Stormwater

Pollution Prevention Plan [SWPPP])
• Riverside County Road Encroachment Permit
• Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District Stormwater Runoff

Management Plan
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2.0  PROJECT SETTING

2.1  PROJECT LOCATION AND REGIONAL SETTING

The project site is located in southern Riverside County, west/southwesterly of Lake Skinner and
north of the Temecula city limits.  The project area is located in a rolling and topographically
diverse valley, surrounded by much larger and identifiable distant geographic features; including
Mount San Jacinto far to the northeast, the Santa Rosa Plateau to the east, and smaller hills to the
south. Topographic relief in the project area and vicinity consists of a series of east-west trending
shallow canyons and mesas.  Open and panoramic visibility conditions are common.  Although
visibility varies with location, even on somewhat hazy days, the open nature of the project area
provides distant views to the topographic features (hills and mountains) which are located in all
directions (Figures 2.1-1, 2.1-2, and 2.1-3).  A tributary to Tucalota Creek meanders through
Johnson Ranch at the north end.

The study area has historically been undeveloped open space (scrub habitat) or in agricultural
fieldcrop use, and this pattern is largely continued today.  The area is currently agricultural and
rural residential in nature.  Large-lot residences are located west of Lake Skinner.  A dirt road
provides the western edge of the study area along the existing Second San Diego Aqueduct
(Second Aqueduct).  Three sets of blow-off towers are located along the Second Aqueduct that
provide locally dominant visual elements which can be seen for quite a distance in all directions.
An example of their visibility is seen in Figure 2.1-2, Photos A and B.

Surrounding land uses to the east and northeast include Lake Skinner Park (consisting of a
Metropolitan water reservoir and regional park facilities), and the Robert A. Skinner Filtration
Plant (FP) facilities.  Much of the project area currently is undeveloped, consisting of gently
sloping land within the Johnson Ranch Specific Plan Area (SPA) that was historically used for
dry farming.  Nonetheless, the overall area consists of topographic and vegetation features that
have been largely modified by historic and recent land use developments.  Open land and
scattered residential uses are generally found to the east, west and south of the project limits.
Within the project area, rural residential uses occur on rolling hills in the northern limits of the
project area, between the Second Aqueduct and the Skinner FP operations facilities.

Numerous residential communities are currently being built or planned that will ultimately
transform much of this landscape to urban or residential districts, including the Johnson Ranch
SPA crossed by the proposed project, the Rancho Bella Vista SPA (west of the proposed project)
and Roripaugh Ranch SPA (south of the proposed project).  Open space areas, however, are also
expected to remain.  Lake Skinner, at the far northeast extent of the study area, provides a large
open water body and is bordered on its north, east and south sides by the Southwestern Riverside
County Multispecies Reserve.  Other areas slated for open space preservation include Skunk
Hollow southwest of the proposed project in the Rancho Bella Vista SPA, which is now part of
the Barry Jones Mitigation Bank (see Figure 2.1-3A); and the University of California at
Riverside property (Figure 2.1-3B), located in what was originally the southern portion of
Johnson Ranch (approximately one-half mile south of the proposed project).



Project Site Photographs
Figure 2.1-1

Photo A: Looking northerly along the Bypass alignment.

Photo B: Looking southerly along the Bypass alignment across Johnson Ranch.
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 Second San Diego Aqueduct Photographs
Figure 2.1-2

Photo A: Looking southerly along the Second San Diego Aqueduct toward Nicolas Road.

Photo B: Blow-off towers along the Second San Diego Aqueduct.

SAN DIEGOSAN DIEGOSAN DIEGOSAN DIEGOSAN DIEGO
PIPELINE NO.3PIPELINE NO.3PIPELINE NO.3PIPELINE NO.3PIPELINE NO.3

BYPBYPBYPBYPBYPASSASSASSASSASS

2-3



Photo A: Skunk Hollow and the vernal pool preserve area from the west.

Adjacent Preserve Area Photographs
Figure 2.1-3
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Photo B: University of California Riverside Preserve.
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2.2  ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING SUMMARY

The following discussion summarizes elements of the project environmental setting which
provide the basis for impact assessments in Section 4.0 of this EIR.  These summaries are
expanded, as appropriate, in the Existing Conditions discussions which precede impact
discussions for each topic in Section 4.0.

The project site is within a seismically active region characterized by a number of major
northwest/southeast trending fault zones, and is partially within a Riverside County Fault Hazard
Zone associated with the Murrieta Hot Springs Fault.  The site is not, however, within any
Alquist-Priolo Fault-Rupture Hazard zones.  The reader is referred to Section 4.1 for additional
information regarding site geology and soils.

The study area is within the Santa Margarita Hydrographic Unit.  Runoff within the study area
and vicinity flows generally north or south respectively to the Tucalota and Santa Gertrudis
creeks.  Groundwater is part of the Temecula aquifer.  Additional information regarding surface
and groundwater in the project area is provided in Section 4.2.

The proposed project is in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB), and thus is subject to review with
respect to the SCAB Air Quality Management Plan.  The SCAB has been designated by the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency as a non-attainment area for ozone, carbon monoxide, and
suspended particulates.  No sensitive receptors have been identified within one-half mile of the
project alignment.  Discussion of air quality issues is presented in greater detail in Section 4.3.

Much of the study area supports annual grassland and disturbed vegetation.  Natural vegetation,
including coastal sage scrub, occurs around rock outcrops.  Although federally listed as
threatened or endangered species are located in the immediate vicinity, none were located during
surveys of the proposed alignment.  Burrowing owls, a California “Special Animal” species,
were located within the proposed development area during a 1999 survey.  Additional detail
regarding sensitive biological resources is provided in Section 4.4.

The project study area is addressed in the Riverside County Comprehensive General Plan and
Southwest Area Plan, as well as the Johnson Ranch SPA FEIR (dated November 1998 and
planned for certification in summer 1999).  Specific development plans include residential (with
attendant educational and recreational uses), commercial and open space uses.  The pipeline is
assessed as a use which is consistent overall with planning documents and is planned to be
located within other public right-of-way (future extension to Butterfield Stage Road).  Land uses
are discussed in more detail in Section 4.5 of this EIR.

Three prehistoric cultural resources sites have been identified within the project study corridor.
The geologic formations within the project study area are considered to have generally unknown
to moderate paleontologic resource potential.  The reader is referred to Section 4.6.

Roadways within the immediate project area are restricted to Washington Street/Borel Road and
Bootlegg Road.  All roadways in the general project area appear to be operating at well below
their planned capacities.  Additional information is provided in Section 4.7.
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The major sources of noise in the project area consist of local roadways and the French Valley
Airport.  Time-weighted average noise levels at two sites in the project vicinity were 47.6 and
58.9 decibels.  Additional information is provided in Section 4.8.



Section 3.0

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
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3.0  PROJECT DESCRIPTION

This section introduces Metropolitan; briefly describes the existing water delivery system in the
project area, as well as the purpose, need and objectives for the project; describes the location
and construction characteristics of the proposed project; and summarizes related permits which
may be required from additional jurisdictional agencies.

3.1  BACKGROUND OF THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN
CALIFORNIA

Metropolitan was formed in 1928 under an enabling act of the California Legislature.
Historically, Metropolitan has provided supplemental water to the southern California coastal
plain to augment local water supplies developed by surface collection, groundwater production,
and wastewater reclamation.  This supplemental water is delivered to 27 member agencies
through a regional network of canals, pipelines, reservoirs, treatment plants, and related
facilities.  The member agencies serve approximately 16 million people in 250 cities and
unincorporated communities within a 5,200-square mile service area covering portions of
Ventura, Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, and San Diego counties.

In recent years, Metropolitan has broadened its mission to incorporate a number of water
management activities.  For more than 15 years, Metropolitan has implemented a program of
water pricing and financial incentives to encourage local water managers to develop groundwater
recharge and production facilities, to construct wastewater reclamation projects, to implement
water conservation programs, to invest in groundwater recovery and reclamation projects, and to
maintain groundwater reserves against future droughts.

Existing Metropolitan facilities include the 242-mile Colorado River Aqueduct with five
pumping plants and a distribution system characterized by seven functional reservoirs, five water
filtration plants, 43 pressure control structures, 15 power plants, and approximately 775 miles of
large-diameter pipelines.  As part of Metropolitan’s distribution system, the Robert A. Skinner
Filtration Plant (Skinner FP) and area facilities serve Riverside County east of Lake Perris and
west of the Little San Bernardino Mountains, and a portion of northern San Diego County
through Metropolitan’s delivery points to the San Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA).
About 190 miles of Metropolitan water pipelines, canals, and tunnels are in the Skinner Area,
including San Diego Pipeline Nos. 1 through 5.  The Second San Diego Aqueduct (Second
Aqueduct) is comprised of San Diego Pipelines Nos. 3, 4, and 5.  Design and construction is
currently being planned for the approved San Diego Pipeline No. 6 which has a scheduled on-
line date of year 2008.

3.2  DELIVERY SYSTEM OVERVIEW

The Metropolitan service area is divided into eight service areas corresponding geographically to
Metropolitan’s filtration plants and conveyance facilities.  The Skinner Service Area is one of the
eight.  Three Metropolitan member agencies are located within the Skinner Service Area:
Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD), Western Municipal Water District (WMWD), and
San Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA).  The service area generally accounts for over 25
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percent of Metropolitan’s total water deliveries and includes both untreated and treated water.
Untreated water is delivered to member agencies for groundwater replenishment and agricultural
uses, and for potable uses by member agencies that own and operate water filtration plants.
Treated water is delivered to agencies either as a supplement to other supply sources or as the
sole supply.

3.2.1  Untreated Water System

The Skinner Service Area can receive raw water from two sources:   Colorado River water from
the Colorado River Aqueduct (CRA) and State Water Project (SWP) water from the East Branch
of the California Aqueduct. Untreated water delivered within the Skinner Service Area can be
solely Colorado River water, or can be a blend of Colorado River water and SWP water.
Untreated water is currently conveyed south to Metropolitan member agencies using San Diego
Pipeline Nos. 3 and 5.  San Diego Pipeline Nos. 1, 2, and 4 convey treated water from the
Skinner FP south and west to member agencies.

Lake Skinner

Lake Skinner is owned and operated by Metropolitan and was formed with the construction of
the Auld Valley Reservoir in 1973.  Lake Skinner is located 12 miles southwest of Hemet,
between Winchester and Temecula.  The lake receives all of its water from the San Diego Canal.
Any water that is captured from rainfall runoff within the 52 square mile watershed tributary to
the lake must, by agreement with downstream water users, be released.  Lake levels are
fluctuated on a seasonal basis to allow for controlled releases of captured runoff.

Lake Skinner has a maximum storage capacity of 44,000 acre-feet, with a usable volume of
approximately 36,000 acre-feet, and a maximum water surface area of approximately 1,200
acres.  Metropolitan’s holdings at Lake Skinner comprise approximately 6,000 acres.  The main
function of Lake Skinner is to provide for regulation and storage of water at the terminus of the
San Diego Canal.  The lake is sufficient to provide some seasonal storage capacity for the
Skinner Service Area.  It allows for continuous deliveries during periods of routine maintenance
or emergency shut-down of the San Diego Canal.  Outflows from Lake Skinner are regulated
through a 28.5 ft. diameter reinforced concrete outlet tower and a 13.5 ft. diameter outlet conduit.
Water can be drawn from five different lake levels as needed, with the lower tier used to drain
the lake.  This outlet tower and conduit are connected to San Diego Pipeline Nos. 3 and 5, and
the inlet to the Skinner FP.

3.2.2  Treated Water System

Metropolitan delivers treated water to southern Riverside and San Diego counties from the
Skinner  FP.  Treated water from the plant is currently discharged into San Diego Pipeline No. 4
and the Auld Valley Pipeline (a 96-inch diameter pipeline extending approximately two miles
from the Skinner  FP to EMWD connection EM-17 and to San Diego Pipeline Nos. 1 and 2).
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3.3  PROJECT NEED AND OBJECTIVES

Metropolitan proposes design and construction of a “bypass” pipeline that would allow
conversion of San Diego Pipeline No. 3 to a treated water transmission facility.  The project
would also improve the hydraulics of the San Diego Pipeline No. 3 after conversion  and
maintain its existing capacity.

3.4  PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Metropolitan’s San Diego Pipeline No. 3 Bypass (Figure 1-2) would originate at the Skinner FP
and extend to the existing Metropolitan San Diego Pipeline No. 3.  The project would be located
on Metropolitan and privately owned property.  No federal- or state-owned lands would be
crossed.  It is anticipated that Metropolitan would procure a 100-foot wide permanent easement
and/or a 150-foot wide temporary/construction easement to accommodate construction activities.

The Bypass pipeline would consist of approximately 7,500 feet of eight-to-nine foot diameter
pipe and would carry approximately 250 to 340 cfs (cubic feet per second) of treated water.
Appurtenant structures would include turnout valves, meters, tie-ins and blowoff structures.  As
appropriate, some of the appurtenant structures would be underground, while others could stand
two-to-four feet above the ground surface.  These above-ground features could be located at
drainage crossings and/or at the connection point to existing San Diego Pipeline No. 3.  Small
motors associated with the blowoff structures would be enclosed within concrete vaults and
buried underground.

Impacts  associated with pipeline installation would be limited to an approximately nine-month
period.  There would be approximately ten feet of cover over the pipeline with an overall depth
(i.e., bottom of pipeline) of 18 to 20 feet.  The potential impact footprint would vary from a 150-
foot wide to a maximum 250-foot wide corridor within the potential pipeline corridor shown in
Figure 1-2 (which is approximately 7,500 feet in length and varies from approximately 400 to
1,200 feet in width).

It is currently anticipated that all of the construction along the proposed right-of-way would be
completed by open or shored trenching, including the crossings of Washington Street and any
stream ways.  The following discussion therefore focuses on trenching description; it is,
however, possible that the hired contractor may propose jacking in these areas.

Approximately 200 to 400 feet of pipe would be installed each day and between 400 to 800
linear feet of trench could be open at any one time.  Given individual circumstances, a single
section of trench could be open for three to eight weeks.  Depending on the actual activities
taking place, between  6 and  30 workers may be onsite at any one time.  Construction workers
would park either within the construction easement or at the nearby Skinner facility.

Trenching operations are typically conducted by two crews, varying in number from 3 to 15
people per crew.  The first crew would clear the right-of-way (including removal, as appropriate,
of vegetation and non-landmark trees), excavate the trench and remove the excavated material.
After excavation is complete, a second crew would lay the pipe, construct the joints and backfill
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the pipeline trench.  Construction equipment used in the excavation of the trenches and
installation of the large diameter pipes would include two wheel loaders, one dozer-scraper, one
welding truck, one water truck, one compactor, one paving equipment vehicle, two large trucks
and two miscellaneous construction equipment vehicles.

Metropolitan anticipates using one of  two types of trenching activities, as appropriate:  (1) an
open cut trench, with a top width of  45 to  55 feet would be used where right-of-way is
unrestricted;  and/or (2) a trench with shoring and sheeting supporting the vertical walls of the
trench (e.g., “tight sheeting”).  Once the pipe bedding material has been placed in the trench, the
pipe would be placed at the proper alignment, and the joint secured and mortared, followed by
backfilling, and repaving or restoration, as appropriate.

As noted above, jacking may also occur in several areas along the alignment.  A jacking pit is
constructed on one side of the surface or subsurface obstacle and a cylindrical steel casing is
hydraulically pushed underground with manual or machine excavation in front of the casing as it
advances.  A receiving pit is required on the other side of the obstacle to complete the operation.
Jacking pits are generally 15 to 50 feet wide and 30 to 100 feet or more in length.  Once the
crossing is complete, the jacking pits are backfilled.

Blasting may be required during construction to clear facility trenches of rocky
formations/bedrock along northern portions of the project.  Blasting operations normally precede
trenching or excavation activities and can be completed in a relatively short time period.
Blasting does not generally generate much noise in excess of ambient construction noise levels
and, in general, would have only a low muffled sound in a very localized area adjacent to the
trench.  The duration of blasting and the associated noise would last only a few minutes.

Between 150,000 and 175,000 cubic yards of earth are anticipated to be moved as part of the
construction effort along the proposed pipeline alignment.  Excess fill material would be both
smoothed out onsite to the extent possible and trucked offsite as necessary.  Initial projections
estimate that between 60,000 and 80,000 cubic yards of soil may require removal from the
project area.  Appropriate soil types might be trucked no further than the Skinner Plant.
Potentially longer haul routes would take soil out Benton Road to Winchester Road or out
Rancho California Road – both ultimately to access I-15 or I-215.  A more northeastern
destination could take the trucks along the Domenigoni Parkway to State Street/R3, northerly to
SR-60 or I-10.  If excavated soil is unsuitable, any fill material which might be required would
be purchased from a commercial soil purveyor and would not be gathered from otherwise
undisturbed areas onsite.

Metropolitan may rough grade a portion of the right-of-way (i.e., an approximate 4,500-foot long
and 60-foot wide corridor) for Butterfield Stage Road within the Johnson Ranch property.  This
corridor is within the Project’s 7,500-foot long corridor and would add only approximately one
month to the construction period (increasing project duration from nine to ten months).  At this
time, Butterfield Stage Road does not exist – it is proposed in the Johnson Ranch Specific Plan
(State Clearinghouse Number 97041057; Lead Agency is the County of Riverside; October
1998).  The Johnson Ranch Specific Plan does assess the development of the Butterfield Stage
Road in the Bypass Project vicinity in its EIR, but the EIR has not yet been certified.  Final
alignment of the road is dependent on the approval of the Johnson Ranch Specific Plan, its actual
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design (which may vary somewhat from the conceptual alignment shown in Figure 4.5-2), and
final acceptance by the County of Riverside.

Specifically with regard to rough grading of the future Butterfield Stage Road, the following
would occur.  Rough grading of road areas would include removal of topsoil, stumps, roots and
rocks.  The earth then would be scraped and backfilled to the final road alignment.  (Because the
rough-graded road would be wholly within the disturbance footprint for pipeline installation,
grading quantities are already accounted for in the cubic yards of potential earth movement
quantified above.)  Embankments would be constructed in layers from excavated material and
compacted.  If embankment material is unsuitable, borrow may be required from nearby areas or
may be imported.  Potential effects related to drainage/runoff modification would be
accommodated through installation of culverts under the rough-graded road at current drainage
locations, as appropriate.

Following pipeline installation (and potential rough grading), a permanent access road would be
maintained along the pipeline alignment.  The patrol access road would be approximately 20 feet
in width, treated with a permanent sealant, and would be located within the permanent 100-foot-
wide easement noted above.  Within portions of the remaining 80-foot-wide permanent
easement, the area would be either cleared and treated with a dust palliative or be reseeded with
an erosion-control seed mix.  The permanent easement would be maintained for operational uses.
Outside of Metropolitan’s permanent easement, the area would be similar in kind to pre-
construction conditions.

The proposed project design includes a number of standard construction measures to avoid or
reduce potential impacts on the environment and residents in the area.  Assumption of these
design measures and construction practices is tracked through the impact analyses in Section 4.0.

• Standard construction procedures addressing reactive, expansive, and/or corrosive soils
include identification, removal, and replacement of unsuitable surface materials with
engineered fill, and the use of cathodic protection (i.e., devices to attract corrosive elements
away from the pipeline), if necessary.

• Standard construction procedures addressing seismic ground shaking issues would be
implemented, including issues related to proper fill composition, compaction and moisture
content, and use of appropriate pipeline materials.

• Metropolitan would obtain all necessary and appropriate permits related to jurisdictional
waters, specifically an anticipated Nationwide Permit pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act and a Section 1601 Streambed Alteration Agreement pursuant to the California
Department of Fish and Game Code.  All project-related activities or mitigation required
under these permits would be implemented.

• Metropolitan would require the preparation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP) by appropriate contractors in accordance with the State Water Resources Control
Board (SWRCB) General Construction Activity Stormwater Permit.  The proposed project
also would conform to all applicable National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
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(NPDES) requirements as set forth by the RWQCB.    In addition, a runoff management plan
may be required by the Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District.

• Metropolitan would stockpile soil and revegetate, as appropriate, to minimize erosion and
sedimentation resulting from construction.  Metropolitan would monitor soil erosion and
sediment control measures during routine maintenance of drainage facilities/pipeline checks
along the Bypass.

• Contractors would be allowed to refuel and maintain equipment only in areas designated by
the Resident Project Engineer along the Bypass Project or at the Skinner FP.  Standard
construction practices would include measures to preclude discharge of construction-related
hazardous materials into drainages or watersheds.

• Hazardous material storage and use areas during activities such as onsite vehicle refueling
would be designated to prevent vertical or lateral offsite transport in the event of accidental
spills.  This may include measures such as the use of impervious liners and berms, as well as
the preparation of a response and clean-up plan.  These elements would be coordinated with
the RWQCB to ensure adequate design.

• Gasoline and/or diesel-powered machinery used during construction would be equipped with
standard exhaust controls and muffling devices that would also act as spark arrestors, thereby
minimizing potential for accidental fires.

• Metropolitan assumes compliance with the South Coast Air Quality Management District
Rule 403, regarding fugitive dust.  This rule includes watering of the construction site and
unpaved haul roads, as well as other activities to manage dust effects.

• Metropolitan shall obtain necessary right-of-way encroachment permits and prepare a traffic
control plan prior to construction.

Metropolitan would utilize existing permanent employees to perform routine maintenance and
operations activities along the pipeline after construction would be completed.  Construction
activities are scheduled to be completed and the pipeline on line by mid- to late-2001.

3.4.1  Discretionary Actions

In conjunction with the proposed San Diego Pipeline No. 3 Bypass, several permits and/or
approvals from federal, state and local jurisdictions may be required (Table 3-1).
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Table 3-1
PERMITS THAT MAY BE REQUIRED

Federal Agencies

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Nationwide Permit pursuant to Section 404

State Agencies

California Department of Fish and Game Section 1601 Permit
Regional Water Quality Control Board Section 401 Water Quality

   Certification/Waiver
NPDES Permit (including a Stormwater
   Pollution Prevention Plan)

Local/Regional Agencies

Riverside County Road Encroachment Permit
Riverside County Flood Control and Water
Conservation District Runoff Management Plan



Section 4.0

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSES
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4.1  GEOLOGY AND SOILS

4.1.1  Existing Conditions

No unique geological resources occur within the project boundaries.  Similarly, the site is not
located within any Alquist-Priolo Fault Rupture Hazard Zones, major fault zones or known
liquefaction zones.  Other seismic issues, such as mudflows and landslides, are also deemed to
have low to no potential for occurrence in conjunction with the project.  The reader is referred to
Section 9.0 of this EIR for discussion related to those issues.  The discussion below focuses on
the less-than-significant impacts anticipated with seismic-induced ground shaking, expansive
soils, and soil erosion.

Geologic Setting

The project site is within the Peninsular Ranges Physiographic Province, a region generally
characterized by northwest trending structural blocks and parallel intervening fault zones.  This
area exhibits generally undulating topography, with a number of low upland features and level
basins.

Stratigraphy

Surface and underlying deposits in the project site include recent construction fill and topsoils;
Quaternary older alluvium; Jurassic to Cretaceous intrusive rocks; and the Jurassic Bedford
Canyon Formation.  These deposits are described below in order of increasing age, with
generalized site geology shown on Figure 4.1-1.

Construction Fill

The project site incorporates a number of fill deposits associated with existing utilities, roads and
other facilities.  Construction fill (not shown on Figure  4.1-1) consists generally of well-sorted
sandy materials, and is typically required to meet a number of regulatory specifications related to
parameters such as composition, grain size, compaction and moisture content.

Topsoils

The project site incorporates 12 distinct soil series, as mapped by the Natural Resource
Conservation Service (NRCS), formerly known as the U.S. Soil Conservation Service (SCS
1971).  Soil series consist of individual soil types which are “...essentially alike in all major
profile characteristics except the texture of the A [uppermost] horizon” (SCS 1975).  A number
of onsite soil series encompass more than one individual soil type, with numerous topsoil types
present within the project area.   Onsite soils (not shown on Figure 4.1-1) consist  primarily of
well-drained, sandy to rocky loam and clay deposits derived from igneous and metamorphic
rocks.  These soils exhibit variable potential for characteristics such as expansion (shrink-swell),
erosion and reactivity, with physical data for onsite soil series provided in Appendix B.
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 Quaternary Older Alluvium (Qoal)

Older alluvium consists of variable amounts of somewhat consolidated sand, silt, clay and gravel
size grains.  Older alluvial deposits are associated with previous cycles of erosion and deposition,
and may occur adjacent to existing drainages (e.g., on elevated terraces) or along abandoned
stream channels.  This unit occurs within the southern portion of the potential construction
corridor.

Jurassic to Cretaceous Granodiorite (Kgd)

This intrusive igneous unit is part of a large plutonic mass that intruded into the older Bedford
Canyon Formation (described below).  It consists of light colored, fine- to coarse-grained granitic
rock which is typically deeply weathered.  This unit occurs within the central portion of the
potential construction corridor.

Jurassic Bedford Canyon Formation (Jbc)

The Bedford Canyon Formation incorporates a number of meta-sedimentary rocks, including
schist, gneiss, quartzite, meta-argillite (metamorphosed clay sediments) and, less commonly,
marble.  These rocks exhibit metamorphic structure (i.e., foliation and lineation) and extensive
fracturing.  This unit occurs within the northern portion of the construction corridor.

Structure/Seismicity

The project site is within a seismically active region characterized by a number of major
northwest-southeast trending fault zones (Figure 4.1-2).  These zones include a number of active
and potentially active fault structures that are capable of producing substantial seismic effects
within the project site.  Active faults are defined as those structures exhibiting historic activity or
displacement of Holocene age (11,000 years or less) materials, while potentially active faults
exhibit displacement of Pleistocene (two million years or less in age) but not Holocene age strata
(California Division of Mines and Geology [CDMG] 1997).  The major active and potentially
active fault structures considered most likely to affect the project site are summarized in Table
4.1-1.

As noted above, the project site is not located within any Alquist-Priolo Fault-Rupture Hazard
Zones.  This designation is associated with active fault traces, and is used to define areas in
which site-specific geotechnical investigations and/or setbacks are required for certain types of
development (e.g., residential).  The closest Alquist-Priolo designation is located along the
Elsinore-Whittier Fault Zone, approximately 3.5 miles to the southwest (CDMG 1997).

A number of additional minor fault traces are located in the vicinity of the project site, as shown
in Figure 4.1-1.  It is considered unlikely that any of these faults would exhibit seismic activity,
due to their short extent and the lack of known evidence for previous seismicity.
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Table  4.1-1
MAJOR REGIONAL FAULTS AND SEISMICITY DATA

Minimum 
Distance Potential Approximate Repeatable Estimated
and Direction Richter Peak Ground High Ground Mercalli

Scale
Fault1 From Site2 Magnitude3 Acceleration4 Acceleration5 Intensity6

Elsinore-Whittier 3.5 SW 7.5 0.70 0.47 IX-X

Murrieta Hot Springs       1 S 6.0 0.65 0.65 IX

Newport-Inglewood 32 SW 6.5 0.10 0.07 VII

San Andreas 34 NE 8 0.25 0.25 VIII

San Jacinto 14 NE 7.5 0.50 0.33 IX

1 All of the listed faults are considered active except the Murrieta Hot Springs Fault, which is considered
potentially active (Jennings 1994).

2 In miles from the proposed project.
3 Maximum credible (i.e., the largest event considered capable of occurring) or probable (i.e., the event

considered most likely to occur during any 100-year period) earthquake, from CDMG (1992) and Nicoll &
Associates (1988).

4 In “g” forces, where “g” equals the acceleration due to gravity, from Nicoll & Associates (1988) and Schnabel
and Seed (1973).

5 Calculated as approximately 65 percent of peak acceleration within approximately 20 miles of an earthquake
epicenter, and approaching 100 percent at greater distances, from Ploessel and Slosson (1974).

6 From U.S. Geological Survey (USGS 1980).

Regulatory Guidelines

The proposed project would be subject to agency guidelines related to geologic hazards.  Such
requirements typically involve measures to identify hazards and related risks, and assess the
potential for impact avoidance or reduction through design and mitigation measures.  A summary
of applicable regulatory guidelines is provided below.

Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction

This publication, commonly known as the “Greenbook,” is generated by a joint committee of the
American Public Works Association and Associated General Contractors of California.  The
Greenbook is updated annually, and contains specifications for construction-related activities and
materials such as grading, excavation, fill materials, trenching and pipeline design.  The
Greenbook is not a formal regulation or statutory requirement, although it is widely used as a
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source of construction standards.  The Riverside County General Plan Seismic Safety Element
does not specifically reference the Greenbook, although it contains a number of references to a
similar industry-wide standard for structures called the Uniform Building Code (UBC).  Because
of the nature of the proposed project, however, the UBC is not applicable, and the types of
construction-related standards contained in the Greenbook will be appropriate.

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permits

The proposed project may require a General Construction Activity Stormwater Permit and/or a
Dewatering Waste Discharge Permit under NPDES requirements.  These permits are related to
the control of contaminant discharge from storm runoff (especially erosion) and disposal of
extracted groundwater, with additional discussion provided in Section 4.2 of this EIR.

4.1.2 Significance Criteria

The following significance criteria are taken from the local regulatory requirements described in
Section 4.1, and topics identified in the Appendix G Checklist (1998) of the State CEQA
Guidelines.  Based on these sources, project impacts related to geology and soils issues would be
considered significant if they:

• Expose people or structures or substantial adverse effects (including the risk of loss, injury or
death) involving strong seismic ground shaking

• Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil

4.1.3 Impacts

Seismic-Related Geologic Hazards

Ground Shaking

The entire project site is located within a seismically active region and is subject to the effects of
seismic ground acceleration/ground lurching.  Ground acceleration is an estimate of the peak
bedrock or ground motion associated with a specific earthquake event.  It is expressed in terms of
“g” forces, where “g” equals the acceleration due to gravity. Based on the location and seismicity
data provided on effects, it is anticipated that maximum potential for ground shaking would be
associated with the Murrieta Hot Springs and Elsinore-Whittier fault zones.  Severe structural
effects could occur, including damage or ruptures along underground pipelines.

An additional potential concern involves the concept of repeatable high ground acceleration.
Evaluation of this phenomenon does not focus on a single peak of intense motion, but assumes
cumulative damage due to several cycles of less intense shaking (Ploessel and Slosson 1974).

The project design would incorporate appropriate measures to accommodate projected seismic
loading and avoid or reduce potential impacts related to ground acceleration/ground lurching.
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Specifically, this would include recommendations by the project geologist/design engineer to
incorporate likely measures such as proper fill composition, placement methodology, compaction
and moisture content, as well as use of appropriate pipeline materials and dimensions.  The
implementation of appropriate seismic loading characteristics into the project design would
provide conformance with applicable regulatory guidelines and reduce potential impacts related
to seismic ground shaking below a level of significance.

Non-Seismic Geologic Hazards

Erosion and Sedimentation

Project implementation would potentially generate short- and long-term erosion effects related to
proposed excavation and associated vegetation removal.  As described in Section 4.2, the project
applicant would be required to obtain an approved NPDES General Construction Activity Storm
Water Permit prior to project implementation.  Conditions of approval for such permits include
preparation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).   Implementation of the
proposed project design and an approved NPDES General Construction Activity Storm Water
Permit would allow conformance with applicable regulatory guidelines, and would avoid or
reduce all project-related erosion and sedimentation impacts below a level of significance.

Expansive Soils

Expansive (or shrink-swell) behavior is attributable to the water holding capacity of clay
minerals, and can adversely affect the integrity of foundations, fill slopes and associated facilities
(including underground pipelines).

Portions of the proposed project contain soils that exhibit moderate to high expansion potential
(Appendix B).  The proposed project design includes a number of standard construction
measures to avoid or reduce potential expansion impacts, including removal and replacement of
unsuitable surface materials with engineered fill.  Metropolitan’s standard geotechnical review
would also be conducted for the proposed project prior to construction (as described above for
seismic hazards).  Implementation of the noted design measures, together with other applicable
recommendations from the project geotechnical analysis, would reduce potential impacts from
expansive soils below a level of significance.

Reactive Soils

Reactive soils can affect underground pipelines (and related facilities) through corrosion and
eventual damage or failure of metal and concrete structures.  Soil chemistry within the project
site includes pH factors ranging from moderately acidic to moderately alkaline (Appendix B).
Additional factors which may affect the corrosive potential of near-surface deposits include
resistivity, soluble sulfate and sulfides.  No known data are available regarding the nature of
these soil characteristics within the project site.
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Portions of the proposed project include soils with pH factors ranging from slightly acidic to
moderately alkaline (Appendix B).  These soils could generate potentially significant impacts to
project facilities (as noted above).  The proposed project design, however, includes a number of
standard construction measures to avoid or reduce potential impacts from reactive soils,
including removal and replacement of unsuitable surface materials with engineered fill, and the
use of cathodic protection (i.e., devices to attract corrosive elements away from the pipeline), if
necessary.  Metropolitan’s standard geotechnical review would also be conducted for the
proposed project prior to construction (as described above for seismic hazards).  Implementation
of the noted design measures, together with other applicable recommendations from the project
geotechnical analysis (e.g., cathodic protection from reactive soils, use of corrosion-resistant
pipeline materials, or additional subsurface drainage/erosion protection measures), would provide
conformance with applicable regulatory guidelines and avoid or reduce potential impacts from
reactive soils below a level of significance.

Construction-Related Hazards

Shallow Bedrock

Shallow bedrock is expected to underlie portions of the project site.  The presence of such
materials could require the use of blasting to accommodate proposed excavation.  While such
activity would not preclude or substantially hinder project activities, it could generate short-term
impacts related to issues such as noise, public health and safety or damage to adjacent
structures/facilities (see also discussions in sections 4.8, 9.6 and 9.10 of this DEIR).  Project
construction would incorporate (if blasting is required) established guidelines for the safe use and
storage of blasting materials, including the use of approved storage magazines, certified blasting
personnel and appropriate safety guidelines.  Implementation of such design measures would
provide conformance with applicable regulatory guidelines and avoid or reduce potential impacts
from shallow bedrock below a level of significance.

Oversize Material

Oversize rock could potentially be generated during proposed project construction activities,
particularly in areas with shallow bedrock requiring ripping or blasting (as described above).
Such materials could affect project facilities if used in fill by inducing differential settlement.
The project design includes measures for limiting the diameter (approximately six inches) and
quantity of oversize material in fill deposits.  These measures would avoid or reduce associated
potential impacts below a level of significance.

4.1.4 Mitigation Measures

No significant impacts were identified due to project design elements and conformance to normal
Metropolitan construction standards.  Accordingly, no mitigation measures are required.
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4.1.5 CEQA Level of Significance After Mitigation

Based on the above assessment, implementation of project design measures, regulatory
compliance and mitigation assumptions would avoid or reduce all potential project impacts
related to geology and soils below a level of significance.
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4.2  HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Hydrologic investigations involved the review of existing literature, field reconnaissance, and
agency contact and discussion.  The following discussion is derived chiefly from reports cited
below, although a number of additional data sources were used.  These sources include: the U.S.
Geological Survey (USGS), Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District’s
(RCFCWCD) Master Drainage Plan for the Murrieta Creek Area, Department of Water
Resources and RWQCB technical reports and site-specific investigations for local development
proposals.

The reader is referred to Section 9.0 of this EIR for discussion regarding groundwater supply and
recharge, stormwater drainage, flooding, and inundation.

4.2.1  Existing Conditions

Surface Water

The project study area is located within the Santa Margarita Hydrographic Unit (HU), one of 11
such designations identified for the San Diego Basin (Region 9) in the RWQCB Water Quality
Control Plan (Basin Plan, see Figure 4.2-1). The delineation of HUs is based on the location of
watershed boundaries for major streams, with the Santa Margarita HU encompassing the
watershed of the Santa Margarita River and associated tributaries (RWQCB 1994).

The Santa Margarita HU is a rectangular-shaped area of approximately 750 square miles
extending from the San Bernardino Mountains to the Pacific Ocean. Surface flows within the HU
are predominantly east to west and occur through three main drainages (and associated
tributaries):  Temecula Creek, Murrieta Creek and the Santa Margarita River.  Runoff within the
study area and vicinity flows generally east to west through Tucalota and Santa Gertrudis creeks
(as well as numerous unnamed tributaries) before entering Murrieta Creek.  Murrieta Creek flows
south from the study area vicinity and intersects the Santa Margarita River, which ultimately
flows southwest to the Pacific Ocean.

The most prominent water course in the project vicinity is Santa Gertrudis Creek, which is
located approximately 1.5 to 2.0 miles south of the proposed project.  The 26.5-square mile
watershed for Santa Gertrudis Creek has an estimated flow of 7,725 cubic feet per second (cfs)
during a 100-year storm event (RCFCWCD 1986).

The portion of the Tucalota Creek watershed applicable to this study includes the area
downstream of Lake Skinner.  Tucalota Creek extends generally west-southwest from  Lake
Skinner to Winchester Road before its confluence with Santa Gertrudis Creek.  While Tucalota
Creek proper is located north of the project study area, a number of unnamed tributary drainages
are within the area of proposed project facilities.  The 9.61-square mile watershed for Tucalota
Creek has an estimated flow of 5,932 cfs during a 100-year storm event (RCFCWCD 1986).
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Runoff Characteristics

The study area is bounded by mostly undeveloped land consisting of rolling hills, plateaus and
small broad valleys covered primarily with annual grassland and coastal sage scrub vegetation.
Surface water within the study area includes intermittent storm runoff, and runoff from
agricultural and landscape irrigation.  These types of flow may be subject to wide variations in
water quality with factors such as runoff volumes, adjacent land uses and chemical applications
(i.e., pesticides, herbicides and fertilizers).  Existing and potential beneficial uses identified for
surface waters in the project study area include municipal, agricultural, industrial, recreation and
wildlife habitat applications (RWQCB 1994).

No known site-specific surface water quality testing has been conducted for the project study
area. Surface water quality in all drainages in the study area vicinity would generally be expected
to decline downstream due to associated higher levels of urban development.  Water quality
objectives identified for inland surface waters in the project study area include a total dissolved
solid (TDS) level of 750 milligrams per liter (mg/l, RWQCB 1994).

Groundwater

Groundwater Characteristics

Groundwater in the study area occurs in the Temecula Aquifer.  This aquifer extends east and
north from the Temecula and Pauba valleys.  It is associated with Pleistocene sedimentary
deposits, which may be as deep as 2,000 feet.  The majority of the Temecula Aquifer (except for
recharge areas in upper Pauba) is under confined conditions in association with overlying clayey
strata.  Aquifer sediments exhibit generally low permeability, slow recharge and irregular
regional gradients.  The Temecula Aquifer is characterized by depths ranging to over 500 feet
below the surface.  Recharge to the aquifer occurs in the upper Pauba Valley region, as well as
areas further south (e.g., Wolf Valley).

Two known wells are located along the southern edge of the Bypass corridor.  Another is located
just to the southeast.  No known wells are located within the proposed corridor.

Although unanticipated, it is possible that shallow or perched groundwater could occur in the
project area, particularly after major storm events.

Groundwater Quality

Available data indicate that TDS levels for the Temecula aquifer generally range between 250
and 1000 mg/l.  Groundwater quality in the study area region is generally high in the eastern
portions of the Santa Margarita HU, and deteriorates to the west.  This generally parallels
observations of surface water quality and is consistent with previously described relationships
between water quality and adjacent land uses.
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Existing and potential beneficial uses for groundwater in the study area region include municipal,
agricultural, industrial and groundwater recharge applications, while established groundwater
quality objectives include TDS levels of 750 mg/l (RWQCB 1994).

Regulatory Requirements

The proposed project would be subject to a number of agency guidelines related to hydrology/
water quality.  A summary of the applicable regulatory guidelines is provided below.

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permits

Requirements associated with the NPDES are derived from the Federal Clean Water Act, and are
administered by the State of California through an operating agreement with the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).  The proposed project would require an NPDES
General Construction Activity Stormwater Permit, and may also require a Dewatering Waste
Discharge Permit, as outlined below.

General Construction Activity Stormwater Permits are required from the SWRCB for all
construction activities which exceed five acres in size or are part of a larger development plan.
Specific permit requirements include implementation of an approved SWPPP, which entails
measures for erosion and sediment control related to construction activities.  Specific SWPPP
provisions involve requirements for erosion and sediment control related to construction
activities through implementation of best available technology economically achievable (BAT),
best conventional pollutant control technology (BCT), and/or best management practices
(BMPs).  Individual requirements for erosion and sediment control vary with site-specific
conditions, with additional permit requirements generally including monitoring of pollution
control measures both during and after construction.

Although considered unlikely, if extraction and disposal of shallow groundwater is required
during project excavation (i.e., to avoid flooding of the pipeline trench), a Dewatering Waste
Discharge Permit may be required from the applicable RWQCB.  Such permits are intended to
ensure compliance with applicable water quality requirements, and typically include (among
other requirements) the use of BMPs to minimize erosion and sedimentation related to disposal
of extracted groundwater.  Specifically, this may include measures such as limitations of
discharge volumes and velocity, restrictions and discharge locations, and use of sediment
catchment devices (e.g., hay bales, sandbags or basins).
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4.2.2  Significance Criteria

Review of the Appendix G Checklist (1998) of the State CEQA Guidelines for criteria relevant
to this project indicates that a project could have a significant effect on the environment if it
would:

• Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements
• Substantially degrade water quality
• Cause substantial erosion or siltation

4.2.3  Impacts

Potential impacts related to hydrology/water quality for the proposed project are associated with
three principal effects:  erosion/sedimentation, disposal of contaminated groundwater, and
potential construction-related hazardous material spills.

Erosion/Sedimentation

Potentially significant short-term erosion/sedimentation impacts would occur in association with
construction activities located within or adjacent to areas of moderate to high soil erosion
potential (Appendix B), including three intermittent drainage crossings.  Specifically,  such
impacts would be related to the removal of vegetation, excavation of surface materials and use of
fill materials for backfilling trenches; with a corresponding potential to increase sediment loading
in local drainages (particularly during storm events).

The influx of eroded sediment into local drainages would increase the quantity of TDS, as well as
a number of individual mineral and inorganic constituents.  The project design includes several
erosion control measures, however, that would avoid or reduce potential construction-related
erosion/sedimentation impacts below a level of significance.  Specifically, these include the
preparation and implementation of the previously described SWPPP as part of the General
Construction Activity Storm Water Permit required for the project.  Pollution control measures
typically required as part of the SWPPP include the use of BAT, BCT, and/or BMPs to prevent
or reduce pollutant discharge.  Site-specific erosion/sedimentation controls for the proposed
project would be determined during preparation of the SWPPP, but could include measures such
as the preservation of existing vegetation where feasible; temporary hydroseeding; use of
sediment catchment or filtering devices (e.g., sandbags, hay bales, mulches, berms, vegetation
strips or basins); use of watering and/or windbreaks in applicable areas (i.e., soils with high wind
erosion potential); and revegetation of applicable disturbed areas.  These measures could involve
both temporary (e.g., sand bags) and permanent (e.g., revegetation) efforts to mitigate project-
related erosion/sedimentation effects.

The project design includes a number of additional measures related to potential erosion impacts,
such as stockpiling of topsoil and revegetation.  Implementation of the described measures would
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avoid or reduce potential long-term project erosion/sedimentation impacts below a level of
significance.  Through its annual maintenance program, Metropolitan would monitor soil erosion
and sediment control measures (e.g., verify revegetation and the presence of sediment catchment
devices such as sandbags, and maintenance of drainage facilities) implemented during this
project to ensure that any structural controls are properly maintained.

Contaminated Groundwater

Proposed construction activities may encounter contaminated groundwater in association with
dewatering in areas of shallow groundwater, as described below.  Improper disposal of such
materials could generate significant impacts to local surface or groundwater resources.

As described in Section 4.2.1, the project study area may include areas of shallow or perched
groundwater of unknown quality that would be encountered during project construction.
Disposal of such groundwater (if encountered) would require a Dewatering Waste Discharge
Permit from the RWQCB, pursuant to NPDES guidelines.  Such permits are intended to ensure
compliance with applicable Basin Plan water quality, anti-degradation and beneficial use
objectives, and typically involve the use of BMPs to meet these requirements.  Specifically (as
described above under Existing Conditions), this may entail discharge conditions for a number of
physical, chemical and thermal parameters, as well as additional requirements based on site-
specific conditions.   Because the project design incorporates standard procedures to reduce risk,
and Metropolitan would conform to all NPDES requirements as set forth by the RWQCB,
including (but not limited to) the disposal of groundwater (dewatering) and disinfected water, any
potential risk related to the disposal of contaminated groundwater (if required) is assessed as less
than significant.

Construction-related Hazardous Materials Spills

Construction activities associated with the proposed project would entail the use of heavy
equipment for activities such as grading, excavation and material hauling.  Standard construction
practices would include operational and maintenance standards intended to preclude the
discharge of construction-related hazardous materials into drainages or associated watersheds.
These would include measures for containment of accidental spills, removal and proper disposal
of contaminated soil or groundwater, and notification of applicable regulatory agencies.  Larger
pieces of construction equipment, however (such as cranes, graders and large excavators), would
be operated until fueling or maintenance is required, with such activities then conducted by
delivering fuels or lubricants to the equipment locations.  Contractors would be allowed to refuel
and maintain equipment only in areas designated along the alignment or at the Skinner FP
operations yard by the Resident Project Engineer. Implementation of the described design
measures would avoid or reduce all potentially significant water quality impacts from
construction-related hazardous materials below a level of significance.
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4.2.4  Mitigation Measures

Because no significant impacts are identified with respect to hydrology and water quality, no
mitigation measures beyond the project design specifics noted above are required.

4.2.5  CEQA Level of Significance After Mitigation

Implementation of proposed project design measures would ensure that potential project-related
hydrology/water quality impacts remain below a level of significance.
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4.3  AIR QUALITY

4.3.1   Existing Conditions

California is divided by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) into air basins which share
similar meteorological and topographical features.  The portion of Riverside County where the
project is located  is in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB), a 6,600-square mile area comprised
of Orange County and the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino
counties.  The SCAB’s climate and topography are highly conducive to the formation and
transport of air pollution.

The reader is referred to Section 9.0 of this document for a discussion of odors and hazardous or
toxic emissions.

Climate

Regional Setting

Prevalent light winds and shallow vertical mixing, in combination with surrounding mountains,
hinder dispersal of air pollutants in the air basin.  The strength and location of a semipermanent,
subtropical high pressure cell over the Pacific Ocean primarily controls climate, which is also
affected by the moderating effects of the nearby oceanic heat reservoir.  Warm summers, mild
winters, infrequent rainfall, moderate daytime onshore breezes, and moderate humidity
characterize climatic conditions throughout most of the SCAB.

Differences in terrain create a number of microclimates.  The pattern of mountains and hills is
primarily responsible for the wide variations of rainfall, temperatures, and localized winds that
occur throughout the region.  Temperature variations have an important influence on wind flow,
dispersion along mountain ridges, vertical mixing, and photochemistry in the SCAB.  The
moderating marine influence decreases with distance from the ocean, resulting in monthly and
annual temperature spreads that are greatest inland and smallest at the coast.  Precipitation is
highly variable seasonally.  Summers are often completely dry, resulting in periods of four to
five months without rain.  In winter, occasional storms from high latitudes sweep across the
coast, bringing rain.  Annual rainfall is lowest in the coastal plain and inland valleys, higher in
the foothills, and highest in the mountains.

Because of frequent temperature inversions, air pollutants are often trapped near the ground.
Inversions may be either ground-based or elevated.  Average wind speed in the SCAB is less
than five miles per hour on 80 percent of the days during the summer smog season; this is a
measure of daily stagnation.  Elevated inversions act as a lid or upper boundary and restrict
vertical mixing.  Low summer inversions contribute to the high levels of ozone (O3) experienced
during the summer months when abundant sunshine provides the energy needed to fuel the
photochemical  reactions  which form O3.  Nitrogen oxides (NOx) and reactive organic
compounds (ROC) are called “precursor emissions” because they are the directly emitted
substances from which ozone, a secondary contaminant, is formed.  The most frequent O3

transport route is from source areas in coastal areas to receptor areas along the base of the San
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Gabriel and San Bernardino Mountains, where the highest O3 concentrations and the greatest
number of days exceeding state and national O3 standards occur.  During the five to ten days a
year with Santa Ana offshore flows, highest O3 concentrations occur in the western portion of the
SCAB.

Ground-based inversions are most severe during clear, cold early winter mornings.  In January, a
surface inversion exists on 70 percent of the mornings and traps locally produced pollutants.
Carbon monoxide (CO) transport is extremely limited, and highest concentrations occur in close
proximity to the source of emissions.  Since CO is produced almost entirely from automobiles,
the highest CO concentrations in the SCAB are associated with heavy traffic.

High nitrogen dioxide (NO2) levels usually occur during the autumn or winter on days with
summer-like weather conditions.  These conditions include low inversions, limited daytime
mixing, and stagnant windflows.  Although days are clear, sunlight is limited in duration and
intensity, and the photochemical reactions which would otherwise form O3 are incomplete.

Atmospheric particulates are made up of fine solids or liquids, such as soot, dust, aerosols,
fumes, and mists.  A large portion of the total suspended particulates (TSP) in the particulate
matter (PM)  in the atmosphere is finer than ten microns.  As with O3, a substantial fraction of
PM10 forms in the atmosphere as a result of chemical reactions.  Peak concentrations of both O3

and PM10 occur downwind of precursor emission sources.

Local Setting

Located well away from the moderating effects of the Pacific Ocean, the project area experiences
summer and winter temperatures that are among the highest and lowest, respectively, in the
entire  SCAB.  A review of over  60 years of data collected by the predecessor agencies to the
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) shows that  the Elsinore area
averaged high temperatures of 98°F for the months of July and August   The average minimum
temperature in December of 36°F was the lowest for any area except Lake Arrowhead.  Annual
rainfall is also extremely low compared to mountain and coastal areas, averaging only six inches
per year at Elsinore.

Elsinore is a convergence zone where northwesterly flows from the SCAB coming through Santa
Ana Canyon meet southerly and southeasterly flows originating in San Diego County.   The
project area does not experience the coastal fogs that are so prevalent in the Los Angeles Basin
during late spring and early summer.

Regulatory and Planning Requirements

Both the federal government, through the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and
California, through CARB, set ambient air standards to protect public health and welfare.  The
EPA is responsible for ensuring that states comply with the federal Clean Air Act.  Both agencies
provide oversight to county and regional air pollution control districts to guarantee compliance
with federal and state law.   The EPA sets national vehicle emission standards and CARB,
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through a waiver in the federal Clean Air Act, is allowed to set stricter California vehicle
emission standards.

Direct responsibility for monitoring air quality and for regulating stationary and area sources in
the air basin  is given to the SCAQMD, a special district created by the  California Legislature.
Regionally, the  SCAQMD and the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)
prepare the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP), which contains measures to meet state and
federal requirements.  When approved by CARB and the federal EPA, the AQMP becomes part
of the State Implementation Plan (SIP).

Federal Attainment Status

The SCAB, the nation’s only “extreme” O3 non-attainment area, has until 2010 to achieve the
national one-hour ozone standard.  Deadlines for CO and PM10  attainment in the Basin are 2000
and 2005, respectively.  The national NO2 standard was regularly exceeded in Los Angeles
County until 1992; however, the standard has not been exceeded since 1992 and the EPA
redesignated the SCAB attainment in 1998.  The EPA has authority under the Clean Air Act to
withhold some federal funds and to prepare plans for regions which do not meet the attainment
deadlines.

In July 1997, the EPA promulgated stricter standards for ozone and fine particulates (PM2.5),
with up to 15 years allowed for attaining the PM2.5 standard.  Attainment of the new eight-hour
ozone standard would  not be required until after the one-hour standard is achieved.  The PM10

standard was revised, but the existing PM10 remains in effect until attainment is achieved.  Until
there has been sufficient monitoring for the EPA to designate the PM2.5 attainment status for
each region, the PM10 standard will remain the particulate standard of reference. Federal
enforcement of the new standards is currently on hold pending the outcome of an appeal by the
EPA of a two-to-one decision by a three-judge  panel of the U.S. Court of Appeals for the
District of Columbia on May 14, 1999, which removed the revised federal PM10 standard, put a
hold on implementing the eight-hour ozone standard, and asked for further comments on the
PM2.5 standard.

State Standards

California has established ambient air standards for the same pollutants regulated nationally,
although the standards vary in both concentrations and time intervals for monitoring.  California
has also established standards for other pollutants.  The state  standards are generally stricter than
the national standards for the same pollutants, but there is no penalty for failure to attain the state
standards.  California and national ambient air standards are shown on Table 4.3-1.
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Table 4.3-1
AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS

State National

Air Pollutant Standard Primary Secondary
Ozone (O3) >0.09 ppm, 1-hr avg >0.12 ppm, 1-hr avg

   0.08 ppm, 8-hr avg
>0.12 ppm, 1-hr avg

Carbon
Monoxide (CO)

>9.0 ppm, 8-hr avg
>20 ppm. 1-hr avg

≥9.5 ppm, 8-hr avg
>35 ppm, 1-hr avg

≥9.5 ppm, 8-hr avg
>35 ppm, 1-hr avg

Nitrogen Dioxide
(NO2)

>0.25 ppm, 1-hr avg >0.0534 ppm, annual avg >0.0534 ppm, annual avg

Sulfur Dioxide
(SO2)

>.25 ppm 1-hr
>0.04 ppm, 24-hr avg

>0.03 ppm, annual avg
>0.14 ppm, 24-hr avg

>0.50 ppm, 3-hr avg

Suspended
Particulate
Matter (PM10)

>50 µg/m3, 24-hr avg
>30 µg/m3 AGM

>150 µg/m3, 24-hr avg
>50 µg/m3 AAM

>150 µg/m3, 24-hr avg
>50 µg/m3 AAM

Sulfates (SO4) >25 µg/m3, 24-hr avg

Lead (Pb) >1.5 µg/m3, monthly  avg >1.5 µg/m3, calendar
quarter

>1.5 µg/m3

Hydrogen Sulfide
(H2S)

>0.03 ppm, 1-hr avg.

Vinyl Chloride >0.010 ppm, 24-hr avg.

Visibility-
Reducing
Particles

In sufficient amount to
reduce prevailing
visibility to less than 10
miles at relative humidity
less than 70%, 1
observation

Note:     ppm = parts per million by volume
              > = greater than
              ≥ = greater than or equal to
              µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter
              AAM = annual arithmetic mean
              AGM = annual geometric mean

Source:  SCAQMD 1998a



4.3-5

Air Quality

Regional Air Quality

In part because of favorable meteorology attributed to El Niño, air quality in the SCAB during
1997 was the best ever recorded, continuing a trend throughout the SCAB over the past ten
years.  However, SCAQMD reports indicate that air quality was somewhat less favorable at most
SCAB stations in 1998.

Local Air Quality

The project is in the SCAQMD Source Receptor Area (SRA) 26, the Temecula Valley.  The air
monitoring station for this SRA is located in Temecula.  The two pollutants of concern in this
subregion are ozone and PM10 (see Figure 4.3-1).

Peak concentrations for the two pollutants in the project area over the past five years area shown
in Table 4.3-2.  Only ozone was measured at the Temecula monitoring station in 1995-97;  CO
and NO2 monitoring were discontinued after the 1993 season and PM10 monitoring was
discontinued after the 1994 season.  PM10 readings for the other years are from the Perris Valley
Monitoring Station in SRA 24, which monitors both ozone and PM10 but not carbon monoxide or
nitrogen dioxide. Ozone concentrations in the Temecula area  remained low and did not change
during the five-year period from 1993 through 1997.  Peak PM10 concentrations throughout the
SCAB vary from year to year, depending on meteorological conditions.  Locally, PM10

concentrations also varied substantially during this period, although none exceeded the national
PM10 standard.

4.3.2  Significance Criteria

A project’s air quality impacts can be separated into short-term impacts due to construction and
long-term permanent impacts from project operations.  Determination of significant impact is the
responsibility of the lead agency, which is Metropolitan.  Appendix G, from the State CEQA
Guidelines, October 1998 Revisions, states that where available, the significance criteria
established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution control district may be
relied upon to determine if the project would:

•  Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan

•  Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected
air quality violation

•  Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which
the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air
quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds
for ozone precursors)

•  Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations
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Table 4.3-2
SUMMARY OF AIR QUALITY DATAa

TEMECULA (SOURCE/RECEPTOR AREA 26)
AIR MONITORING STATION

Pollutant Standards 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997
Ozone (O3)

1

  State standard (1-hr. avg. >0.09 ppm)
  National 1-hr standard (1-hr avg.>0.12 ppm)
  National 8-hr standard (8-hr avg.>0.08 ppm)
  Maximum 1-hr concentration
  Maximum 8-hr concentration
  Number of days state standard exceeded
  Number of days national 1-hr standard exceeded
  Number of days national 8-hr standard exceeded

.13
NA
10
0

NA

.10
NA
3
0

NA

.11
NA
6
0

NA

.102

NA
1
0

NA

.102

.092

3
0
1

Carbon Monoxide (CO)
  State standard (1-hr. avg. >20 ppm)
  National standard (1-hr avg. >35 ppm)
  State standard (8-hr. avg. >9.0 ppm)
  National standard (8-hr avg. ≥9.5 ppm)
  Maximum concentration 1-hr period
  Maximum concentration 8-hr period
  Number of days state/nat'l 1-hr standard exceeded
  Number of days state 8-hr standard exceeded
  Number of days national 8-hr standard exceeded

42

2.72

0
0
0

NM
NM

NM
NM

NM
NM

NM
NM

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)
  State standard (1-hr avg. >0.25 ppm)
  National standard (0.0534 AAM in ppm)
  Annual arithmetic mean
  Percent national standard exceeded
  Maximum 1-hr concentration
  Number of days state 1-hr standard exceeded

.01832

0
.112

0

NM

NM

NM

NM

NM

NM

NM

NM

Suspended Particulates (PM10)
  State standard (24-hr. avg. >50 ug/m3)
  National standard (24-hr avg. >150 ug/m3)
  Maximum 24-hr concentration
  Percent samples exceeding state standard
  Percent samples exceeding national standard

105
3.3
0

481,2

0
0

1453

38.3
0

873

32.8
0

1393

31.7
0

ppm = parts per million                                         NA = Not Available
AAM = annual arithmetic mean                            NM = Not Monitored
ug/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter

1Temecula Valley Monitoring Station
2Less than 12 months of data--may not be representative
3Perris Valley Monitoring Station

Source:  SCAQMD 1998a
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In addition, the SCAQMD recommended significance thresholds for air quality impacts in the
SCAB in its CEQA Air Quality Handbook, as revised in November 1993.  These thresholds were
approved by the SCAQMD’s Board of Directors.  The SCAQMD's emission thresholds apply to
all federally regulated air pollutants except lead, which is not exceeded anywhere in the SCAB.
Construction and operational emissions are considered by the SCAQMD to be significant if they
exceed the thresholds shown in Table 4.3-3.

Table 4.3-3
EMISSION THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE1

Construction
Pollutant

Pounds/Day Tons/Quarter
Operations

(Pounds/Day)
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 550 24.75 550

Sulfur Oxides (SOx) 150 6.75 150

Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) 100 2.5 55

Particulate Matter (PM10) 150 6.75 150

Reactive Organic Compounds (ROC) 75 2.5 55
1Toxic emissions are considered significant if they expose sensitive receptors to a cancer risk of 1 in 1 million or
10 in 1 million if best available control technology for toxics (T-BACT) is employed.

Source:   SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, 1993

The SCAQMD has two criteria for determining whether CO increases from a project constitute a
significant impact.  The first determinant is whether an increase in CO concentrations is
sufficient to cause an exceedance of the most stringent state or national CO standard (20 parts
per million for one-hour concentrations and 9 parts per million for eight-hour concentrations).
The second criterion applies only when adjusted concentrations exceed state CO standards.  In
that case, any one-hour increase over 1.0 ppm and any eight-hour increase over 0.45 ppm are
considered significant.

The SCAQMD also has issued secondary indicators of potential significance.  These include
where the project:

•  Could interfere with attainment of the federal or state ambient air quality standards by
either violating or substantially contributing to an existing or projected air quality
violation

•  Could result in population increases within the regional statistical area which would be in
excess of that projected in the AQMP for the buildout year

•  Could generate vehicle trips that cause a CO hot spot
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•  Will have the potential to create or be subjected to an objectionable odor over 10 dilution
to thresholds that could impact sensitive receptors

•  Will have hazardous materials onsite and could result in an accidental release of air toxic
emissions or acutely hazardous materials posing a threat to public health and safety

•  Could emit an air toxic contaminant regulated by District rules or that is on a federal or
state air toxic list

•  Could involve burning of hazardous, medical, or municipal waste as waste-to-energy
facilities

•  Could be occupied by sensitive receptors within a quarter mile of an existing facility that
emits air toxics identified in District Rule 1401 (New Source Review of carcinogenic air
contaminants) or is near CO hot spots

•  Could emit carcinogenic or toxic air contaminants that individually or cumulatively
exceed the maximum individual cancer risk of 10 in 1 million

4.3.3  Impacts

Air quality impacts of a project may occur during construction and operation on both a regional
and local scale.  Construction impacts include airborne dust from grading, demolition and dirt
hauling, and gaseous emissions from heavy equipment, delivery and dirt-hauling trucks,
employee vehicles, and paints and coatings.   Operational impacts occur from equipment and
utilities used by the facility and vehicles traveling to and from the completed project.  These
impacts may affect both regional pollutants, including ozone, or local pollutants, such as carbon
monoxide, where the impacts occur very close to the emissions source.

Construction Impacts

As discussed in Section 3.0, construction impacts associated with the Bypass installation alone
occur along a 7,500-foot long by 250-foot wide corridor over approximately nine months.
Metropolitan anticipates obtaining a 100-foot wide permanent easement and a 150-foot wide
temporary easement during construction.  Present plans anticipate open or shored trenching
along the entire corridor, including the crossings of Washington Street and a Tucalota Creek
tributary, although the contractor may later decide that jacking is appropriate at these sites.
Approximately 200 to 400 feet of pipe would be installed each day and between 400 to 800
linear feet of trench could be open at any one time.  A single section of trench could be open for
three to eight weeks.  Peak day and peak quarter emissions would occur during the trenching
operations which  would be conducted by two crews of workmen.  The first crew would clear the
right of way, excavate the trench, and remove the  soil.  The second crew  would lay the pipe,
construct the joints, and backfill the pipeline trench.

Peak day emissions are shown in Table 4.3-3 and peak quarter emissions in Table 4.3-4.  The
basis for the emission estimates are described below.  Emissions were calculated using
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equipment emission factors and  fugitive dust emission factors contained in the 1993 SCAQMD
CEQA Air Quality Handbook; California Air Resources Board  MVEI7G (1998) motor vehicle
emission factors, and the California Air Resources Board model URBEMIS7G3.1.

Grading

As noted above, it is estimated that between 400 to 800 linear feet of trench could be open at any
one time.  About 200 to 400 feet of pipe would be installed daily.  Depending on circumstances,
a single section of trench could be open for three to eight weeks.  The analysis assumes that on
the peak construction day, 800 linear feet of trench  could be open within the 250-foot wide
easement.  Without mitigation, this totals 121 pounds of PM10 on the peak construction day and 4
tons during the peak quarter.  Totals are shown in Tables 4.3-4 and 4.3-5.

The project may be expanded to include rough grading a section of Butterfield Stage Road 4,500
feet long and 60 feet wide.  If this occurs, the construction schedule would be extended by
approximately one month.  Although total PM10 emissions  would increase, no change would
occur in either peak day or peak quarter emissions.

Dirt and Debris Piling

As stated in Section 3.4, the project  would require moving between 150,000 and 175,000 cubic
yards of soil.  Of this, between 60,000 and 80,000 cubic yards  would be removed from the
project area.  Most  would go to  Metropolitan’s nearby Skinner  FP; the remainder  would be
trucked to receiving sites out the area, traversing either Benton Road to Winchester Road or
Rancho California Road to I-15 or I-215.  Other trucks may travel the Domenigoni Parkway to
State Street/R3 to SR-60 or I-10.  SCAQMD emission factors for moving dirt within a project
site are based on the number of dozers in use.  Emissions from moving soil on the site are shown
in Tables 4.3-4 and 4.3-5 under “Dirt Pushing.”  Truck emissions from removing the soil are
shown in Tables 4.3-4 and 4.3-5 under the heading, “Trucks.”  Mitigation measures, such as pre-
moistening soil before loading and covering all loads securely, are included to ensure that no
emissions are released during transport.

Exhaust Emissions From Construction Equipment

Different construction phases  would require different equipment, not all of which  would be
operating simultaneously.  The analysis assumes that peak day and peak quarter equipment for
this period include one off-highway water truck, one dozer-scraper, two wheel loaders, one
compactor, one paver, one welder truck, and two pieces of miscellaneous equipment.   All
equipment is assumed to operate for seven hours each day on the peak day and for five hours
each day of the peak quarter, except for the water truck which  would be in use for seven hours
each day throughout the peak quarter.  Diesel-powered, heavy duty construction equipment
would be left running during the construction day.  Exhaust emissions for all equipment were
calculated on the basis of heavy equipment emission factors provided by the U.S. EPA in its
Nonroad Engine and Vehicle Emission Study-Report, dated November 1991.  Daily emissions
are shown in Table 4.3-4; peak quarter emissions in Table 4.3-5.
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Table 4.3-4
MAXIMUM DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS

(in pounds per day)

Source Category Pollutant

Carbon
Monoxide

(CO)

Reactive
Organic

Compounds
(ROC)

Oxides
of

Nitrogen
(NOx)

Oxides
of

Sulfur
(SOx)

Particulate
Matter
(PM10)

San Diego No. 3 Bypass Pipeline

Grading and
Excavation

121

Dirt Pushing 153

Diesel-Powered
Equipment

48 15 113 11 8

Trucks 5 1 9 -- 1

Employee Vehicles 10 1 1 -- --

MAXIMUM DAILY
CONSTRUCTION
EMISSIONS

63 17 123 11 283

SCAQMD
Significance
Thresholds for
Construction

550
lb/day

75
lb/day

100
lb/day

150 lb/day
150

lb/day

Significant? NO NO YES NO YES

Butterfield Stage Road

Peak Day Emissions 63 17 123 11 283

SCAQMD
Significance
Thresholds for
Construction

550
lb/day

75
lb/day

100
lb/day

150 lb/day
150

lb/day

Significant? NO NO YES NO YES

-- less than 0.33 pound per day
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Table 4.3-5
PEAK QUARTER CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS

(in tons per  quarter)

Source Category Pollutant

Carbon
Monoxide

(CO)

Reactive
Organic

Compounds
(ROC)

Oxides
of

Nitrogen
(NOx)

Oxides
of

Sulfur
(SOx)

Particulate
Matter
(PM10)

San Diego No. 3 Bypass Pipeline

Grading and
Excavation

3.925

Dirt Pushing 4.960

Diesel-Powered
Equipment

1.250 0.430 2.820 0.260 0.030

Trucks 0.114 0.018 0.204 -- 0.014

Employee Vehicles 0.190 0.026 0.027 -- 0.001

MAXIMUM
QUARTER
CONSTRUCTION
EMISSIONS

1.554 0.474 3.051 0.260 8.930

SCAQMD
Significance
Thresholds for
Construction

24.75
tons/qtr

2.5
tons/qtr

2.5
tons/qtr

6.75
tons/qtr

6.75
tons/qtr

Significant? NO NO YES NO YES

Butterfield Stage Road1

Peak Quarter
Emissions

1.554 0.474 3.051 0.260 8.930

SCAQMD
Significance
Thresholds for
Construction

24.75
tons/qtr

2.5
tons/qtr

2.5
tons/qtr

6.75
tons/qtr

6.75
tons/qtr

Significant? NO NO YES NO YES
1Combines last two months of San Diego Pipeline No. 3 Bypass Project with one month of Butterfield
Stage Road grading

-- less than 0.33 pound per day
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Trucks

There would be two large trucks removing the excavated soil.  In addition, the analysis assumes
that there would be one supply truck serving the site every other day.  The analysis assumes there
would be one heavy duty supply truck trip on the peak day and one half a trip a day in the peak
quarter.  Each round trip would be 25 miles each way.  The dump trucks are assumed to make
three round trips a day on both the peak day and during the peak quarter.  Each dump truck trip is
assumed to average 30 miles each way.  Truck emissions are shown in Tables 4.3-4 and 4.3-5.
.
Employee Vehicles

Different workers  would be at the construction site during different phases of construction.
Overall, there  would be between 6 and 30 construction workers at the  site at any one time.  The
analysis assumes 30 workers on the peak day of construction and 18 workers daily through the
peak quarter.  Worker vehicle trips are assumed at the regional trip length of 11.2 miles each
way, as shown in Table A9-5-B of the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook.  Construction
worker trip emissions are shown in Tables 4.3-4 and 4.3-5.

Without mitigation, the proposed pipeline project would result in significant emissions of PM10

on the peak construction day and of NOx on both the peak construction day and in the peak
construction quarter.  If the portion of the Butterfield Stage Road is rough graded, total project
emissions would increase but both peak day emissions and peak quarter emissions would be the
same because emissions from the previous two months of the pipeline project  would be added to
the Butterfield Stage Road emissions to constitute a quarter.

No significant adverse carbon monoxide impacts would result from the project.  Background CO
concentrations are low throughout Riverside County, but particularly in the rural area where the
project is located.  Without high background concentrations, the amount of carbon monoxide
created by the small number of construction worker vehicles  would be too small to cause
significant adverse impacts on local air quality.

If sensitive receptors reside in the two residential structures within two hundred feet of the
project, they could be adversely affected by PM10 emissions without mitigation.  NOx emissions
may contribute to ozone formation down wind, but  would not adversely affect sensitive
receptors in the vicinity of the project.

Operational Impacts

Following construction of the pipeline, a permanent access road, approximately 20 feet wide,
would be maintained within Metropolitan’s 100-foot permanent easement.  The roadway would
be treated with a permanent sealant to eliminate dust emissions.  The remaining 80-foot-wide
portion of the permanent easement would be maintained for operational uses and would either be
cleared and/or support an erosion-control seed mix or applied a dust palliative, as applicable.
The temporary construction easement  would be restored to pre-construction conditions.  Routine
maintenance of the pipeline, appurtenant structures, and roadway  would be performed by
existing permanent employees and would not add to regional travel emissions.  No significant
emissions would result from new equipment and the operations  would not result in the release of
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toxic or hazardous emissions.  Therefore, there  would be no adverse air quality impacts from the
project after operation begins.

4.3.4  Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measures will be implemented to reduce daily short-term construction-
related PM10 emissions:

•  All construction contractors shall comply with applicable SCAQMD regulations, including
Rule 402, the Nuisance Rule, and Rule 403, Fugitive Dust.  To reduce emissions to the
maximum extent feasible,  the contractor will comply with applicable provisions of Rule 403
and take additional measures, as follows:

(a) Moisten soil not more than 15 minutes prior to excavating or moving soil and  conduct
whatever watering is necessary to prevent visible dust emissions from extending beyond
the project site boundaries.

(b) Apply chemical stabilizers to disturbed surface areas (completed grading areas) within
five days of completing grading or apply dust suppressants or vegetation sufficient to
maintain a stabilized surface.

(c) Water open storage piles hourly.

(d) Water exposed surfaces at least twice a day under calm conditions and as often as needed
on windy days or during very dry weather in order to maintain a surface crust and
prevent the release of visible emissions from the construction site.

(e) Wash mud-covered tires and under-carriages of trucks leaving construction sites.

(f) Provide for street sweeping, as needed, on nearby roadways to remove dirt dropped by
construction vehicles or mud which would otherwise be carried off by trucks departing
the project site.

(g) Cover loads of dirt securely with a tight fitting tarp on any truck leaving the construction
site to dispose of excavated soil.

Application of these mitigation measures will reduce particulate emissions from grading,
excavation and dirt piling by more than 50 percent.  The calculations in Tables 4.3-6 and 4.3-7
assume only 50 percent control.

The following mitigation measures will be implemented to reduce short-term construction-
related NOx emissions, as feasible.

•  Metropolitan’s construction contractors will maintain all construction equipment engines by
keeping them properly tuned and will operate such equipment in an efficient manner so as to
reduce peak emission levels.
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Table 4.3-6
MAXIMUM DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS

AFTER MITIGATION
(in pounds per day)

Source Category Pollutant

Carbon
Monoxide

(CO)

Reactive
Organic

Compounds
(ROC)

Oxides
of

Nitrogen
(NOx)

Oxides
of

Sulfur
(SOx)

Particulate
Matter
(PM10)

San Diego No. 3 Bypass Pipeline

TOTAL
EMISSIONS

63 17 123 11 283

Grading and
Excavation

61

Dirt Pushing 77

Diesel-Powered
Equipment

48 15 113 11 8

Trucks 5 1 9 -- 1

Employee Vehicles 10 1 1 -- --

DAILY
EMISSIONS
(AFTER
MITIGATION)

63 17 123 11 147

SCAQMD
Significance
Thresholds for
Construction

550
lb/day

75
lb/day

100
lb/day

150
lb/day

150
lb/day

Significant? NO NO YES NO NO

Butterfield Stage Road

Mitigated
Emissions

63 17 123 11 147

SCAQMD
Significance
Thresholds for
Construction

550
lb/day

75
lb/day

100
lb/day

150
lb/day

150
lb/day

Significant? NO NO YES NO NO

-- less than 0.33 pound per day
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Table 4.3-7
PEAK QUARTER CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS

AFTER MITIGTION
(in tons per qtr)

Source Category Pollutant

Carbon
Monoxide

(CO)

Reactive
Organic

Compounds
(ROC)

Oxides
of

Nitrogen
(NOx)

Oxides
of

Sulfur
(SOx)

Particulate
Matter
(PM10 )

San Diego No. 3 Bypass Pipeline

TOTAL EMISSIONS 1.554 0.474 3.051 0.260 8.930

Grading and Excavation 1.970

Dirt Pushing 2.130

Diesel-Powered
Equipment

1.250 0.430 2.820 0.260 0.030

Trucks 0.114 0.018 0.204 -- 0.014

Employee Vehicles 0.190 0.026 0.027 -- 0.001

PEAK QUARTER
EMISSIONS AFTER
MITIGATION

1.554 0.474 3.051 0.260 4.145

SCAQMD Significance
Thresholds for
Construction

24.75
tons/qtr

2.5
tons/qtr

2.5
tons/qtr

6.75
tons/qtr

6.75
tons/qtr

Significant? NO NO YES NO NO

Butterfield Stage Road 1

Mitigated  Emissions 1.554 0.474 3.051 0.260 4.145

SCAQMD Significance
Thresholds for
Construction

24.75
tons/qtr

2.5
tons/qtr

2.5
tons/qtr

6.75
tons/qtr

6.75
tons/qtr

Significant? NO NO YES NO NO
1Combines last two months of San Diego Pipeline No. 3 Bypass Project with one month of Butterfield
Stage Road grading

-- less than 0.33 pound per day
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•  Metropolitan’s construction contractors will provide rideshare or transit incentives for
construction employees.

•  Metropolitan will minimize obstruction of through traffic lanes on local streets to the greatest
extent possible.

•  Metropolitan’s construction contractors will coordinate traffic diversions, street and lane
closures, and obstruction of intersections with the local affected jurisdictions prior to
commencing construction activities through the development of routing and detour plans.

4.3.5  CEQA Level of Significance After Mitigation

After mitigation, construction emissions of PM10 would be reduced to less than significant on
both a daily and quarterly basis for the proposed pipeline project and for the Butterfield Stage
Road component should it be rough graded.  Application of mitigation measures would reduce
potential impacts to sensitive receptors to less-than-significant levels.  Construction emissions of
NOx would remain significant on both the peak day and in the peak quarter and could
temporarily contribute to adverse impacts on ozone formation downwind of the project.
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4.4  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

4.4.1  Existing Conditions

Habitats reflect the local soils, topographic and climatic conditions in western Riverside County.
Much of the study area was formerly under agriculture and now supports disturbed vegetation,
however, native vegetation still occurs on steeper hillsides, steep canyons and around rock
outcrops.

Project Surveys and Mapping Efforts

Study Summary

The available existing literature was reviewed for the project area and vicinity (i.e., Johnson
Ranch, Rancho Bella Vista, and Roripaugh Ranch environmental data), Riverside County
Habitat Conservation Agency 1995, and the State of California’s Natural Diversity Data Base.
Vegetation mapping, rare plant surveys, a wetland delineation, and focused surveys for the
coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica) and the Quino checkerspot
butterfly (QCB; Euphydryas editha quino) were completed (HELIX 1998, 1999).  In addition,  a
reconnaissance-level survey was conducted of the study area for the Stephens’ kangaroo rat
(SKR) (Dipodomys stephensi) (SJM Biological Consultants, 1999).

Other wildlife, in addition to those mentioned above, were surveyed in a site walkover, with
attention paid to identifying the potential for sensitive species and habitats.  Binoculars (7 x 35)
were used to aid in wildlife observations.  All sensitive wildlife species were mapped as they
were encountered.

Topographic maps of the alignments were used to record locations of sensitive resources, and
aerial photo and topographic maps were used to map vegetation.  Nomenclature for this report is
taken directly from Holland (1986) for vegetation communities; Hickman, Ed. (1993) for plants;
Collins (1990) and Stebbins (1985) for reptiles and amphibians; American Ornithologist’s Union
(1983, as updated) for birds; and Jones, et al. (1997) for mammals.  Sensitive species status is
taken from the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) (1998a; 1998b) and Skinner
and Pavlik (1994).

Wildlife Surveys

Surveys for endangered or threatened species followed established protocols and were conducted
by individuals holding the appropriate permits (PRT-778195) (HELIX 1998).  Gnatcatcher
surveys included six surveys completed during appropriate climatic conditions in March and
April of 1998.  A tape of coastal California gnatcatcher vocalizations was used to help locate
gnatcatchers.  Each surveyor covered, at most, 25 acres of the appropriate habitat for each survey
hour.
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Quino checkerspot butterfly surveys followed standard United States Fish and Wildlife Service
protocol (USFWS 1997).  Surveys were completed weekly during the 1998 flight season, as
determined by the USFWS.  Hilltops, ridges, rocky outcrops, and host plant locations were
closely examined.  Although  Quino checkerspot butterflies were located in Diegan coastal sage
scrub (DCSS) habitat within approximately 0.25 mile north-northwest of the proposed Bypass
route, none were noted on the DCSS-vegetated knolls within the assessment area, even though
Plantago erecta was seen during 1998 and 1999 surveys for Johnson Ranch (indicated by pin
flags left in the field) (HELIX 1998, 1999).

The potential for SKR to occur onsite was also assessed under the federal permit (PRT-745541)
and Memorandum of Understanding with the CDFG (SJM Biological Consultants, 1998 and
1999).  Previous surveys in the site vicinity (Vergne 1997; SJM Biological Consultants 1989,
1993, 1994) have determined that SKR are present.  The project area is outside the distribution
areas identified for the recently listed San Bernardino kangaroo rat (Dipodomys merriami
parrus).  Surveys in June of 1998 and 1999, updated the onsite status of SKR habitat.  Surveys
were conducted on foot and concentrated on searching for diagnostic kangaroo rat evidence
(sign).  Sign includes burrows, fecal pellets (scat), runs, dust bowls, tracks, and tail-drag marks.
Because the SKR is known to sometimes occupy burrows of Botta’s pocket gopher (Thomomys
bottae) and California ground squirrel (Spermophilus beecheyi), the entrances to these burrows
were carefully inspected for diagnostic kangaroo rat sign.  This survey detected kangaroo rat
evidence, which could be attributable to SKR, Pacific kangaroo rat (Dipodomys agilis), or
Dulzura kangaroo rat (Dipodomys simulans).  The presence of SKR (as opposed to Pacific or
Dulzura kangaroo rat) is only determined through small mammal trapping.  This would be
completed in the construction year.  At this time, a conservative approach is being taken and
SKR are assumed present wherever kangaroo rat sign was detected (see Figure 4.4-1).

Plant Surveys/Wetland Delineation

The survey for rare plants was conducted with emphasis on the soils and plant communities likely to
harbor rare plants at a time when potentially occurring rare plants would be flowering or
vegetatively identifiable (HELIX 1998, 1999).  A formal wetland delineation was performed on
June 5, 1998 and on June 14, 1999, in accordance with the 1987 USACOE Wetland Delineation
Manual (Environmental Laboratory 1987) (HELIX 1998, 1999).

Project Vegetation Communities

The survey area supports eight vegetation communities:   DCSS (including disturbed), mule fat
scrub, southern willow scrub, freshwater marsh, non-native grassland, eucalyptus woodland,
agriculture, and disturbed habitat (Figure 4.4-1).
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Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub

DCSS occurs on approximately 8.3 acres in the project study area.  Riversidian (RSS) and
Diegan (DCSS) coastal sage scrub both occur in this part of Riverside County (Westman 1983).
DCSS was determined to be the type of scrub present based primarily on the structure of the
vegetation, although some aspects of the habitat are transitional between these two sage scrub
types.  RSS is a shorter and more open habitat with lower shrub cover and higher herbaceous
cover compared to DCSS (Table 4.4-1).  The biomass and cover of shrubs and herbs were
consistent with what has been described for DCSS.  The height of the vegetation in the study
area was estimated to be consistent with RSS.  The observed species composition also was more
like DCSS than RSS, in that there were two plant species (Nassella pulchra and Opuntia
littoralis) present that typically occur only in the DCSS, and is one species (Encelia farinosa)
that is conspicuously absent from the study area that is usually found in RSS.

Table 4.4-1
STRUCTURAL COMPARISON OF

RIVERSIDIAN AND DIEGAN COASTAL SAGE SCRUBS

Characteristic Riversidian Sage Scrub Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub
Biomass 473 g/m2 906 g/m2

Height 0.9 m 1.0 m
% cover shrubs 59 85
% cover herbs 50 24

The typical dominant shrub species in onsite DCSS include California buckwheat (Eriogonum
fasciculatum), bush penstemon (Keckiella antirrhinoides), and black sage (Salvia mellifera).
Associated species include bush mallow (Malacothamnus fasciculatum), blue elderberry
(Sambucus mexicana), and brome (Bromus spp.).  This vegetation community is considered a
sensitive habitat because it supports a high diversity of plant and animal species and is habitat for
the coastal California gnatcatcher and a number of other sensitive species.  The  DCSS onsite
consists of generally isolated patches of low to moderate quality.  Regardless, the habitat
supports a wide diversity of plant and animal species.

Mule Fat Scrub

Mule fat scrub (0.26 acre) is a riparian habitat that usually occurs along intermittent streams and
flood plains. The typical dominant shrub species in this habitat is a shrub that is the namesake for
this community -- mule fat (Baccharis salicifolia).  Riparian habitat is considered sensitive by
local, state, and federal agencies due to, among other reasons, its value in improving water
quality and wildlife diversity.  Many sensitive wildlife species are restricted to riparian areas and
wildlife diversity tends to peak in and near riparian areas.  Relatively recent estimates of riparian
habitat loss in southern California are as high as 97 percent (Bowler 1990).  The onsite mule fat
scrub occurs in a narrow band and is of relatively low quality (being isolated and fragmented).
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Southern Willow Scrub

Southern willow scrub (0.29 acre) is a riparian habitat that requires a consistent source (not
necessarily surface) of water and occurs in wetter areas than mule fat scrub.  The dominant
species in this habitat are willows (Salix sp.).  This riparian habitat is sensitive for the same
reasons discussed above for mule fat scrub.

Disturbed Freshwater Marsh

Disturbed freshwater marsh occurs onsite, but was not mapped due to its extremely small size.  It
occurs in sparse pockets in a channel (identified as  USACOE jurisdictional wetlands)
surrounded by non-native grassland in the north-south portion of the project corridor.

Non-Native Grassland

Non-native grassland (13.1 acres) onsite is a dense to sparse cover of non-native annual grasses,
associated with  species of showy-flowered native forbs and annual grasses.  Characteristic
species include oats (Avena sp.), red brome (Bromus rubens), ripgut grass (B. diandrus), and
mustard (Brassica sp.).  Non-native grassland occurs on portions of Johnson Ranch that formerly
were under agriculture and now lay fallow and in small pockets within coastal sage scrub areas.

Eucalyptus Woodland

Eucalyptus woodland (0.4 acre) is dominated by eucalyptus (Eucalyptus sp.), an introduced
species that produces a large amount of leaf and bark litter.  In most instances, eucalyptus  was
planted for  windbreak or landscaping purposes.  Occasionally it becomes established on its own.

Agriculture

Agricultural land (108.5 acres) includes all land under cultivation.  Wheat, a small grain field
crop, is currently being cultivated on  privately-owned property.  Agricultural areas support little
vegetation besides the crop being grown.

Disturbed Habitat

Disturbed habitat (26.6 acres) typically describes cleared areas that support bare soil or weedy
plant species.  Roads, cleared land, and vacant lots are examples of disturbed habitat areas.
Disturbed habitat occurs along roads in the survey area.

USACOE and CDFG Jurisdictional Areas

USACOE jurisdictional areas are Waters of the United States, which include both non-vegetated
waters and wetlands, both of which are defined by specific criteria.  USACOE jurisdiction occurs
throughout the project area (see Figure 4.4-1).  Most of the USACOE jurisdictional areas (14,620
square feet or 0.34 acre)  are non-vegetated Waters of the United States)  or unvegetated,
ephemeral channels that conduct runoff during storm events, and are found within various small
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canyon bottoms.  Exceptions include jurisdictional wetland areas (1,750 square feet or 0.04 acre)
in the northern portions of the study area consisting of disturbed freshwater marsh and southern
willow scrub habitat.  CDFG jurisdictional areas include the USACOE jurisdictional areas noted
above (non-vegetated Waters of the United States and wetlands), as well as the mule fat scrub
and southern willow scrub located out of the channel.

Impacts to areas  of  USACOE jurisdiction would require a permit under the federal Clean Water
Act (Section 404).   Similarly, impacts to areas of CDFG jurisdiction would require a Streambed
Alteration Agreement pursuant to  the Fish and Game Code Section 1601.

Plants

The plants observed during the 1998 and 1999 project surveys are consistent with  DCSS and
non-native grassland plants typically found  in western Riverside County.  Approximately 75
plant species were observed, most of which were native.  Timing of the surveys (spring) would
have been sufficient to detect most species, except possibly graceful tarplant (Holocarpha
virgata ssp. elongata) which blooms in fall. Because this plant is of relatively low sensitivity
(CNPS List 4), additional surveys for this species were not conducted. A complete plant species
list is included in Appendix C1.  No formally listed plant species were observed.  (See appendix
C2, however, for a listing of sensitive plant species not observed, but with potential to occur
onsite.)

Animals

The project area supports a variety of animal species, ranging from small invertebrates to large
game animals (see Appendix C3 for a comprehensive listing of the animal species observed).
The various groups of animal species occurring in the project area are discussed below.

Status of sensitive animals is indicated in parentheses immediately following the name (i.e.,
federally listed as Endangered [FE], federally listed as Threatened [FT], state-listed as
Endangered [SE], state-listed as Threatened [ST], state-listed Species of Special Concern [SSC]
and state-listed Special Animal [SA]).

Several sensitive animals, which were not detected for various reasons, have a low to high
probability of occurring onsite.  The species, their listed status under state and/or federal law and
their potential for occurrence are shown in Appendix C4.  Three, however, merit discussion here:
the SKR (FE, ST) and Quino checkerspot butterfly (FE) and the coastal California gnatcatcher
(FT).  As discussed above, kangaroo rat sign was noted during surveys (at trace, low or medium
density for approximately 21 acres within the study area).  The possibility of the species being
SKR is accounted for in the impact and mitigation discussions for this project.  Quino
checkerspot butterflies were not noted in the assessed impact area during protocol surveys for
this species in 1998 and 1999.  The butterfly was noted in the vicinity, however, by the same
survey teams.  Numerous gnatcatcher individuals also are known from the immediate project
vicinity where habitats are not so fragmented (e.g., north, west, and south of the Johnson Ranch
property), including the Rancho Bella Vista SPA and U.C. Riverside Preserve. Although not cur-
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rently utilizing the onsite fragmented and somewhat isolated DCSS, the birds could potentially
move into the area.

Invertebrates

Invertebrate species exhibit high diversity and are quite abundant in the project area.  During the
surveys, 12 butterfly species were noted, including Quino checkerspot butterfly (offsite).  Quino
checkerspot butterfly, while not noted in the assessed impact area during 1998 surveys, were
observed in 1999 in the vicinity by the same survey teams.  Although all potentially present and
listed species were surveyed for, other invertebrate species may have gone unnoticed during the
surveys because of their indistinct or cryptic habits.  Some of the more common invertebrates
observed (besides butterflies [order Lepidoptera]) included ants, bees, wasps (order
Hymenoptera), flies (order Diptera), beetles (order Coeloptera), grasshoppers and crickets
(order Orthoptera), true bugs (order Hemiptera), and cicadas (order Homoptera).

Vertebrates

A wide variety of vertebrate animals were observed in the project area, representing amphibians,
reptiles, birds, and mammals.

• One amphibian species, Pacific chorus frog (Pseudacris regilla), was detected in the project
area.  No additional amphibian species were noted.  At least four additional amphibian
species have potential to occur onsite, including the western spadefoot (Spea hammondii),
ensatina (Ensatina eschscholtzii), California slender salamander (Batrachoseps attenuatus),
and garden slender salamander (Batrachoseps major).

• Reptiles are quite abundant within the project area because of the climate, habitats, and
elevation.  Two lizard species were observed during the surveys:  the side-blotched lizard
(Uta stansburiana) and western fence lizard (Sceloporus occidentalis).  Many more reptiles
are expected to occur, including snakes and additional lizards.  Many of these potentially
occurring reptiles would only be observed during focused surveys.

 

• Birds were the most conspicuous vertebrates observed onsite.  During the surveys, 37 bird
species were observed, most of which are year-round residents.  Some of the most common
species observed include the California towhee (Pipilo crissalis), savannah sparrow
(Passerculus sandwichensis), and mourning dove (Zenaida macroura).  As expected, the
numbers of birds detected is higher than that of other groups.

Four sensitive birds were seen during the survey.

Northern harrier (Nesting - SSC).  The northern harrier winters and migrates throughout
California from below sea level in Death Valley to an elevation of 9,800 feet,  inhabiting
coastal, salt, and freshwater marshlands; grasslands; and prairies.  One individual was
observed perched, and two more (possibly the same individual) were observed on different
survey dates flying over the agricultural areas and coastal sage scrub areas along the
proposed alignment in 1998.
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California horned lark (SSC).  The horned lark is located within agricultural fields, sandy
beaches, grasslands and open areas in coastal slopes and lowlands from Sonoma County to
northern Baja California, Mexico.  Several individuals were observed in the agricultural areas
on Johnson Ranch in 1998.

Burrowing owl (SSC).  Burrowing owls are distributed from western Canada to northern
Mexico and Baja California, Mexico and are generally restricted to open grasslands and
agricultural lands.   These owls were observed in two locations within the Bypass corridor,
most likely representing two owl pairs (HELIX 1999).  At least two burrows were also
confirmed to be present and in use within the Bypass corridor based on the occurrence of
pellets (regurgitated skeletal remains) at the entrances and whitewash (raptor droppings) on
adjacent perching locations.  These burrows are assumed to belong to these two pairs of
owls.  A 1996 survey for the Johnson Ranch Specific Plan EIR (1998) also identified
burrowing owls in the general area (County of Riverside 1998a and b).

White-tailed kite (Nesting - SA).  Nesting typically occurs throughout the Pacific U.S. in
riparian or oak woodlands adjacent to grasslands where small mammals are hunted.  A
nesting pair was observed adjacent to the proposed  corridor.

• Some of the mammal species observed include desert cottontail (Sylvilagus audubonii),
Botta’s pocket gopher (Thomomys bottae), California ground squirrel (Spermophilus
beecheyi), and San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus californicus bennettii).  Many
mammals were only recorded based on sign such as scat or tracks, including striped skunk
(Mephitis mephitis) and coyote (Canis latrans).  Several small rodents, a few bats, and some
medium-sized mammals are expected to occur, but would typically be detected only during a
nocturnal or other special survey.  One of the observed species is sensitive:

San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit (SSC).  This subspecies ranges from southern Santa
Barbara County, south on the coastal slope, including Riverside County, to the vicinity of
San Quintin, Baja California, Mexico.  The jackrabbit occurs primarily in open habitats
including coastal sage scrub, chaparral, grasslands, croplands, and open, disturbed areas
provided there is adequate cover present.  Jackrabbits were seen within coastal sage scrub in
the study area.

Regulatory Framework

Under the CEQA review process, projects are subject to laws under the administration of various
agencies.  For instance, CDFG holds jurisdiction over lake and streambed alterations.  In
addition to CEQA, the USFWS administers federal endangered/threatened species issues and
ACOE administers impacts to federal jurisdictional Waters of the U.S., including wetland
habitats.  Prior to project approval, certain standard conditions must be met to the satisfaction of
these agencies with regard to their respective performance criteria.  A number of provisions
apply or may apply to the proposed project, including the CDFG Code Section 1601, the CDFG
Native Plant Protection Act, the California Endangered Species Act, the federal Clean Water Act
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Sections 401 (water quality waiver) and 404, the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and
the federal Endangered Species Act.

4.4.2  Significance Criteria

Appendix G Checklist of the State CEQA Guidelines (1998) indicates that significant biological
resource impacts are those which would:

• Substantially, either directly or through habitat modifications, impact any species identified
as a sensitive species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the  CDFG or
USFWS

• Substantially interfere with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species, or with established native wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife
nursery sites

• Substantially impact riparian or other sensitive natural community identified in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the  CDFG or USFWS

• Substantially impact federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act

• Conflict with provisions of an adopted habitat conservation plan, natural community
conservation plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat plan; see Section 4.5,
Planned Land Use, of this EIR

4.4.3  Impacts

Two types of impacts are assessed in the following discussion:  direct and indirect effects.

Direct impacts are those that immediately alter the affected biological resources such that those
resources are eliminated; temporarily or permanently.  The following assessment is extremely
conservative in nature.  Because the precise 250-foot wide impact corridor has not yet been
identified, impacts have been assessed for the entire width of the inventory swath shown on
Figure 4.1-1.  An assumption of this impact assessment is that all areas within the “edge of
disturbance” for the project will be interpreted as being directly impacted.  Once the final design
has been prepared, project impacts will be refined.  Related mitigation measures will be
implemented, as appropriate, to ensure the project impacts will be reduced to less-than-
significant levels.

Burrowing owls have been seen consistently in the same vicinity by different biology teams over
the past two years.  The final Bypass development  may cause a potentially significant impact to
burrowing owls at the time of its grading and construction.
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Potential impacts to the federally listed as endangered/state-listed as threatened  SKR (based on
trace, low or medium density sign over approximately 21 acres of the study area) are assessed as
significant.  No impacts are assessed to the federally listed as endangered Quino checkerspot
butterfly or threatened coastal California gnatcatcher as neither of these species were observed
during  the 1998 or 1999 protocol surveys within the project area.  If  these sensitive species are
located during subsequent focused surveys potentially required by the USFWS prior to
construction, impacts would be assessed as significant and mitigation would be negotiated with
the resource agencies to comply with the federal and state Endangered Species acts, as
applicable.

Impacts to habitat areas for the California horned lark (non-native grasslands) are considered
adverse but not significant due to the low level of sensitivity of this species (as defined above),
the temporary nature of most of the project-related loss of habitat, and extensive remaining
habitat within the region.

Foraging habitat for northern harrier, white-tailed kite, and other potential raptor species include
most of the habitats onsite.  Foraging habitat impacts are considered adverse but not significant
for the same reasons as enumerated for the California horned lark.  Impacts to active raptor nests,
however, are considered significant under the federal  MBTA.  Raptor nests generally occur in
large trees such as eucalyptus or willows.  Burrowing owl nests occur on the ground in burrows.
Although no nests were observed in the eucalyptus trees within the study area, two owl burrows
were identified, as noted above.  Potential impacts are assessed as significant as raptors can shift
nest locations from one season to the next, wherever appropriate habitat occurs.

Indirect impacts are effects to biological resources occurring due to project action on adjacent
areas or on regional wildlife corridors.  The proposed project would be located within an
alignment designated for a road right-of-way located along the edge, rather than crossing, of an
open space area.  Several other large scale preserves or open space set-asides are also located in
the general area.  The project would not, therefore, have any  significant impact on wildlife
movement over that already assumed in current development plans.

Construction would potentially impact 8.3 acres of  DCSS, 0.26 acre of mule fat scrub (under
CDFG jurisdiction), 0.29 acres of southern willow scrub (under CDFG jurisdiction), 13.1 acres
of non-native grassland, 0.4 acre of eucalyptus woodland, 108.5 acres of agriculture, and 26.6
acres of disturbed habitat (i.e., roads, cleared land, vacant lots, etc.).  The impact area also
includes areas that are under the jurisdiction of the USACOE (approximately 0.34 acre non-
vegetated Waters of the U.S. and 0.04 acre of wetlands) and CDFG (approximately 0.93 acre
total).  Impacts to  DCSS (total of 8.3 acres) are not considered substantial for the following
reasons:  (1) the habitat occurs in 17 low to moderate quality isolated patches surrounded by
agricultural land; (2) the habitat is not occupied by gnatcatchers, based on recent surveys
(HELIX 1998); and (3) the habitat is in an area for which developed uses are proposed under the
Johnson Ranch Specific Plan and FEIR (planned for certification in summer 1999).  Impacts to
both USACOE and CDFG jurisdictional waters and wetlands are also not considered substantial
due to their small size and because compliance with appropriate permit conditions (if any) is
assumed as part of project design.
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Kangaroo rat sign, indicating the possible presence of  SKR, also was located along the corridor.
Potentially significant impacts to this species have been assessed to approximately 21 acres
within the study corridor.  Potentially significant impacts are also assessed to nesting locales for
the burrowing owl and possible future raptor nesting locales within the eucalyptus woodland.

4.4.4  Mitigation Measures

Since no California gnatcatchers or Quino checkerspot butterflies were located within the project
area, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required.  Based on final design and
subsequent focused species surveys, should the conditions change and these species be found
onsite, then mitigation requirements (if any) will be negotiated during consultation with the
USFWS under the federal ESA.

• SKR impacts will be mitigated in accordance with RCHCA’s long-term Habitat
Conservation Plan (HCP) and section 10(a) permit for incidental take of SKR.  The project is
located outside SKR core reserve in western Riverside County; therefore, no additional
mitigation or take authorization is required.

• Focused raptor surveys within the final construction corridor will be done prior to vegetation
removal to ensure that no nesting raptors will be impacted.  For direct impacts on the
burrowing owl that are unavoidable, defined as the elimination of a burrow or construction
within 100 feet of a burrow, a raptor biologist with experience in burrowing owl relocation
will appraise the sites for a relocation effort or monitor forced dispersion from the burrows.
Indirect impacts on burrowing owls in the vicinity of project construction will be minimized
as much as possible by construction monitoring in areas of occupied habitat to ensure that a
minimum of 100 feet is maintained between construction activities and occupied burrows, as
feasible.

4.4.5  CEQA Level of Significance After Mitigation

Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce potential biological impacts to less-
than-significant levels.
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4.5  LAND USE

4.5.1  Existing Conditions

The reader is referred to Section 9.0 for analysis regarding existing land use.  Existing land use
information below provides current setting information for planned land analysis.

Existing Land Uses

The project area consists of a mostly undeveloped part of southwestern Riverside County;
comprised mainly of grassland and scrub-covered rolling hills located between Lake Skinner and
the city of Temecula.  Figure 4.5-1 exhibits the range of land uses found along the proposed
pipeline corridor.

The Skinner FP lies at the northeastern edge of the project limits.  This plant is part of
Metropolitan’s Lake Skinner facilities, which include a water storage reservoir and a regional
park facility.  Recreational activities available via access through the County Park entrance
include swimming, boating, camping and special events.

Immediately west and south of the Skinner FP are scattered, low-density single family residential
uses.  The immediate vicinity contains Metropolitan’s existing Second Aqueduct located within a
right-of-way containing Pipeline Nos. 3, 4 and 5;  where the proposed project would terminate.
The Second Aqueduct right-of-way also contains an approximately 20-foot wide dirt access road
and a number of ground-level facilities, including 30- to 40-foot tall concrete stack air vents and
a variety of valves, pumps, meters and other appurtenant equipment.  Rolling grassland, formerly
used for dryland farming, occupies the central segment of the project area.  There are no paved
roads in this area, and vehicular access is limited to a few dirt paths that stem from Buck Road,
south of Borel Road.

Major Land Holdings

Besides the Metropolitan property, three major land holdings occur within or adjacent to
proposed project limits.  These include Johnson Ranch (on which the proposed project would
largely be located) and Rancho Bella Vista (located west of the Second Aqueduct) specific plan
areas.  Future land uses within these properties are discussed under Planned Land Uses, below.
Additionally, just south of Johnson Ranch is land identified for preservation as a natural area.
This land is owned by the University of California Riverside (UCR).

As noted in the Government Code,

Building ordinances of a county or city shall not apply to the location or
construction of facilities for the production, generation, storage, or transmission
of water, wastewater, or electrical energy by a local agency.  Zoning ordinances
of a county or city shall not apply to the location or construction of facilities for
the production, generation, storage, or transmission of water, or for the production
or generation of electrical energy (Section 53091).
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The proposed project would cross the Johnson Ranch Specific Plan Area, however, and project
consistency with this plan is addressed in Section 4.5.3.

 Specific Plans
 
 The Johnson Ranch Specific Plan was recommended for approval by the County of Riverside
Planning Commission in November 1998.  Final approval by the County Board of Supervisors is
pending.  The current specific plan proposes 3,500 dwelling units, 222,000 square feet of
commercial use, 27 acres of active park facilities, a 16-acre landscaped parkway, and four
schools.  The specific plan also shows the location of the proposed Butterfield Stage Road
alignment.  Land along the proposed water transmission line facilities right-of-way is designated
for low density residential, medium density residential, town center, school, park and open space
land uses (Figure 4.5-2).  A total of 441 acres is proposed to be preserved as natural open space
within the Johnson Ranch Specific Plan area.

4.5.2  Significance Criteria

In accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G (1998), significant adverse impacts
will be assessed to planned land uses where the project would:

• Conflict with an applicable land use plan, policy or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction
over the project adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect

• Conflict with any adopted habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan

4.5.3  Impacts

Compatibility With Johnson Ranch Plan

The proposed alignment would be located beneath the future Butterfield Stage Road right-of-way
as conceptually shown in the November 1998 Johnson Ranch FEIR (County of Riverside 1998a).
Final alignment of the road is dependent on the approval of the Plan, its actual design, and final
acceptance by the County of Riverside.  Utility placement within public road rights-of-way is
standard planning procedure as it both (1) eases access to the facility during future routine or
emergency maintenance, and (2) minimizes ground disturbance impacts on adjacent properties.
In the current case, Johnson Ranch planners have identified the area northerly of the proposed
roadbed as open space.  Uses southerly of the proposed road are shown for open space, low and
medium density residential, school, community park and commercial uses.  Location of the
proposed Bypass pipeline in the road right-of-way rather than across the adjacent uses would be
preferred.  The existence of a water pipeline within the road right-of-way is therefore assessed as
compatible with the construction of a roadway.  No adverse impact is assessed to consistency
with the Johnson Ranch Specific Plan.
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Applicable Environmental Plan Consistency

Riverside County is not currently enrolled in the Natural Community Conservation Planning
(NCCP) Act of 1992 program participated in by many southern California jurisdictions.  They
do, however, have a county-wide Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) for SKR.  Based on Figure
VI.36 (Endangered, Rare & Threatened Wildlife Ranges and Habitats) in the county General
Plan, the project falls within known SKR habitat (County of Riverside 1994).  The project does
not fall within core habitat area.

Biological surveys have been conducted to determine what sensitive resources are present in the
project area.  These surveys found that, although not a core area for SKR, a kangaroo rat species
is present along the Bypass corridor. Any potential impacts to SKR would be mitigated in
accordance with the SKR Long-term HCP (see Section 4.4).  No conflict with the HCP is
assessed.

4.5.4  Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required because assessed planned land use impacts were less than
significant.

4.5.5  CEQA Level of Significance After Mitigation

All potential short- and long-term impacts to planned land uses remain below a level of
significance.
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4.6  CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGIC RESOURCES

4.6.1  Existing Conditions

Cultural Resources

Ethnography

The name Luiseño derives from Mission San Luis Rey de Francia and has been used to refer to
the Native Americans associated with the mission.  The territory of the Luiseño is generally
described as extending along the coast from Agua Hedionda Creek on the southwest to Aliso
Creek on the northwest.  On the north this boundary extended east beyond Santiago Peak to the
eastern side of the Elsinore Fault Valley, continuing southeast to Palomar Mountain, then around
the southern slope above the valley of San Jose.

Luiseño social organization is noted for “(1) extensive proliferation of social statuses, (2) clearly
defined ruling families that interlocked various rancherias within the ethnic nationality, (3) a
sophisticated philosophical structure associated with the taking of hallucinogenics (datura), and
(4) elaborate ritual paraphernalia including sand paintings symbolic of an avenging sacred being
named Chinigchingish”  (Bean and Shipek 1978:550).

Ethnographic and ethnohistoric studies of the Luiseño include Bean and Shipek (1978), Boscana
(1947), Kroeber (1976), Robinson (1947), Shipek (1977), Sparkman (1908), Talley (1982), and
White (1963).  Archaeological studies addressing the Late Prehistoric San Luis Rey complex
include Meighan (1954), McCown (1955), True et al. (1974) and Wallace (1960).  Most of the
ethnographic studies, as well as the “classic” archaeological studies of the Luiseño, have
concentrated on the Pauma Valley and the Palomar Mountain area, although Wallace’s (1960)
study was an archaeological survey of the Buena Vista Creek watershed.

History

Spanish explorers first traveled through the Temecula Valley during the late eighteenth century.
The valley became a major grain producer for Mission San Luis Rey.  The Temecula Valley was
granted to the Mission San Luis Rey in 1834, under the name Rancho Temecula.  When the
mission was surrendered to the Mexican government a year later, it was sold, along with Rancho
Temecula, to Pio Pico and Pablo de Portilla; although the sale was later declared “illegal”
(Salpas 1983:13).  During the 1840s, many land grants were given by Mexican governors,
including Rancho Temecula (Salpas 1983), generally located south of the project study area.

During the early 1800s, Alamos (later Old Town Murrieta) was a stop on the Sonoran Trail.  Los
Alamos Road linked Alamos and the Los Alamos Valley (now Auld Valley; City of Murrieta
1992).  Both the Temecula Rancho and the Pauba Rancho were later owned by Jean Louis
Vignes, a French vintner who is credited as the father of the wine industry in California (Salpas
1983), although ultimately ownership passed to Juan Murrieta.
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Murrieta sold 14,000 acres of Rancho Temecula in 1884 for development of the town later
named for him.  “Except for this sale, the Rancho Temecula and Rancho Pauba were never under
separate ownership until 1964 when Rancho California began subdividing” (Salpas 1983:14).
The project study area has continued in agricultural uses.

By 1861, Alamos became known as Willow Springs and was an established stage stop of the
Butterfield Overland Stage.  Native Americans of the area were forcibly relocated onto land
south of the Temecula River in 1875, and the Pechanga Reservation was established about 10
years later (Keller 1995).  In 1882, the California Southern Railroad reached the valley, and the
town of Murrieta was founded in 1884.  The town grew rapidly, with an estimated population of
800 by 1890 (Keller 1995).  Los Alamos Road became an important market road between
Murrieta and the grain fields of Los Alamos (City of Murrieta 1992).  Growth of the area did not
last, however.  Due to frequent washouts, the railroad line through Temecula Valley was
ultimately abandoned.  “The elimination of rail service, coupled with water problems and the
collapse of the land boom, resulted in Murrieta reverting to a small farming community” (Keller
1995:23).

Records Search Data

Records searches were requested and received from the Eastern Information Center at the
University of California, Riverside for the project area and a one-mile radius around it.

Approximately 20 archaeological projects have been conducted within a one-mile radius of the
study area, including portions of the study area itself.  Large areal surveys in the immediate
vicinity of the study area include Johnson Ranch (Drover 1987), Rancho Bella Vista (Corbin
1978; Wilke 1984), San Diego Pipeline No. 6 (Cultural Resources Management Services 1992),
and the “Dutch Village” project (Drover 1990a, 1990b; Keller 1991).  Approximately 25
archaeological sites have been recorded within a one-mile radius of the study area.  The majority
of these sites are located in proximity to branches of Tucalota Creek (north of the project
alignment).  For the most part, these surveys were done a number of years ago and require
updating.

Two sites have been previously recorded in the project study corridor.  CA-RIV-3478 was
described as a bedrock mortar and three grinding slicks on two boulders, as well as two quartz
flakes.  Drover (1987) indicated that dark grey soils around the features suggested some potential
for subsurface deposit.  CA-RIV-3476 is located in the northern portion of Johnson Ranch.  The
site was originally (Drover 1987) described as a large bedrock milling complex containing over
60 slicks and 15 mortars, lithic artifacts, and midden soils (soils which are darker than
surrounding soils due to the incorporation of organic material within them; i.e., human waste and
trash).  Elsewhere in the report, the site was noted as “a central habitation location” (Drover
1987:10).  Artifacts were 1 mano and over 50 quartz and basalt flakes (site record, on file at
Eastern Information Center).  Neither of these sites is currently listed on any federal, state, or
local register of historic places.
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Project Survey

A field survey was conducted on May 15, 1998, as well as June 17, 1999 (Affinis 1998, 1999).
Where access was granted, the pipeline corridor was surveyed using parallel transects spaced
15m apart.  In most areas, ground visibility was quite good, due to recent disking or clearing of
brush.  In some areas, thick ground cover limited visibility.  No historic structures were observed
within the potential project impact areas during survey.

As related  previously, two prehistoric archaeological sites had been previously recorded within
the project area.  Both sites were relocated, generally as recorded.  In addition, one previously
unknown prehistoric site was found during survey for the proposed project.  All three of the
archaeological sites are within the Johnson Ranch property.  These resources are described
below.

CA-RIV-3475.  During the  1998 survey, at least seven slicks were noted; some boulders
contained more than one slick.  The bedrock milling features generally are in a large group of
bedrock boulders of various sizes.  One slick was located about 15m southwest of the main
group of boulders.  Artifacts noted were a quartz core and one piece of debitage.  One apparently
natural basin appears to hold water for a time after rainfall.

CA-RIV-3476.  During the 1998 survey, this previously located site was found generally as
originally recorded.  Grass cover somewhat limited ground visibility, and the only artifact
observed was a shaped, bifacial mano near one of the bedrock milling features.  The southern
boundary of the site was established during the June 1999 survey.  Although the bulk of the site
is located to the north, several milling features, a mano and a chert flake located on the northern
portion of the southwestern trending swath.

CA-RIV-6094.  This site is a (newly located) small milling locus in proximity to CA-RIV-3475.
The site consists of three slicks on one large, relatively low rock.  No artifacts were observed.

Paleontologic Resources

Geologic Setting

The project alignments encompass a number of surficial and underlying geologic deposits,
including Quaternary older alluvium, Jurassic to Cretaceous intrusive rocks, and the Jurassic
Bedford Canyon Formation.  Geologic descriptions and onsite locations of these units are
provided in Section 4.1, Geology/Soils, with paleontologic resource potentials outlined below.

The following assessment of paleontologic resource potential is based on resource information
and regulatory guidelines contained in: federal and state legislation and executive directives, the
Riverside County General Plan (1994b) and a number of paleontologic analyses conducted in the
project vicinity.  Resource potential for individual geologic deposits within the project
alignments is summarized below, followed by an outline of associated regulatory guidelines.
Recent topsoils and construction fill are considered to have no potential for the occurrence of
paleontologic resources and are not evaluated below.
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Quaternary Older Alluvium.  The only known recorded fossil locality from these materials is a
site which yielded fossil elephant remains during construction of the Lake Skinner Dam
(Metropolitan 1993).  Based on this site and the general lack of known data for older alluvial
deposits in other areas, this unit is assigned a moderate to unknown paleontologic resource
potential.

Jurassic to Cretaceous Igneous Intrusive Rocks.  Igneous rocks are derived from a molten source
and crystallize into rock units after cooling.  Because of their molten origin, these rocks
generally exhibit no potential for the occurrence of significant paleontologic resources.

Jurassic Bedford Canyon Formation.  This unit includes a series of meta-sediments which have
been altered by low-grade metamorphic activity.  Such processes involve episodes of heat and/or
pressure which modify the character of the subject rocks and are generally not conducive to the
preservation of fossils.  While rare (and poorly preserved) fossil occurrences have been observed
in these rocks from areas to the west (Langenwalter 1993), they are assigned a low paleontologic
potential.

4.6.2  Significance Criteria

Cultural Resources

The State CEQA Guidelines (Appendix G; 1998) indicate that a project could have a significant
effect on the environment related to cultural resources if it would:

• Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical or archaeological
resource

• Disturb human remains

The term “significance” as applied to an archaeological site differs in its meaning from the
CEQA term “significant project impact.”  The CEQA “significance” of an impact is a definition
that refers to the  level of environmental impact by a proposed project with permit-approved
activities, while the “significance” of cultural resources is an assessment of “importance” of a
cultural resource to the citizens of California.  For the purposes of assessing the significance of a
cultural resource, the California Public Resources Code Section 5024.1(c) is used; cited in State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(3)(A, B, C and D).  According to the code, an “important”
(i.e., significant) cultural resource is one which:

(A) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage;

(B) Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past;
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(C) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of
construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses
high artistic values; or

(D) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.

Impacts to sites which are not considered to be “important” resources under the code are not
considered to be significant impacts.  However, public agencies are encouraged to avoid
damaging a cultural resources site whenever feasible, regardless of the site’s significance.

Paleontologic Resources

The State CEQA Guidelines (Appendix G; 1998) indicate that a project could have a significant
effect on the environment related to paleontologic resources if it would:

• Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontologic resource or site

4.6.3  Impacts

Cultural Resources

Three sites are subject to potential impacts resulting from project implementation.  The largest
and apparently most important site (CA-RIV-3476) would potentially be subject to the least
impact as a large portion of this site is located north of the proposed impact footprint.  None of
these sites has been tested to assess importance/significance at this time.  Each of the sites
consists of milling features, which are food processing stations.  It therefore appears reasonable
to assume that they could contain information regarding food products, processing techniques
and prehistoric/ethnohistoric Native American lifestyle.  Any or all of these sites potentially
could be found important under criterion C or D, above.  Potentially significant impacts are
assessed.

Paleontologic Resources

The proposed Bypass Project would cross deposits of Quaternary Older Alluvium, which contain
an unknown to moderate potential for containing fossil material.  Project-related activities in this
area are therefore assessed as potentially resulting in significant impacts to paleontologic
resources.

4.6.4  Mitigation Measures

Cultural Resources

• If, following final design and a construction year field check, CA-RIV-3475, -3476 and/or
-6094 are located within the impact footprint, a Phase II testing program shall be conducted
to assess site content and significance/importance eligibility.  This testing program shall be
implemented prior to initiation of construction activities.
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• The results of any Phase II test excavation will determine the need for a Phase III data
recovery (mitigation) program.

• If one or more sites is assessed as significant (important), Metropolitan shall prepare a
treatment plan for the recovery and treatment of significant archaeological resources during
project final design.

 

• If Native American remains are accidentally uncovered during excavation, Metropolitan will
comply with existing law (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5[e]).

• Indirect impacts to sites shall be mitigated as appropriate through staking of a buffer area and
presence of an archaeological monitor during construction in the vicinity of CA-RIV-3475,
-3476, and -6094 if the sites are not being directly impacted during construction.

• A final report of findings summarizing the results of the mitigation program and presenting
an inventory of any recovered archaeological remains and a description of their scientific
importance shall be prepared (if applicable).

Paleontologic Resources

• A qualified paleontologist will be retained for the proposed project (project paleontologist),
and will attend the pre-construction meeting to discuss the mitigation procedures with project
grading and excavation contractors.

• The project paleontologist or a paleontologic monitor will be onsite to inspect for the
presence of fossils during original cutting of previously undisturbed sediments of the
described Quaternary Older Alluvium. The described monitoring will initially be at least
half-time for the Older Alluvium.  Monitoring time will be subsequently increased or
decreased, based on the initial results and direction by the project paleontologist. Specific
monitoring locations and timing will be determined by the project paleontologist, after
consultation with the excavation and grading supervisors.

 

• In the event that well-preserved fossils are discovered, temporary diversion of earth moving
construction equipment, if warranted, in the area of discovery will occur to allow recovery of
fossil materials in a timely manner. Recovered fossil materials will be cleaned, sorted and
catalogued, and will then be deposited in a  designated repository.

• A report summarizing the results, analyses and conclusions of the above-described
monitoring and salvage activities (including a map showing site locations) will be prepared.

4.6.5  CEQA Level of Significance After Mitigation

Implementation of appropriate testing/data recovery programs discussed above would mitigate
impacts to below a level of significance for both cultural resources and paleontologic resources.
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4.7  TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION

4.7.1  Existing Conditions

Existing traffic data and road conditions were obtained via several visits to the study area and
conversations with traffic personnel at Riverside County (HELIX 1998 and 1999, Kennedy/Jenks
1998).  Information on existing and planned right-of-way width, traffic volumes and capacity
was obtained from the Riverside County Road Department and the Johnson Ranch Specific Plan
No. 307 and EIR No. 402.

The reader is referred to Section 9.0 of this document for a discussion of emergency access,
design feature hazards, alternative transportation and parking capability issues.

Area Roadways

Washington Street/Borel Road is the closest paved road to the proposed Bypass Project.  It is
currently classified as a local road (60 feet of right-of-way), and is a two-lane undivided roadway
in the project area.  Proposed plans would upgrade Washington Street/Borel Road to an Arterial
Highway (110 feet of right-of-way with four travel lanes, two bike lanes and center 12- to 18-
foot landscape parkway width).  The planned Butterfield Stage Road alignment (crossing
Johnson Ranch within the Bypass Project corridor) is currently undeveloped but also is proposed
to be an Arterial Highway (County of Riverside 1998a).

Several other roads are located west, north and south of the proposed project which are primary
roads for the area.  Between I-15 and the vicinity of its intersection with Nicolas Road,
Winchester Road is a six-lane divided roadway.  As it proceeds northeast, it changes to a two-
lane undivided roadway.  Benton Road, a four-lane divided road turning into a two-lane
undivided roadway, connects Winchester Road with Washington Street.  South of the project
area is Rancho California Road, a two-lane undivided roadway.

Area roadways have generally been designed to accommodate future planned growth in the area.
Although specific information is not available for all project area roadways, as illustrated in
Table 4.7-1, area roadways and freeways for which data are available are operating at
approximately 20 to 45 percent of their design capacity.  This is well within acceptable service
levels.

According to the Johnson Ranch Specific Plan No. 307/EIR No. 402, the intersection of
Winchester Road and Nicolas Road is currently operating at Level of Service (LOS) B.  Benton
Road and Auld Road (just north of the project area) intersections with Winchester Road and
Washington Street are currently operating at LOS A.
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Table 4.7-1
ROADWAY CAPACITY

Existing Street Crossed or Utilized

Design
Capacity

1996

Average
Daily Traffic

(1997)
Percent of
Capacity

Nicolas Road at Winchester Road 24,0003 10,3331 43
Winchester Road at South Junction I-15 59,0003 20,0002 34
Rancho California Road south of Glenoaks Road 12,0004 4,6804 39
Domenigoni Parkway west of Sanderson 34,0001 8,5505 25
I-15 north of Highway 79 422,4002 84,0002 20
I-215 south of Murrieta Hot Springs Road 211,2002 51,0002 24
1 City of Temecula
2 Caltrans
3 CDM 1997
4 County of Riverside, Transportation Department, Traffic Division
5 City of Hemet

4.7.2  Significance Criteria

Relevant significance thresholds in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines (1998) indicate
that a project could have a significant effect on the environment related to traffic and circulation
if the project would:

• Cause an increase in traffic, which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and
capacity of the street system

• Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by the
county congestion management agency for designated roadways

4.7.3  Impacts

Potential impacts assessed in this discussion are related to construction effects on local
roadways.

Potential traffic impacts due to physical disturbance of the roadbed could occur on Washington
Street/Borel Road where the proposed pipeline  corridor would cross the road right-of-way.
Construction activities could cause detours outside the existing pavement or the temporary
shutdown of one lane of traffic.  Potential impacts would also occur where road crossings could
require detours to temporary pavement at Bootlegg Road.

As noted in the project description, a  traffic control plan would be prepared prior to
construction.  The plan would address lane closure, necessary signage and any necessary
measures to maintain adequate traffic flow such as flag persons or temporary detour/pavement.
Given the low number of residences along these roads, potential impacts would be expected to
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result in minor delays for commuters.  Temporary access to homes would be provided during
construction regardless of the length of impact, therefore, no adverse impacts are assessed to
residential access.

The Butterfield Stage Road alignment is currently undeveloped, and this project assumes
possible rough grading for a portion of the future road.  If this project were delayed and
Butterfield Stage Road were to be constructed prior to the proposed pipeline, however, impacts
could occur to traffic flow.  This would be due to potential detours outside the existing pavement
or temporary shutdown of one lane (out of four) of traffic during removal of blacktop and
trenching within the newly paved road.  It is not anticipated that the potential temporary loss of a
single lane would pose a significant adverse effect during peak rush hours on Butterfield Stage
Road.

With regard to project-related traffic loading on area roadways, effects would be related to
potential soil movement and construction worker traffic.  Initial projections estimate that
between 60,000 and 80,000 cubic yards (cy) of soil may require removal from the project area.
Dual bed, 12 cy capacity haul trucks would generate approximately 20 to 27 trucks per day on
project roads.  Appropriate soil types would be trucked no further than the Skinner facilities or
would be used along Butterfield Stage Road rough grading as appropriate.  Potentially longer
haul routes would transport soil out Benton Road to Winchester Road or Rancho California
Road; both ultimately to access I-15 or I-215.  A more northeastern destination could take the
trucks along Domenigoni Parkway to State Street/R3, northerly to State Street/R3, and then
northerly to SR-60 or I-10.  Excluding haul activities, the anticipated daily trips during
construction from project-related vehicles for workers and delivery of pipe and bedding materials
could range from  36 to  90 round trips per day, assuming  between 6 and 30 workers onsite and
depending on the rate of pipe construction.

According to the Riverside County Transportation Commission, no LOS is established for
Washington Street/Borel Road or Bootlegg Road.  The recommended LOS for Highway 79
between Simpson Road and I-15 is “C” (Medina 1999: pers. comm.).

Although current traffic count information is not available for all area roadways in this rural and
semi-rural area, the information available illustrates that area roadways are carrying levels of
traffic well under their design capacities (Table 4.7-1). As shown on Table 4.7-1,  Highway 79 is
operating at approximately  34 percent of design capacity. This is additionally illustrated by level
of service ratings A and B at nearby intersections.  Therefore, although project-related traffic
would temporarily contribute to general loading onto area roadways, it would not cause a
permanent increase substantial in relation to existing traffic load and capacity of the street
system; nor would it result in an exceedance of acceptable LOS on designated roadways.
Potential impacts with regard to increases in overall traffic during the construction period are
assessed as relatively minor and less than significant.

4.7.4  Mitigation Measures

No significant impacts were assessed and no mitigation is required.
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4.7.5  CEQA Level of Significance After Mitigation

No mitigation is proposed due to incorporation of alleviating measure into project design
(preparation of a traffic control plan prior to construction and obtaining any encroachment
permits, as appropriate).  Potential impacts remain less than significant.
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4.8  NOISE

4.8.1  Existing Conditions

The project study area is in low-density residential, agricultural or open space  areas.  These land
uses do not usually produce high levels of noise.  Major sources of noise in the local area include
adjacent roadways and the French Valley Airport (northwest of the site).  The reader is referred
to Section 9.0 of this document for information regarding groundborne vibration or noise, and
projects within two miles of an airport or private airstrip.

Noise Survey Methodology

An analysis of sensitive receptors was completed by the noise technical specialist to select the
optimal ambient noise monitoring locations (DHK Engineers 1998).  No identifiable sensitive
receptors (e.g., schools, hospitals, etc.) are located in proximity to the project.  An ambient noise
survey was conducted in the area on August 26, 1998, to document existing levels of noise.  Two
noise monitoring locations (Figure 4.8-1) were identified along the potential corridor to
characterize the existing ambient noise in the project area.

Continuous measurements of A-weighted sound were made over a 30-minute period using a
QUEST Model 2800 sound level meter.  Noise monitoring was completed during typical
construction working hours.  The noise meter was positioned at a height of about five feet above
the ground.  Foam windscreens, 3-1/2” in diameter, were used to reduce wind-generated noise.
The calibration levels of the instrument were checked before and after the monitoring periods.
All intermittent calibrations were verified and were within the normal error band.  The
instrument was also programmed to measure and record the equivalent sound level (Leq) for each
30-minute session, as well as store the maximum and minimum sound levels.  The existing
ambient noise profiles within the construction area were generally consistent (Leq +/- 2 dBA over
any one-hour period) throughout the daylight periods.  A brief description of each monitoring
location and the types of sounds heard during the survey are presented below.

Noise Monitoring Site 1 [08/26/98-4:00 to 4:30 p.m.].  Located in the vicinity of the Skinner FP,
Site 1 was situated along Bootlegg Road.  Site 1 is located among several ranchettes which are
situated in a valley and would be the nearest residential receptors during project construction.
Local vehicular traffic along Bootlegg Road, traffic along Borel Road, and aircraft were the
predominant noise contributors.

Noise Monitoring Site 2 [08/26/98-4:35 to 5:05 p.m.].  Site 2 was adjacent to the Skinner FP and
Borel Road, and characterizes the ambient noise contributions from the plant and local vehicular
traffic.  Borel Road traffic was the predominant noise source.

Noise Survey Results

The noise survey provided typical ambient noise characteristics associated with residential and
undeveloped areas.  As noted above, traffic noise and occasional aircraft operations were the
predominant noise generating sources within the project area.  Generally, the Lmax values (the
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loudest sound level recorded during the monitoring session) were recorded during traffic
acceleration or deceleration activities.  Lmin values (the lowest sound level recorded during the
monitoring session) were recorded without traffic and represent the potential “quiet non-traffic”
profile.  The Lmin values can also be assumed to be representative of the noise profiles within the
undeveloped areas of the project.  Leq (equivalent sound levels) are the averaged time-weighted
values in which comparison of long-term project and county standards are used.  Maximum
decibel levels for the monitoring locations were 75.9 and 84.6 dBA.  Minimum noise levels were
39.9 and 41.1 dBA.  The Leq levels for the two sites were 47.6 and 58.9 dB.

Existing Regulations

Regulations governing construction noise in the county include limits on construction hours.
The county (Ordinance 457-89G - Construction Noise) prohibits construction activities within
one-quarter mile of residents between the hours of 6 p.m. to 6 a.m. June through September, and
6 p.m. to 7 a.m. October through May.  The county also specifies average decibel levels
considered compatible with various land uses.  These relate to long-term operational noise
effects and are not relevant to the current project.  The county does not regulate noise levels
during project construction.

4.8.2  Significance Criteria

Relevant criteria from the State CEQA Guidelines (Appendix G; 1998) indicate that a project
may have a significant effect on the environment if it would:

• Expose persons to or generate noise levels exceeding standards established in applicable
general plans or noise ordinances

• Substantially increase the ambient noise levels for the adjoining area (permanently,
periodically or temporarily)

General land planning compatibility (greater than 65 dBA Community Noise Equivalent Level
[CNEL] or day-night equivalent A-weighted sound level [Ldn] for permanent/operational
facilities) is often used to help define the term “substantially.”  (Land use compatibility issues are
typically evaluated to determine long-term project noise contributions and incorporation of
acoustical design features into the new project.)  The CNEL or Ldn is the equivalent sound level
for a 24-hour period with an additional 10 dB weighting imposed on levels between 10 p.m. and
7 a.m.  Audibility of noise increase is generally assessed at three dBA (or greater), when the
human ear generally assesses the noise as “twice as loud.”

4.8.3  Impacts

The evaluation of potential noise impacts considered sound generated during the construction
and operation of the project.  In general, a water pipeline is not a significant noise generator in
that there are few noise sources associated with fluid flowing in an underground pipeline.
Except around surface features such as valve structures or vents, water pipelines are inaudible.
There will be small motors associated with blowoff structures but these would be inside concrete
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vaults and underground.  Noise impacts from these sources would be minimal.  Long-term
operational noise effects are therefore not assessed further in this section.  Potential project noise
impacts derive exclusively from construction or irregular maintenance activities.

Construction noise would create a short-term significant impact (generally seven to eight hours
per day during construction of a specific pipeline section) on ambient noise levels by
construction equipment (including trucks, graders, bulldozers, concrete mixers and portable
generators).  Average noise levels 50 feet from trenching construction activities have been
identified by the Environmental Protection Agency as 84 dBA for ground clearing, 89 dBA for
excavation, 88 dBA for foundations, 79 dBA for erection/placement of pipe and 84 dBA for
finishing (CDM 1997).  Equipment anticipated to be used during the construction project
includes two wheel loaders, one dozer/scraper, one welding truck, one water truck, one
compactor, one paving equipment vehicle, and two miscellaneous construction equipment
vehicles.

The most prevalent noise source in construction equipment is the internal combustion engine
(usually diesel-powered) used to provide motive or operating power.  Internal combustion
engines are used for propulsion and for powering working mechanisms (buckets, arms, trenchers,
etc.).  Engine power may vary from about 50 horsepower (hp) to over 600 hp.  Typical operating
cycles may involve one or two minutes of full-power operation, followed by three or four
minutes at lower power.  Noise levels at 50 ft. from earth-moving equipment range from about
73 to 96 dBA.

Expected use of materials-handling equipment includes cranes, concrete mixers and concrete
pumps.  Noise levels at 50 feet range from about 76 to 88 dBA.  Although the equipment is less
noisy than the more mobile sources, it has a tendency to be parked in one location for a greater
part of the workday.  The noise impact zone is, therefore, about the same as the highly mobile
sources in that the reduced mobility compensates for the lower noise generation rate.

The open nature of the project area would require grading activity as well as potentially some
heavy rock moving/blasting activities.  Although blasting could generate some noise, it would be
relatively restricted in both location and duration.  Blasting operations do not normally generate
much noise in excess of ambient construction noise levels and, in general, would have only a low
muffled sound in a very localized area adjacent to the trench  (potential vibration associated with
the blasting could be felt up to approximately 0.5 mile from the blast site but would be extremely
limited in occurrence).  Overall, noise which increases the existing ambient noise by 3 dBA are
generally audible to the human ear.  Construction noise typically has a drop off rate of 6 dBA per
doubling of distance.  Table 4.8-1 summarizes the anticipated noise levels during the excavation
process.

One home is located within 100 feet of the proposed alignment, north of Bootlegg Road; at least
one other is within approximately 400 feet of the proposed construction.  The ambient noise
reading in this vicinity was 47.6 dBA average, with a spike of 75.9 dBA.  Anticipated noise
during project construction would have an average level of 83 dBA at 100 feet and 71 dBA at
400 feet.  Although the maximum noise level anticipated at 400 feet may not be perceived as
louder than existing spikes in the ambient noise, the construction noise would be perceivable.
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Table 4.8-1
ANTICIPATED NOISE LEVELS GENERATED BY PROJECT CONSTRUCTION

Distance from
alignment (feet) Maximum (dBA)

Average (CNEL
day/night)1 Minimum(dBA)

100 89 83/79 64
200 83 77/73 58
400 77 71/67 52
800 71 65/61 46

1,600 65 59/54 40
3,200 59 53/48 34
6,400 53 47/-- 30

1Community Noise Equivalent Level  (day/night)  25% of maximum based on load profiles
and construction practices.

The difference in ambient and construction conditions at 100 feet would result in a loud exterior
setting which would be noticeably different from existing ambient conditions.  Overall,
residences within 400 feet of the construction corridor would experience adverse noise effects on
a daily basis for  a brief period during project construction  in the immediate vicinity.  Additional
rural residences within up to 6,400 feet of the construction along the alignment could experience
a  detectable  increase (less than one minute) in ambient noise.  The resident would only notice
from which direction the noise was emanating.  Nonetheless, for those located immediately
adjacent to construction activities, these transitory effects may be perceived as significant.

Stationary equipment which could be used during construction activities may include generators,
pumps and air compressors.  Typical noise levels at a distance of 50 feet range from 69 to 86
dBA. Nocturnal noise generating activities would only occur if emergency operations become
necessary to protect pipeline integrity or for public safety.  In this case, engines may require
operation during the night (such as dewatering pumps or generators on traffic control warning or
advisory signs). In the rare instance in which such engines would be required adjacent to a
residence, engines running at night may comprise a sleep-disturbing nuisance.  If the noise level
from a pump or generator is 75 dB along a direct line-of-sight at 50 feet from the source, the
level would still be 56 dB at 500 feet.  Structural noise attenuation with open bedroom windows
is around 10 dB, i.e., noise levels of 46 dB would be heard inside a home at 500 feet from the
source.

Although, as discussed above, daytime noise impacts associated with construction of a linear
facility are extremely transitory, they are being conservatively assessed as significant due to the
temporary increase in ambient noise levels during the construction effort.  These adverse effects,
as well as potential impacts associated with (unanticipated but possible need for) nighttime hour
generators/pumps would be lessened through the following mitigation measures.
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4.8.4  Mitigation Measures

• Metropolitan’s construction contractor will limit the hours of construction to the hours
specified in the county of Riverside’s noise ordinance for construction activities.

• Metropolitan will consult with local planning jurisdictions to determine and select the most
feasible haul route to minimize noise impacts in residential areas.

• No less than two weeks prior to construction, residents within 400 feet of the alignment will
receive notification stating the approximate dates of equipment operations.  The notification
will contain a contact telephone number where any noise complaints may be lodged.

• If emergency situations occur or night-time ground dewatering activities are required, then
acoustically enclosed emergency generator sets shall be located to minimize noise impacts to
adjacent residences.

4.8.5  CEQA Level of Significance After Mitigation

Implementation of the mitigation measures described above would mitigate short-term
construction noise impacts to adjacent homes and potential nighttime noise impacts to less-than-
significant levels.  No long-term noise impacts are anticipated.
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5.0  GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires a project proponent to address the
growth-inducing impacts of any proposed project.  Specifically, Section 15126.2(d) of the State
CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of the potential of the project to:

foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either
directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment.  Included in this are projects which
would remove obstacles to population growth . . . .

Metropolitan has a legally mandated responsibility to its member agencies.  Its authority does not
extend to control over the location and means of use of the water if it is put to proper municipal
uses within the boundaries of Metropolitan’s service area.  Metropolitan must plan for facilities
to accommodate growth that is planned for and approved by the cities and counties in which its
member agencies provide water service.  These facilities are planned and constructed to meet the
demand created by population growth, but the facilities do not foster growth or create
development in undeveloped areas, either directly or indirectly.

The proposed project does not extend new utility lines into an area previously beyond service
boundaries.  Rather, the San Diego Pipeline No. 3 Bypass would provide an approximately 1.4
mile-long pipeline connection from the Skinner FP to the existing San Diego Pipeline No. 3.
The Bypass would simply alter the specific water type within the pipeline, allowing conversion
of the transmission facility to treated rather than raw water.  There would be no expansion of use
associated with this project.  Therefore, the proposed project would not induce substantial
population growth in the vicinity, either directly or indirectly.
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6.0  CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The proposed project is located within an area which is currently exhibiting a rapid
transformation from a rural to a more urban setting.  Given the transitory nature of the
construction effort anticipated for the proposed project and the fact that long-term effects to
sensitive resources (e.g., biological/cultural resources) would be localized for a pipeline project,
as opposed to potentially widespread (e.g., traffic congestion), the cumulative impacts analysis
addresses reasonably foreseeable projects within one mile of the project site.  A number of
development projects in the immediate vicinity (i.e., within one mile of the project) are either (1)
under construction, (2) approved or (3) currently proposed (Table 6-1).

Table 6-1
LARGE-SCALE PRIVATE DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS WITHIN ONE MILE

Development Jurisdiction
Residential

Units

Industrial/
Office

Commercial
Acreage

Total
Acres

Crown Valley Specific Plan No. 238 County 591 0 166
Murrieta Hot Springs and Alta
Murrieta Specific Plan 103 (also
includes Winchester Mesa)

Murrieta 12,366 36 2,715

Johnson Ranch Specific Plan County 4,500 35 1,376
Rancho Bella Vista Specific Plan
No. 184 (as amended)

County 1,998 0 798

Roripaugh Ranch Specific Plan Temecula 1,800 11 790

TOTAL 21,255 82 5,845

Cumulatively, these development projects total an estimated 21,255 dwelling units, and
approximately 82 acres of office, commercial and industrial use on a total of 5,845 acres.

In addition to these large-scale private projects, several public linear projects are currently being
planned which could be under construction concurrently with the proposed project.  These
include the Butterfield Stage Road (County of Riverside), Nicolas Road (City of Temecula) and
Murrieta Hot Springs Road (County of Riverside) improvements.  Three water service projects
are also planned.  Metropolitan is planning one additional pipeline – the approved San Diego
Pipeline No. 6 Project which would consist of a 9-to-10-foot diameter pipeline extending from
the Skinner FP to northern San Diego County.  It would be located in the vicinity of Buck Road
(within the Johnson Ranch Property) in the area of the proposed project.  This pipeline is
currently planned to be on-line in 2008; it is not likely that impacts resulting from its
construction or implementation would be commensurate with those of the Bypass project.  The
RCWD EM-20 Turnout and Transmission Main would be located in the immediate vicinity of
the Bypass Project (northwestern Johnson Ranch).  It would consist of a five-foot diameter
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pipeline linear right-of-way extending from the Skinner FP to just east of the intersection of
Nicolas Road and Winchester Road/SR-79.  This project is currently scheduled to be on-line in
2001, and it is likely that construction would be ongoing commensurate with that for the Bypass
Project.  The third project also is an RCWD project – the Nicolas Reservoir and Transmission
Main Project.  This project consists of a 7 MG reservoir and associated pipelines ranging up to
30 inches in size from Murrieta Hot Springs Road to future Butterfield Stage Road (for a total of
approximately 3.6 miles of linear right-of-way).  This project is currently anticipated to go on-
line in 2002.

The combined projects (i.e., planned developments in Table 6-1 and the linear projects) would
create an overall change in the once rural and sparsely populated nature of the region.  The
increase in units and related demands along neighborhood roads and for local services and
utilities would cumulatively impact the area.  In addition, implementation of these projects could
encourage the conversion of adjoining lands to similar uses, indirectly resulting in expansion of
developed uses and loss of rural area in this portion of the county.  Natural biological habitat and
agricultural lands will be converted to more developed uses, with associated losses in county
farming and sensitive species.

The potential for cumulative impacts is discussed below.  None of the proposed project’s
contributions to cumulative area effects is assessed as cumulatively significant/considerable (per
Section 15130 of the State CEQA Guidelines).  The discussion below briefly describes the basis
for concluding that each incremental effect is less than cumulatively considerable.

6.1  GEOLOGY AND SOILS

As noted in Section 4.1 of this EIR, the proposed project would be designed to be in compliance
with applicable state and local regulations, and would not result in significant project specific
geologic impacts.  The proposed project is also not expected to significantly contribute to a
cumulative impact when considered with future projects in the area.  This conclusion is based on
a number of factors, including the nature of geologic impacts (which, except for erosion, are
generally not subject to cumulative effects), as well as the fact that other planned land
development projects in the area also would be designed and constructed in compliance with
applicable regulatory guidelines.  The issue of erosion is discussed below under Hydrology and
Water Quality.

6.2  HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

The proposed land development projects in Table 6-1 could contribute to water quality impacts
in the region through the introduction of urban contaminants in local watersheds primarily
immediately following rainfall events.  In these instances runoff entering streams would contain
some pollutants typical of urban use, potentially impacting downstream water quality.  Siltation
from exposed ground surfaces during grading may also affect downstream water quality,
particularly during the period between construction and the completion of restoration activities.
The project design includes a number of measures to avoid or reduce short-term
erosion/sedimentation effects, with no associated cumulative effects anticipated.  In addition,
because the proposed project facilities would consist of water conveyance pipelines located



6-3

entirely underground, no long-term cumulative water quality impacts related to
erosion/sedimentation are expected.  Through implementation of these measures, the project’s
contribution to cumulative water quality impacts will be rendered less than cumulatively
considerable and is therefore assessed as less than significant.

6.3  AIR QUALITY

CEQA Requirements

A project may have impacts that are less than significant when considered alone but when these
impacts are combined with impacts from other planned projects in the affected area they may
have a significant adverse impact on the environment.  The State CEQA Guidelines, Section
15065 (c), require that the lead agency find that a project is significant when it has possible
environmental effects which are individually limited but cumulatively considerable.
“Cumulatively considerable” is defined as the incremental effects of an individual project are
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of probable future projects as defined in Section 15130 of the
State CEQA Guidelines.

Section 15130, Subsection (a) (4), of the recently revised State CEQA Guidelines allows an EIR
to determine that a project’s contribution to a significant cumulative impact is de minimus and
therefore not significant if  the environmental conditions would essentially be the same whether
or not the proposed project is implemented.  Unless the project’s contribution meets the de
minimus threshold,  the EIR must either make a finding that the project’s adverse impacts are
cumulatively considerable or  briefly describe the basis for concluding that an incremental effect
is not cumulatively considerable.   Subsection (b) (1) (B) allows the lead agency to rely on
findings in a prior environmental document which has been adopted or certified which described
regional or areawide conditions contributing to the cumulative impact in making a determination
that the project’s effect is not cumulatively considerable.

Related Projects

Air quality impacts from the operation of Metropolitan’s project  would have no impact on either
local or regional air quality.  Therefore, the project meets the de minimus requirement of CEQA
and  would make no long-term contribution to the cumulative deterioration of air quality,
regardless of any adverse impacts from other projects in the region.  The following four
development projects have been identified that could possibly be under construction
simultaneously with the project:



6-4

Table 6-2
RELEVANT LARGE-SCALE DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS

FOR CUMULATIVE AIR QUALITY

Project Size

Crown Valley Specific Plan No. 236
(County of Riverside) 591 residential units (186A)
Murrieta Hot Springs and Alta Murrieta
Specific Plan (County of Riverside) 12,306 residential units (2,715A)
Johnson Ranch Specific Plan
(County of Riverside)

4,500 residential units, 35 commercial/
office (1,376A)

Rancho Bella Vista Specific Plan
(County of Riverside) 1,998 residential units (798A)

Each of these projects is a large project with potentially significant air quality impacts requiring
full review under CEQA.  These impacts  would be mitigated to the maximum extent feasible
through compliance with mitigation measures contained in the SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality
Handbook, consistent with measures identified in this analysis.

In addition to the large development projects listed here, several other projects in the vicinity
could also  be under construction simultaneously with the proposed project.  These include: the
Butterfield Stage Road,  Nicolas Road and Murrieta Hot Springs Road improvements and the
Rancho California Water District’s EM-20 Turnout and Transmission Main project  connecting
to Lake Skinner and transporting water southerly from the connection point to the vicinity of the
Nicholas Road/Winchester Road intersection.  All of these projects will also require CEQA
review and mitigation of significant air quality impacts.  One approved project, the San Diego
Pipeline No. 6, has already undergone CEQA review and is scheduled for completion in the year
2008.  It is unlikely that it could have a cumulative impact  with the project.

Because the specific plans for the large development plans have not all been approved and may
undergo changes in size and design as well as schedule, it is not possible at this time to quantify
emissions or identify with certainty when the air quality impacts from construction would occur.
Therefore, it is not possible to determine whether the air quality impacts of these projects   would
occur simultaneously with construction of the proposed project.

Potential adverse cumulative impacts involving PM10 and NOx emissions during construction
activities are anticipated to be localized, phased, and of short duration.  The proposed project has
several mitigation measures to reduce its air emissions in conjunction with possible project-
specific and cumulative air quality effects.  It is anticipated that the related projects would also
implement an array of mitigation measures to reduce their contributions to cumulative air quality
impacts, so as to comply with the applicable goals of the AQMP and the appropriate rules that
are regulated by the SCAQMD.
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During the construction of the Bypass (a 7,500-foot long pipeline), its minor contribution to
cumulative air emissions would be of a nine- to ten-month duration.  With mitigations, project-
specific PM10 emissions would not exceed the SCAQMD air quality thresholds; however, even
with proposed mitigation measures, project-specific NOx emissions would exceed SCAQMD air
quality thresholds during peak construction activity days.  This temporary increase to cumulative
NOx emissions would not significantly alter the air quality in the immediate area or in the region,
as the environmental conditions would essentially be the same whether or not the proposed
project would be implemented given the proposed developments and other linear projects.  There
would be no additional cumulative impacts by the project to PM10 emissions.  Given this
information and guidance from the State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15130[a][4]), this project’s
contribution to a potentially significant cumulative impact for NOx emissions is de minimus and
is therefore not significant.

6.4  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

A project’s cumulative impacts may be assessed as less than significant if a project is required to
implement or fund its fair share of a mitigation measure or measures designed to alleviate the
cumulative impacts (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15130[a][3]).  This project would comply
with regional programs or mitigation measures to alleviate cumulative impacts, as discussed
below.

Regionally, mitigation programs have been initiated within Riverside County to enhance and
preserve remaining open space areas.  About 14,000 acres comprise the Southwestern Riverside
County Multispecies Reserve (Reserve).  The Reserve was established in 1992 to permanently
protect sensitive biological resources endemic to southwestern Riverside County, including
sensitive biota impacted by Metropolitan’s capital improvement projects in that region.  The
Reserve is jointly managed by a Reserve Management Committee (RMC).  The RMC is
comprised of representatives from Metropolitan, USFWS, CDFG, RCHCA, and the Riverside
County Regional Park and Open Space District.

Metropolitan is also a participant in SKR conservation in western Riverside County.  SKR are
addressed by a Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) Conservation Planning Area and a non-HCP
Conservation Planning Area.  The study area is within the HCP Conservation Planning Area,
wherein a network of preserves is being designed to preserve more than 15,000 acres of occupied
habitat in seven areas.  Cumulative impacts to SKR are rendered less than cumulatively
considerable through Metropolitan participation in this plan.

In addition, there is a multiple species planning effort underway for western Riverside County.
The future preserve could include the U.C. Riverside Property (south of the proposed project),
the Barry Jones Mitigation Bank (Skunk Hollow) and the other open space areas in the project
vicinity.

Impacts to raptor foraging habitats (all habitats but developed areas) would generally add to the
cumulative loss of raptor foraging areas in the region.  Individually and cumulatively, these
impacts are not considered significant because of the above-discussed preserve areas.
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The coastal California gnatcatcher and quino checkerspot butterfly are not currently covered by
any formal conservation plans in Riverside County, although  both are being included in a
multiple species planning effort underway in western Riverside County.  The Bypass Project’s
potential impacts to gnatcatcher habitat are not considered significant on a cumulative basis
because the gnatcatcher is a target species of several ongoing regional multiple species planning
efforts, NCCP plans, and other protective measures.  More importantly, the coastal sage scrub
habitat to be impacted by the project is not occupied by the gnatcatcher, is limited to isolated
patches, and of low to moderate quality.  In addition, no quino checkerspot butterflies have been
found within the project site.  Thus, no significant impacts to the butterfly are anticipated.    If
the butterfly is found  onsite prior to construction,   Metropolitan would negotiate with the
USFWS to comply with the federal ESA to render any project-related impacts to a less than
cumulatively considerable/significant level.

6.5  CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGIC RESOURCES

Each of the  related projects discussed in this section (see Table 6-1 and list of linear projects)
could potentially affect prehistoric, historic and paleontologic resources through grading and
construction activities. Individual projects are required, however, through environmental review,
to identify appropriate mitigation in compliance with state and federal regulations.  The proposed
project has the potential to impact three known cultural resources sites and a geologic formation
which may contain sensitive paleontologic resources.  The cultural resources sites identified as
potentially impacted by the proposed project have not yet been tested for significance.  Potential
project-specific impacts to cultural and paleontologic resources would be reduced to below a
level of significance through the mitigation measures identified in Section 4.6 of this EIR.
Potential cumulative impacts associated with project activities are not considered significant, due
to the noted mitigation measures and related regulatory requirements which mandate the
preservation, inventory, testing, collection and curation of all applicable cultural and
paleontologic sites and materials.  In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section
15130(a)(2), therefore, the combined cumulative impact resulting from this project with the other
related projects is less than significant.

6.6  TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION

While forecasted traffic increases in this portion of the county are significant, planned roadway
improvements are expected to accommodate the additional volume.  Over the long-term, the
proposed Bypass Project would not generate measurable vehicular activity in the study area.
Therefore, the project would not contribute to potential regional, subregional and/or local
cumulative traffic impacts, following construction.  The proposed project would result in some
minimal loading of construction vehicles (up to 90 round trips) on area roads, which could
contribute cumulatively to a reduced level of service caused by other projects occurring
simultaneously in the same area.  Any temporary, project-related impacts resulting from an
additional 90 round trips, however, are considered de minimus and would not be considered to
contribute significantly to cumulative traffic impacts (State CEQA Guidelines Section
15130[a][3]).  No significant cumulative impact is assessed.
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6.7  NOISE

Potential adverse cumulative noise impacts generated during construction activities are
anticipated to be localized and of short duration.  As detailed in Section 4.8, the proposed project
has several mitigation measures to mitigate its possible project-specific and cumulative effects.
Cumulative Bypass noise effects would only occur during the construction phase of the project.
It is also anticipated that the identified related projects would implement an array of mitigation
measures to reduce their contributions to noise impacts, so as to comply with the county noise
ordinance and standards for operational noise.

During the construction of the Bypass (a 7,500-foot long pipeline), its minor contribution to
cumulative noise impacts would only occur during a nine- to ten-month duration.  As noted in
Section 4.8 of this document, these effects would not only be short-term in duration, but
localized in nature, as decibel levels fall off relatively sharply within short distances (6 dBA per
doubling of distance).  With identified mitigations, project-specific noise effects would be less
than significant.  With regard to cumulative effects, any temporary increase in decibel level
would not significantly alter ambient conditions in the immediate area or in the region, as the
environmental conditions would essentially be the same whether or not the proposed project
would be implemented given the proposed developments and other linear projects.  Given this
information and guidance from the State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15130[a][4]), this project’s
contribution to potentially significant cumulative noise effects is de minimus and is therefore not
significant.



Section 7.0

ALTERNATIVES
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7.0  ALTERNATIVES

The following discussion addresses two alternatives to the proposed Bypass Project pipeline:  a
short route alternative and no project alternative.  Identification of alternative locations is
constrained for this project for two reasons:

First, the project is a bypass facility, requiring two relatively fixed termini.  It must be located
between the Skinner FP and the San Diego Pipeline No. 3.  Second, the project is subject to
hydraulic constraints which restrict the physical location of the pipeline between these two
points.  As indicated below, one of the alternatives discussed is a “short route” when compared
to the proposed project.  Analysis of even shorter, more direct routes was rendered infeasible due
to area hydraulics.

The proposed project results in very few significant impacts, and even fewer that could be
lessened through locating the project elsewhere in the vicinity due to consistency in the area
setting (i.e., rural residential/dry farming interspersed with coastal sage scrub habitat, rock
outcrops and intermittent drainages).  The proposed project is the environmentally superior build
alternative.

7.1   SHORT ROUTE ALTERNATIVE

An alternative pipeline alignment was initially considered north of the terminus at the Second
Aqueduct. The short route alignment turned due west at the northern boundary of Johnson Ranch
to join the Second Aqueduct (Figure 7-1).  This route is shorter (i.e., 6,500 feet) than the
proposed route (i.e., 7,500 feet).

With regard to the shorter route, air quality impacts could potentially be somewhat lesser than
the proposed project because of the shorter length of this alternative.  Project-related cultural and
biological resources surveys determined that this alignment would impact a potentially important
cultural resource site greatly avoided by the proposed alignment, and would increase potential
impacts to coastal sage scrub and associated species.  Impacts to the Quino checkerspot butterfly
and coastal California gnatcatcher, avoided under the proposed project, would  occur under this
short route alternative.   SKR and paleontologic impacts would be similar to those assumed for
the proposed project.  Noise and traffic impacts also would be similar to those assessed for the
proposed project because they would involve the same users and receptors in this rural area,
regardless of exact alignment location.

7.2  NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

The No Project Alternative would not incur project-related environmental impacts.  Nonetheless,
potential impacts assessed to cultural resources and paleontologic resources sites, coastal sage
scrub habitat, and  SKR still would be expected ultimately to occur due to planned construction
of the RCWD EM-20 Project and the future Butterfield Stage Road along this same alignment in
support of the Johnson Ranch Specific Plan.
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Therefore, although the No Project Alternative would preserve resources and result in fewer
traffic, noise and air quality impacts to adjacent property owners in the short-term, county
planning efforts indicate that these resources would still ultimately be largely disturbed or
eliminated.  In addition, the No Project Alternative would not allow the proposed  conversion of
the water service system identified by Metropolitan and would therefore not meet specified
project objectives.  The combination of these two issues results in this alternative being less
preferred than the proposed project.



Section 8.0

SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES
AND SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS
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8.0  SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES AND
SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

Sections 15126.2(b) and (c) of the State CEQA Guidelines (1998) require discussion of
significant environmental effects which cannot be avoided if the proposed project is
implemented, and significant irreversible environmental changes which would be caused by the
proposed project should it be implemented, respectively.  Where there are significant impacts
that cannot be alleviated without imposing an alternate design, their implications and the reasons
why the project is being proposed, notwithstanding the effect, should be described.  Irretrievable
commitments of resources may include large commitments of nonrenewable resources,
commitment of future generations to similar uses, and irreversible damage resulting from
environmental accidents.  Irretrievable commitments of resources should, therefore, be evaluated
to assure that such current consumption is justified.

8.1  SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES WHICH WOULD
BE INVOLVED IN THE PROPOSED PROJECT SHOULD IT BE IMPLEMENTED

The proposed project would not involve a large commitment of non-renewable resources.
Although it would remove lands from current agricultural and open space uses (it is anticipated
that Metropolitan would procure a 100-foot wide permanent easement), the alignment is along a
planned roadway.  Less-than-significant impacts are, therefore, assessed to the project with
regard to committing future generations to similar uses.  The proposed pipeline would carry
potable water, and standard measures would be taken to ensure safety during construction, so
irreversible damage from environmental accidents is assessed as unlikely.  No significant
irreversible environmental changes would, therefore, occur.

8.2  SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS WHICH CANNOT BE AVOIDED IF
THE PROPOSED PROJECT IS IMPLEMENTED

As described in Section 4.3 Air Quality, construction emissions of NOx would remain significant
after mitigation for both the peak day and the peak quarter, and could temporarily contribute to
adverse impacts associated with ozone formation downwind of the project.  The significant
effects related to air quality would occur during the construction period only.  Emissions from
pipeline operation would be extremely limited.  Because of the short-term nature of the impact,
and the regional need for the proposed pipeline, the project is proposed notwithstanding this
effect.  A Statement of Overriding Considerations would be prepared for the project with regard
to this impact.

No other significant unavoidable effects are identified in relation to the proposed project.



Section 9.0

EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT
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9.0  EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT

Based on the NOP, a number of issues were identified early in the project for which no,
or no significant, project-related impacts were anticipated.  These issues are summarized
below, with all other potential issue areas evaluated in the preceding sections of this
DEIR.

9.1  AESTHETICS

Scenic Vista

No state or county designated scenic roads or highways identified in the Riverside County
Comprehensive General Plan, Section O, are located in the project vicinity (County of
Riverside 1994).  Nor are any other public viewing areas, such as parks with a view to the
project area, located in the immediate vicinity.  No impacts are anticipated to scenic
vistas.

Scenic Resources Within a State or Scenic Highway

No landmark trees or rock outcrops identified in the Riverside County Comprehensive
General Plan (1994) are located within the project corridor.  As noted above, no scenic
highways cross the project area and no historic structures were identified during 1998 and
1999 cultural resources surveys for this project (Affinis Environmental Services 1999).
No impact is expected.

Visual Character or Quality

The terrain crossed by the corridor is gently undulating; excavation to establish a level
path, with associated large-scale cut and fill of hillsides, is not expected.

The proposed project would ultimately be located largely beneath the future Butterfield
Stage Road.  In addition to pipeline installation, part of the project design indicates the
possibility of rough grading of a 60-foot wide portion of the future Butterfield Stage Road
where it crosses Johnson Ranch.  Short-term aesthetic effects related to the rough grading
are addressed below.  Long-term aesthetic effects associated with construction of future
Butterfield Stage Road have ultimately been addressed in CEQA documentation for the
Johnson Ranch Specific Plan EIR (County of Riverside 1998a).

With regard to the pipeline installation and vegetation removal, associated short-term
aesthetic effects would be almost completely construction related.  As noted in Section
3.0 of this EIR, this would be a relatively temporary activity (nine months), consisting of
pipeline trench excavation, trench preparation (as appropriate), pipe installation, pipe
sealing, and backfill of the trench.

An interim approximately 20-foot wide graded dirt access road identical to those seen in
Figures 2.1-1 and 2.1-2 of this DEIR would be in place until Butterfield Stage Road is
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constructed.  Such access roads are typical features of a rural agricultural area.  As such,
the Bypass access road would be visually consistent with the existing setting and no
impacts are assessed.  Beyond the permanent access road within the permanent 100-foot
wide easement, the remainder of the temporary construction corridor would be similar in
kind to pre-construction conditions and no adverse impact is assessed.

In addition to the subsurface pipeline corridor, several above-ground features could be
located along the Bypass Project.  These features would be similar to those located along
other pipelines in the area, including the Second Aqueduct.  They would be circular
concrete access points, two to four feet in height, with secured concrete lids. Although
potentially visible, even with the open and consistent nature of the existing viewscape,
these structures are not markedly visually intrusive, given the scale of adjacent blow-off
structures, the rolling terrain, and the ability of adjacent vegetation to screen them.  Also,
the existing visibility would diminish as planned development occurs in the vicinity and
the eye is distracted by adjacent, larger structures such as homes and more varying
vegetation.

Overall, the temporary nature of the visual impacts associated with the Bypass project,
coupled with the restricted number of viewers present in this rural area, render any
potential adverse visual effect less than significant.

Light or Glare

No evening construction is proposed or required.  No surface-level facilities are included
in this project which would have reflective surfaces (such as reflective glass).  No outdoor
lighting impacts would result from this project.  No impact is expected.

9.2 AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES

Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance

No soils designated as Prime, Unique, or of Statewide Importance are located within the
project site (Riverside County 1994).  Project implementation, therefore, would not result
in associated potential impacts.  No impact is expected.

Agricultural Zoning or Williamson Act Contract

While portions of the project within Johnson Ranch have been used for agriculture, the
location and construction of facilities related to production, generation, storage or
transmission of water are specifically exempt from local planning and zoning ordinances
by California Government Code Section 53091.  In addition, the proposed project does
not extend within or adjacent to any current or proposed Williamson Act contract lands
(County of Riverside 1998).  Accordingly, no impacts associated with these issues would
result from implementation of the proposed project.
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Changes Resulting in Conversion of Farmland

As noted above, there is no Prime, Unique or Farmland of Statewide Importance in the
project area.  Portions of the proposed project used for dry farming or currently fallow are
located on Johnson Ranch.  As previously noted, the pipeline corridor in this area would
be located beneath the future Butterfield Stage Road, and so would not be available to
agricultural use regardless of whether the proposed project is implemented.  The area
beyond the permanent easement would mimic pre-construction conditions, and be
available for agricultural uses if planned development associated with the Johnson Ranch
Specific Plan is not implemented.  No impact is therefore anticipated.

9.3 AIR QUALITY

Odors and Hazardous Toxic Emissions

There are no significant odors connected with construction or operation of the water
transmission facility project.  Neither are there any hazardous or toxic emissions
associated with construction or operation.

9.4  CULTURAL RESOURCES

Unique Geologic Features

Based on previous geologic mapping throughout the project area, no unique geologic or
physical features are known to occur within the project limits (Woodward-Clyde
Consultants 1994, County of Riverside 1994).  No impact is anticipated.

9.5  GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Fault Rupture

The project site is not within a designated Alquist-Priolo Fault-Rupture Hazard Zone
(County of Riverside 1994).  No impacts related to seismically induced ground rupture
are expected in association with the proposed project.

Seismic-related Ground Failure, Including Liquefaction

No areas of high liquefaction potential are identified for the proposed corridor in the 1994
Riverside County Comprehensive General Plan Seismic Safety Element.  Although
Quaternary older alluvium occurs in the project area, liquefaction risk associated with this
formation is relatively low because it is, in general, fairly well consolidated.

The project design would include a number of standard construction measures to avoid or
reduce potential liquefaction or ground failure impacts, including removal and
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replacement or recompaction of unsuitable surface materials and use of appropriate fill
materials and methods.  Implementation of these noted design measures would provide
conformance with applicable regulatory guidelines and avoid or reduce potential
liquefaction and ground failure impacts below a level of significance.  No impact is
anticipated.

Landslides

No steep ridges would be crossed by the proposed facilities, which would cross rolling
hills and more level terrain.  Potential drainage crossings are open and relatively level and
are not anticipated to be subject to landslide potential.  No impact is anticipated.

Unstable Geologic Unit or Soil

The project area is considered to consist of generally stable strata and soils, and is not
within any designated areas of subsidence potential.  It also has no known history of
underground mining or subsidence from groundwater withdrawal.  A number of standard
construction measures are included in the project design to avoid or reduce potential
subsidence and settlement impacts, including removal and replacement of unsuitable
surface materials with engineered fill.  These measures reduce any potential impacts to
below a level of significance.  No impact is anticipated.

Soils Incapable of Supporting Use of Septic Tanks/Alternative Disposal System

The project would not involve the construction of habitable structures or introduction of a
permanent human population into this area.  No increased need for sewage disposal
would occur, and no impact is assessed.

9.6  HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Transport, Use or Disposal of Hazardous Materials

The proposed project would carry treated water only.  No release of hazardous materials
following program implementation is possible; hence, no impact is expected.

Hazardous Materials Within 0.25 Mile of Schools

The closest existing school to the proposed project is Nicolas Valley Elementary School,
located over two miles from the project area.  No impact is therefore assessed relative to
the spill or emission of any potentially hazardous material within 0.25 mile of an existing
school during construction.  Once in place, the proposed project would carry treated water
only, and so would not pose any hazard to adjacent proposed schools in the Johnson
Ranch Specific Plan Area.  No impact is assessed.
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Listed Hazardous Material Sites

Two previously recorded hazardous material sites have been documented within the
Skinner FP boundaries.  These sites have been fully remediated and no longer pose a
potential public health risk (Young 1998:  pers. comm.).  No impact is anticipated.

Vicinity of Public Airport or Private Airstrip

The proposed project is approximately 2.1 miles from the French Valley Airport, the
closest airport.  There are no known private airstrips in the project vicinity.  In addition,
the proposed project would be subterranean and would not carry any potentially
hazardous substances.  No impacts are assessed for this issue.

Emergency Response Plan or Emergency Evacuation Plan

Installation of the proposed project would have no impact on emergency response plans
or emergency evacuation plans administered by Riverside County.  These plans describe
administrative procedures to be followed by emergency officials and crews during
emergency events and do not apply specifically to construction projects.  No revisions to
the plans would be required as a result of this project.  With respect to short-term impacts
to emergency vehicle access during construction, no police/fire/medical facilities are
located along the proposed corridor, so emergency vehicle/facility ingress/egress would
not be blocked.  Emergency access to individual homes along the proposed project would
be maintained.  No impacts are assessed for this issue.

Wildland Fires

Portions of the project limits contain sage scrub and grassy vegetation that is considered
flammable.  Gasoline-powered or diesel-powered machinery used during construction
would be equipped with standard exhaust controls and muffling devices that would also
act as spark arrestors.  This would minimize the potential for an accidental fire in nearby
brush areas to an acceptable level.  Should a fire be started, fire trucks would be
dispatched from the nearby Department of Forestry/Riverside County Fire Department.
The closest currently operational station is No. 73 in Temecula.  The French Valley
Airport Station (No. 83) is not yet staffed, but may be available by project
implementation.  Once construction is complete, there would be minimal operational
activities such as field inspections and valve adjustments.  These would not involve the
use of flammable materials or operation of internal combustion engines near flammable
vegetation.  No impacts related to fire hazards are anticipated.
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9.7  HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Groundwater Supplies and Recharge

Implementation of the proposed project would not involve the loss of existing
groundwater recharge areas or the use of groundwater during the project operation.
Potential groundwater withdrawals would be limited to construction dewatering, and are
not assessed as substantial.  Accordingly, no impacts are associated.

Stormwater Drainage Systems

As noted above and elsewhere in this document, the proposed project would not
measurably increase surface flows, nor substantially alter the existing drainage pattern in
the area.  It would not, therefore, create or contribute runoff water which would exceed
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems.  Similarly, the quality of
runoff water resulting from the project would be controlled in accordance with RWQCB
requirements during and following construction.  Thus, the project would not provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff.  No impact is assessed.

Flooding

The proposed project, in its entirety, lies outside of the 100-year flood hazard area.  The
County of Riverside has prepared a Dam Inundation – 100 year and Floodplains–Area
Drainage Plan graphic (Figure VI.7 of the Riverside County Comprehensive General
Plan) based on April 1980 Flood Insurance Rate Maps.  No housing or other structures
would be located within a flood hazard area as a result of this project.

Implementation of the proposed project would result in varying degrees of short-term
drainage alteration related to construction.  It would not, however, measurably increase
surface flows, create substantial obstructions in existing drainages, or result in long-term
alteration of existing drainage channel geometry.  Accordingly, no risk to people or
structures would result from flooding hazards associated with project implementation,
and no impact related to flooding is expected.

Inundation

No seiche-related impacts are anticipated for the proposed project due to the lack of large
adjacent water bodies and mapped inundation zones for applicable water features (e.g.,
Lake Skinner; Riverside County 1994).  The project area is many miles from the Pacific
Ocean and is not subject to tsunami hazard.  With respect to mudflow, the water pipeline
would be placed underground, and would therefore not be exposed to mudflows moving
along the ground surface.  No impacts are expected.
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9.8  LAND USE AND PLANNING

Division of an Established Community

The proposed project would not disrupt or divide an established community.
Improvements proposed as part of this project would be placed underground, within land
which is currently undeveloped, but planned to be an extension to Butterfield Stage Road.
Some isolated rural residential housing is located west of Washington Street/Borel Road
and the proposed alignment in the vicinity of the Skinner FP (located east of these roads).
Although this grouping of houses is not considered a self-sufficient “community,” the
Bypass route would extend north-south just to the east of these houses.  It is currently
anticipated that Metropolitan would procure a 100-foot wide permanent easement and/or
a 150-foot wide temporary construction easement.  The project would have no impact on
the physical arrangement of an established community.

9.9  MINERAL RESOURCES

Known and Locally Important Mineral Resources

No classified or designated mineral deposits of statewide or regional significance are
known to exist within the project area.  Construction of the proposed facilities would not
involve the extraction of any mineral resources, and, except for the limited use of sand
and rock materials, there would be no consumption of mineral resources associated with
this project.  No impacts are anticipated, therefore, with regard to important mineral
resources.

9.10  NOISE

Groundborne Vibration or Noise

Some heavy rock moving/blasting activities may be required.  Although blasting could
generate some noise, it would be relatively restricted in both location and duration.
Blasting operations do not normally generate much noise in excess of ambient
construction noise levels and, in general, would have only a low muffled sound in a very
localized area adjacent to the trench.  Potential vibration associated with the blasting
could be felt in a radius up to approximately 0.5 mile from the blast site, within which
there are several homes.  Such vibration, however, would be extremely limited in
occurrence.  Although potentially noticeable, any adverse effect is assessed as less than
significant.

Public Airport Within 2.0 Miles or Private Airstrip

French Valley Airport is located approximately 2.1 miles west of the proposed project.
The proposed project is neither within 2.0 miles of a public airport nor within the vicinity
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of a known private airstrip.  The project would not expose people to excessive noise
levels related to airports/airstrips.  Therefore, no impacts are assessed.

9.11  POPULATION AND HOUSING

Displacement of Housing or People

No housing units occur within the proposed project corridor.  No houses would be
removed or people displaced during construction and no impacts are assessed.

9.12  PUBLIC SERVICES

Fire Protection

Construction and long-term operation of the proposed project would place no substantial
demands on fire protection services (i.e., at Department of Forestry/Riverside County Fire
Department, No. 73 in Temecula).  While portions of the project area contain sage scrub
and grassy vegetation which are considered flammable, gasoline- or diesel-powered
machinery used during construction would be equipped with standard exhaust controls
and muffling devices that would also act as spark arrestors.  This would minimize the
potential for an accidental fire.  Because of the low probability and short-term nature of
potential fire protection needs during construction, the proposed project is not expected to
result in associated impacts.
 
 Long-term operation of the proposed facilities would place no demand on fire protection
services because it would not involve the construction of habitable structures or the
introduction of a temporary or permanent human population into this area.  The project
would not, therefore, have an impact on fire protection services.
 

 Police Services
 
 Construction and long-term operation of the proposed project would not involve the
construction of facilities that require police services (e.g., residential, commercial or
industrial structures) and would not involve the introduction of a temporary or permanent
resident human population into this area.  There are no police or sheriff stations along the
proposed pipeline corridor.  The project would not, therefore, result in any impacts to
police protection services.
 

 Schools
 
 Construction and long-term operation of the proposed project would not result in any
demand for additional or increased public school services, as it would not generate any
additional housing or population in the project area.  There are no schools or related
facilities along the proposed pipeline corridor.  Based on this assessment, the proposed
project would not result in any impacts to schools.
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 Parks
 
 The proposed project consists solely of a water facility and would not generate any
population growth or involve any activities that would place demand on neighborhood or
regional parks or other recreational facilities.  No parks would be crossed by the proposed
project.  No impacts are assessed.
 

 Other Public Facilities
 
 Portions of the proposed project near the Skinner FP would involve temporary
disturbance to public roads (including dirt roads) maintained by the County of Riverside
and may therefore require plan check and inspections by County personnel to ensure that
any necessary encroachments are properly designed and repaired (i.e., after construction
is complete).  These requirements for plan check and inspection services by the county
are routine and would not constitute an adverse impact.  The proposed pipeline and
appurtenant structures would not affect any other known public facilities.
 
9.13  RECREATION

Increased Use or Construction of Recreational Facilities

The proposed project consists solely of a water facility and would not generate any
population growth or involve any activities which would place demand on neighborhood
or regional parks or other recreational facilities.  Also, no parks would be crossed by the
project; therefore, no impacts are anticipated.

9.14  TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

Maintenance Issues

Maintenance access points to the pipeline would be provided through manhole or similar
access points which may be located within existing and future roadways.  Because these
access points would allow maintenance personnel to enter the pipeline to complete
infrequent routine maintenance activities, minor  traffic disturbance would occur due to
maintenance activities which would require  temporary closure of a lane.  The
intermittent and routine, short-term nature of these maintenance activities results in this
impact being assessed as less than significant.

Air Traffic Patterns

The proposed project involves the construction and operation of a subterranean water
pipeline.  It would have no impact on air traffic patterns or levels.
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Design Hazard

The proposed subterranean water pipeline would not affect the design of any proposed or
existing road, and so would not increase hazards due to a design feature.  Any potential
conflicts during construction would be addressed through the preparation of a traffic
control plan as part of the project design.  No impact is assessed.

Emergency Access

No police/fire/medical facilities are located along the proposed project, so emergency
vehicle/facility ingress/egress would not be blocked.  Emergency vehicle access to
individual homes along the proposed project would be maintained.  Therefore, no impacts
are expected.

Parking Capacity

Parking would be required only during the construction period with no long-term
requirements.  Construction workers would park at the Skinner FP or along the
construction easement.  No impact to existing parking capacity in this rural area is
assessed.

Alternative Transportation

The proposed project would have no effect on the long-term development or use of
alternative modes of transportation.  There are no bike lanes, bus stops or bus turnouts
located anywhere within the project limits.  Temporary detours around/across
construction zones would maintain vehicular as well as bicycle traffic during
construction.  Once the buried pipeline improvements are complete, there would be no
conflicts with any kinds of transportation, including future projects that may involve
alternative transportation modes or facilities such as bus turnouts or bicycle racks.

 9.15  UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

Water and Wastewater Treatment and Storm Water Drainage

The proposed project would implement Metropolitan’s plans to modify its regional water
distribution system.  The project would not require the construction or modification of
any additional water or wastewater treatment facilities or storm water drainage facilities.
It also would not place any demand on wastewater treatment facilities because it does not
involve the construction of habitable structures or the introduction of a temporary or
permanent human population into this area.  Hence, no impacts are expected.
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Sufficient Water Supplies

Long-term operation of the proposed pipeline and appurtenant facilities would not require
the consumption of water and would have only an incremental effect on local and
regional water supplies.  Although construction activities would require minor volumes of
water for dust control, no change to existing entitlements are anticipated.  No impact is
assessed.

Solid Waste

Construction activities would result in the generation of a variety of solid wastes,
including vegetation that is removed during clearing, excess soil, construction materials
containers, beverage and food containers, remnant construction materials, asphalt
fragments, etc. that are typical of pipeline construction projects.  The volume of
construction waste is not expected to be substantial enough to total more than an
incremental effect to the capacity of available disposal facilities.  Once the project is
completed, no additional solid waste would be generated.  Metropolitan would continue
to comply with all applicable federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to
solid waste.  No impact is assessed.
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10.0  INDIVIDUALS AND AGENCIES CONSULTED

Keith Downs, ALUC Coordinator, County of Riverside.  Telephone Communication with
Andrea Bitterling, August 27, 1998.

Maurice Eaton, Caltrans.  Telephone Communication with Andrea Bitterling, December 10,
1998.

Mike Harred, Planner III, County of Riverside.  Telephone Communication with Dennis Marcin,
July 29, 1998.

David Levine, Natural Resource Consultants.  Telephone Communication with Lisa Capper,
May 3 and 5, 1999.

Laura Lytle, Public Affairs Officer, Caltrans.  Telephone Communication with Andrea
Bitterling, November 16 and December 10, 1998.

Ali Moughaden, Senior Engineer – Traffic/Capital Improvement Projects, City of Temecula
Department of Public Works.  Telephone Communication with Andrea Bitterling, December
8 and 10, 1998.

Shane, Delaine Winkler.  Memorandum to Lee Lisecki, Myra L. Frank & Associates, Inc. dated
June 4, 1999 on San Diego Pipeline No. 3 Bypass Project–Air Quality Analysis for Inclusion
into the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)

Sian Roman, County of Riverside Transportation Department.  Telephone Communication with
Andrea Bitterling, December 22, 1998.

Staff, City of Hemet.  Telephone Communication with Andrea Bitterling, December 7, 1998.

Shirley Medina, Riverside County Transportation Commission.  Telephone Communication with
Andrea Bitterling, February 9, 1999.

Gregory Young, Metropolitan Water District of Southern California.  Environmental Compliance
Division.  Personal Communication with Delaine Winkler Shane, October 30, 1998.
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The following persons participated in preparation of the EIR and its associated technical studies:

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (CEQA Lead Agency, Responsible for
EIR Adequacy)

• Laura Simonek
• Delaine Winkler Shane (consultant)
• Brian Folsom
• Donald Bentley

HELIX Environmental Planning, Inc. (EIR Preparation and Management and Land Use,
Biological Resources, Visual Resources, Geology/Soils and Cultural/Paleontology EIR sections,
CEQA sections and Biological Resources technical report)

• David W. Claycomb
• Lisa K. Capper
• Dennis R. Marcin
• Andrea Bitterling
• Neil B. Liddie
• Mary McGee
• Kristin L. Ruffalo
• Pamela A. Hartsock

Affinis Environmental Services (Archaeological Survey Report)

• Timothy Gross
• Mary Robbins-Wade
• Ruth C. Alter

Kennedy/Jenks (EIR Preparation and Management and Hydrology, Noise and Traffic EIR
sections)

• Keith London
• Michael Curran
• Scott Tang

Myra L. Frank and Associates, Inc. (Air Quality Technical Analyses and EIR Section)

• JoAnne H. Aplet, JHA Environmental Consultants

DHK Engineers (Noise Technical Analysis)

• Donald King
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13.0  GLOSSARY OF TERMS, ACRONYMS, AND ABBREVIATIONS

13.1  TERMS

Active Fault.  A fault on which movement has occurred during the past 10,000 years and which
may be subject to recurring movement.

Air Quality Control Region.  An area designated by Section 107 of the Clean Air Act, which is
based on jurisdictional boundaries, urban-industrial concentrations, and other factors including
atmospheric areas.

Alluvium.  Sediments deposited by flowing water, as in a river bed.

Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS).  Standards established on state or federal levels that
define the limits for airborne concentrations of designated pollutants in order to protect public
health and welfare.

Aquifer.  A water-bearing rock, rock formation or group of formations.

Artifact.  A movable object that was produced or shaped by human workmanship.

Attainment Area.  An area designated by the EPA and appropriate state air quality agencies as
having ambient air quality levels below ceiling levels defined under the National AAQS.

Average Annual Daily Traffic.  For a one-year period, the total volume passing a point or
segment of a roadway in both directions, divided by the number of days in the year.

Baseline.  The existing character of an area without the proposed project.

Bedrock.  Geologic formation or unit which underlies soil or other unconsolidated surficial
deposits.

Campsite.  A short-term habitation site showing evidence of daily living activities (as opposed to
specialized activities, e.g., a quarry site) with evidence of exploitation of a specific resource.
Temporary campsites are generally open-air occupations of days to weeks in duration.

Capacity (Transportation).  The ability of a road to carry particular traffic volumes while
maintaining prescribed operational qualities (e.g., a specific level of service); the maximum
amount of traffic that can be accommodated by a given facility.

Climate.  Prevalent or characteristic meteorological conditions (and their extremes) of any given
location or region.

Collector Streets.  Streets that provide access and traffic circulation service within residential,
commercial and industrial areas as well as secondary roads that provide access to larger roads or
connect small communities and nearby areas.
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Culture.  The totality of socially transmitted behavior, beliefs, institutions and objects human
beings use to relate to each other and to the environment.

Cumulative Impacts.  The combined impacts resulting from all projects occurring concurrently in
a specific geographic area or to a particular system.

Decibel.  Sound pressure level defined by a logarithmic ratio of the observed noise level
compared to the threshold level detectable by a person with normal hearing sensitivity.

Direct Impact.  Impacts due solely and immediately from project implementation, frequently
resulting in physical removal of the affected resource.

Disturbed Area.  Land that has had its surface altered by grading, digging or other construction-
related activities.

Drawdown.  A lowering of the water level in a reservoir or aquifer.

Earthquake.  A sudden motion or trembling in the earth caused by the displacement of rocks
below the earth’s surface due to a release of strain.

Endangered Species.  A species that is threatened with extinction throughout all or a significant
portion of its range.

Epicenter.  The point on the earth’s surface directly above the focus of an earthquake.

Ethnography.  A scientific description of human groups and their behavior based on direct
observation or by transcription of statements by living persons of that cultural group.

Exotic Species.  An organism or species that is not native to the area in which it is found.

Fault.  A fracture or zone of fractures along which there has been movement of the sides relative
to one another and parallel to the fracture.

Fault Zone.  An area or region with numerous fractures or faults.

Fauna.  Animals collectively, especially the animals of a particular region or period.

Feature.  Non-portable portion of an archaeological site (i.e., not an artifact), which shows
evidence of human workmanship or activity.  Features include fire pits, milling stations, rock art
on unmovable boulders, etc.

Federal-candidate Species.  Taxa placed in federal Categories 1 and 2 by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, which are candidates for addition to the List of Threatened and Endangered
Species.
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Flake.  A stone fragment produced as a by-product of stone tool manufacture.

Floodplain.  The relatively flat land lying adjacent to a river channel that is covered by water
when the river overflows its banks.

Flora.  Plants collectively, especially the plants of a particular region or period.

Fugitive Dust.  Any solid particulate matter that becomes airborne directly or indirectly as a
result of the activities of man.

Fugitive Emissions.  Excluding exhaust-stack emissions, pollutants (e.g., vehicle emissions)
released directly into the atmosphere.

Groundstone Artifacts.  Stone artifacts made by grinding rather than flaking (e.g., milling stones
such as mortar, pestle, mano).

Ground Surface Rupture.  Surface expression of fractures that are usually a result of seismic
activity.

Hazardous Material.  A substance, or combination of substances, which, because of its quality,
concentration, or physical, chemical, or infectious characteristics, may either cause, or
significantly contribute to, an increase in mortality or an increase in serious irreversible illness;
or pose a substantial present or potential hazard to human health or the environment when
improperly treated, stored, transported, disposed of, or otherwise managed.

Historic.  The period of time post-dating first Euro-american contact and accompanied by written
history for the area.  Also refers to artifacts of primarily Euro-american manufacture dating over
50 years in age.

Hydrology.  The science dealing with the properties, distribution and circulation of water on the
surface of the land and in the soil and underlying rocks.

Igneous.  Rock formed by solidification from a molten or partially molten state.

Inactive Fault.  A fault with no historic activity within the past 11,000 years (approximately); not
recognized as a source of earthquake.

Indirect Impacts.  Project-related impacts (usually due to population shifts or increased access)
not attributable to being in the path of the project footprint but which would not have occurred
without project construction or operation (e.g., a project maintenance road may provide access to
an area previously inaccessible, resulting in disturbance to sensitive species).

Intermittent Stream.  A stream that does not flow continuously during all periods of the year.

Isolated Artifact.  An artifact, or a small, disarticulated group of artifacts, that cannot be
associated with a cultural resource site.
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Landslide.  The downslope movement of soil or rock material under gravitational or other (e.g.,
seismic) influence.

Ldn Noise Level.  The 24-hour average-noise level expressed in decibels, with a 10-decibel
penalty added to sound levels between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.

Leq Noise Level.  Average noise level over a specified time period; such as one hour.

Level of Service.  In transportation analyses, a qualitative measure describing flows at signalized
intersections.

Liquefaction.  The transformation during an earthquake of unconsolidated, granular, water-
saturated sediment into a liquid form.

Lithic Scatter.  An archaeological site consisting only of stone artifacts.

Long-term Impacts.  Impacts resulting from project construction or operation that would occur
over an extended period of time.  Construction activities may result in long-term impacts if a
resource is destroyed or irreparably damaged or if the recovery rate of the resource is very slow.

Magnitude (earthquake).  A measure of strength of an earthquake or the energy it releases.

Maximum Credible Earthquake.  The largest earthquake capable of being produced from a
source, structure, or region as it is currently known.

Mitigation Measure.  An action or precaution which can reduce or eliminate individual project
impacts.

National Register of Historic Places.  A listing of districts, sites, structures, and objects
important in American history, architecture, archaeology and culture; maintained by the
Secretary of the Interior under authority of Section 2(b) of the Historic Sites Act of 1935 and
Section 101 (a)(1) of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended.

Native Americans.  Used in a collective sense to refer to individuals, bands, or tribes who trace
their ancestry to indigenous populations of North America.

Non-attainment Area.  A geographic area that has been designated by the Environmental
Protection Agency and the appropriate state air quality agency as exceeding one or more
National Ambient Air Quality Standards.

Non-native Vegetation.  Plant communities dominated by exotic species.

Paleontological Resources.  Fossilized plant or animal remains from past geologic periods.
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Peak Hour.  The hour of highest traffic volume on a given section of roadway between 7A.M.
and 9 A.M. or between 4 P.M. and 6 P.M.

Perennial Stream.  A stream that flows continuously throughout the year.

Physiographic Province.  A region with similar geologic structure and climate that has a unified
geomorphic history.

Prehistoric.  The period of time before the written record; i.e., before Euro-american entry into
the study area.

Prime Farmland.  Land that has the best combination of physical and chemical characteristics
for producing food, feed, fiber, forage, oilseed, and other agricultural crops with minimum inputs
of fuel, fertilizer, pesticides, and labor, and without intolerable soil erosion, as determined by the
Secretary of Agriculture (Farmland Protection Policy Act, 7 CFR § 658).

Protohistoric.  Following the prehistoric period and preceding the historic, the protohistoric is a
period when Native American cultures were affected by Euro-americans without direct contact.
For instance, study area Native Americans received trade goods and reports of European cultures
before the actual arrival of European explorers in the study region.

Relief.  The vertical difference in elevation between the hilltops or mountain summits and the
lowlands or valleys of a given region.

Revegetation.  Regrowth or replacement of a plant community on a disturbed site.  Revegetation
may be assisted by site preparation, planting and treatment, or it may occur naturally.

Richter Magnitude Scale.  Measure of an earthquake size based on the amplitude of seismic
waves that are recorded on a seismograph.  The magnitude is based on a logarithmic scale (base
10) of the largest ground motion.

Riparian.  Of or relating to land laying immediately adjacent to water, and having specific
characteristics of that transitional area (e.g., riparian vegetation).

Runoff.  Non-absorbed excess water entering a stream or other channel shortly after a rainfall
event.

Rural Area.  A geographic area characterized by very low-density housing concentrations, and
agricultural land uses.

Secondary Highways.  Rural major collector routes that carry extensive local traffic.

Seismic.  Pertaining to an earthquake or earth vibrations.

Sherd.  A fragment of a broken piece of pottery.
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Short-term Impacts.  Transitory effects of the proposed project, generally caused by construction
activities.

Significance.  The importance of a given impact on a specific resource as defined under the
California Environmental Quality Act regulations.

Soil Types.  A category or detailed mapping unit used for soil surveys based on phases or
changes within a series (e.g., slope, salinity).

Species Diversity.  A measure of the number of species and their relative abundance in a given
assemblage or community.

Species Richness.  The number of different species in a given assemblage or community.

State Historic Preservation Officer.  An official authorized by the state at each request of the
Secretary of the Interior, to act as a liaison for purposes of implementing the National Historic
Preservation Act.

State-listed Species.  Plant and wildlife species monitored by California for purposes of
protection.

Succession (Plant).  The progressive development of vegetation toward its highest ecological
expression, the climax, replacement of one plant community by another.

Surface Collection.  Systematic mapping and removal of artifacts from a site by means not
involving excavation.

Surficial.  Material at or near the surface.

Tectonic.  Dealing with the regional assembling of structural or deformational features, including
a study of their mutual relations, origin and historical evolution.

Threatened Species.  Plant and wildlife species likely to become endangered in the foreseeable
future.

Unconfined Aquifer.  An aquifer where the water table is exposed to the atmosphere through
openings (pores) in the overlaying materials.

Unique and Sensitive Habitats.  Areas that are especially important to regional wildlife
populations or protected species that have other important biological characteristics (e.g., nesting
areas and wetlands).
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Unique Farmlands.  Land other than prime farmland that is used for production of specific high-
value food and fiber crops as determined by the Secretary of Agriculture.  It has the special
combination of soil quality, location, growing season, and moisture supply needed to
economically produce sustained high quality or high yields of specific crops when treated and
managed according to acceptance farming methods.

Upland.  Ground elevated above bottomlands (e.g., rolling hills terrain and terraces).

Viewshed.  A geographic area of land where all features are visible.

Volume (Transportation).  The total number of vehicles that pass over a given point or section of
a roadway during a given time interval.  Volumes may be expressed in terms of annual, daily,
hourly or subhourly periods.

Water Table.  The surface in an unconfined aquifer (or in a confined aquifer) at which the pore
water pressure is atmospheric.

Watershed.  A drainage or catchment area.

Wetlands.  Areas that are inundated or saturated with surface- or groundwater at a frequency and
duration sufficient to support wetland vegetation.  The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers definition
for wetlands is:

“those areas inundated or saturated by surface or ground water at a frequency and
duration sufficient to support and under normal circumstances do support a prevalence of
vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions.  Wetlands generally
include swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas.”  (Federal Register.  1982.  “Title 33:
Navigation and Navigable Waters:  Chapter II, Regulatory Programs of the Corps of
Engineers,” Vol. 47, No. 138, p. 31810, US Government Printing Office, Washington,
D.C.)

The California Department of Fish and Game does not define wetlands, but defines their area of
jurisdiction as the:

“. . . bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake designated by the department in
which there is at any time an existing fish or wildlife resource or from which these
resources derive benefit, . . .” (California Department of Fish and Game Code, Section
1600).

Thus, the area of jurisdiction includes unvegetated drainages, wetland and riparian vegetation,
and open water of rivers and lakes.

Zoning.  The division of a municipality (or county) into districts for the purpose of regulating
land use, bulk of building, required yards, necessary off-street parking, and other prerequisites to
development.  Zones are generally shown on a map and the text of the zoning ordinance specifies
requirements for each zoning category.
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13.2  ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

AAQS Ambient Air Quality Standards
ACHP Advisory Council on Historic

Preservation
ADT Average Daily Traffic
AMSL Above Mean Sea Level
APCD Air Pollution Control District
AQCR Air Quality Control Region
AQMD Air Quality Management District
AQMP Air Quality Management Plan
BMP Best Management Practices
CAA California Clean Air Act
Caltrans California Department of

Transportation
CARB California Air Resources Board
CDFG California Department of Fish

and Game
CDMG California Department of Mines

and Geology
CEQA California Environmental Quality

Act
cfs Cubic Feet per Second
CNEL Community Noise Equivalent

Level
CO Carbon Monoxide
Cy Cubic yard
dB Decibel
dB(A) Decibels on the A-weighted scale
DEIR Draft Environmental Impact

Report
du Dwelling Unit
du/a Number of Dwelling Units

Allowed per Acre
DWR California Department of Water

Resources
EIR Environmental Impact Report
EMWD Eastern Municipal Water District
EPA Environmental Protection

Agency
FEIR Final Environmental Impact

Report
FEMA Federal Emergency Management

Agency
FIP Federal Implementation Plan
GIS Geographic Information System

gpm Gallons Per Minute
gpd Gallons Per Day
HCP Habitat Conservation Plan
ICU Intersection Capacity Utilization
Leq Energy Equivalent Noise Level
Ldn Day/Night Energy Equivalent

Noise Level
Lmax Maximum Noise Level
Lmin Minimum Noise Level
LOS Level of Service
mgd Million Gallons per Day
MSCP Multiple Species Conservation

Plan
MSL Mean Sea Level
NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality

Standards
NO2 Nitrogen Dioxide
NOX Nitrogen Oxide
NOP Notice of Preparation
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge

Elimination System
NWP Nationwide Permit
OPR Office of Planning and Research
O3 Ozone
PM10 Particulate Matter which is finer

than 10 microns
ppm Parts per Million
RCWD Rancho California Water District
RWQCB California Regional Water

Quality Control Board
SCAB South Coast Air Basin
SCAG Southern California Association

of Governments
SCAQMD Southern California Air Quality

Management District
SCS U.S. Soil Conservation Service
SDHS State Department of Health

Services
SHPO State Historic Preservation

Officer
SIP State Implementation Plan
SKR Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat
SOHP State Office of Historic

Preservation
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SPA Specific Plan Area
STIP State Transportation

Improvement Plan
SWP State Water Project
TCM Transportation Control Measures
TSP Total Suspended Particulate

Matter
UBC Uniform Building Code

USACOE United States Army Corps of
Engineers

USDA United States Department of
Agriculture

USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife
Service

USGS United States Geological Survey
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NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF THE
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND RESPONSES

This appendix contains the Notice of Preparation of the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(NOP of a DEIR) for the San Diego Pipeline No. 3 Bypass Project, circulated for public review
from June 14 to July 14, 1999. Seven responses were received on the NOP, which follow the
NOP document.  The responses are arranged in the order indicated below.

Federal Agencies

Department of the Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA)

State Agencies

California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG)
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR)

County Agencies

Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (RCFCWCD)
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)

Special Interest/Private Groups

California Indian Legal Services (CILS)
Western Riverside Council of Governments (WRCOG)

These letters were reviewed for issues of concern.  Specific items are highlighted in Table A-1;
together with the location in the document in which relevant information can be found.



Table A-1
ISSUES ADDRESSED IN LETTERS OF RESPONSE TO THE NOP

Responder Issue Location in the DEIR
BIA Non-disclosure of site

location, identification of
unknown resource during
construction.

Section 4.6

CDFG Identification of
endangered/threatened/unique
species and sensitive habitats;
direct and indirect impacts;
wetlands; mitigation
monitoring and reporting.

Cumulative impacts, regional
plans.

Alternatives.

Section 4.4

Section 6.0

Section 7.0
OPR N/A N/A
RCFCWCD Location of project relative to

flood areas/BMPs.

Need for NPDES Municipal
Stormwater Permit and
SWRCB NPDES General
Permit.

Sections 4.2 and 9.6

Section 3.4

SCAQMD Identification of emissions and
implementation of all feasible
mitigation measures.

Section 4.3

CILS Identification of sites;
recommendations for, and
implementation of, mitigation.

Identification of origin of fill
dirt.

Section 4.6

Section 3.4

WRCOG Consistency with regional
plans related to growth,
housing, water resources,
open space and habitat
conservation, housing, air
quality and water quality.

Sections 5.0, 4.2, 4.4, 6.0 and
4.3, as appropriate
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Appendix B
SUMMARY OF ONSITE SOIL CHARACTERISTICS1

Soil Series
Physical

Characteristics
Expansion
Potential Reactivity Erodibility

Auld Moderately deep,
well-drained clay
and cobbly clay
derived from
basic igneous
rocks.

Moderate
to high

Neutral to
moderately
alkaline (pH
6.6-8.4)

Moderate to
high

Cajalco Shallow, well-
drained fine
sandy loam and
rocky fine sandy
loam derived
from basic
igneous rocks.

Low to
moderate

Neutral (pH 6.6-
7.3)

Low to
moderate

Cieneba Shallow, well-to
excessively
drained sandy
and rocky sandy
loam derived
from coarse-
grained igneous
rocks.

Low to
moderate

Slightly to
moderately
acidic (pH 5.6-
6.5)

High

Escondido Shallow to
moderately deep,
well-drained fine
sandy to rocky
loam derived
from
metamorphosed
sandstone and
schist.

Low Slightly to
moderately
acidic (pH 5.6-
6.5)

Moderate

Fallbrook Shallow, well-
drained sandy
loam derived
from granitic
rocks.

Low Slightly acidic
to neutral (pH
6.1-7.3)

Moderate

Friant Very shallow,
well-drained fine
sandy loam
derived from
mica schist.

Low Moderately
acidic to neutral
(pH 5.6-7.3)

Moderate
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Soil Series
Physical

Characteristics
Expansion
Potential Reactivity Erodibility

Las Posas Moderately deep,
well-drained
loam derived
from basic
igneous rocks.

Low to
moderate

Slightly acidic
to mildly
alkaline (pH
6.1-7.8)

Moderate to
high

Lodo Shallow,
somewhat
excessively
drained gravelly
loam derived
from
metamorphosed
sandstone.

Low Slightly to
moderately
acidic (pH 5.6-
6.5)

High

Monserate Shallow, well-
drained sandy
loam

Low to
moderate

Slightly acidic
to moderately
alkaline (pH
6.1-8.4)

Low

Placentia Moderately deep,
well-drained fine
sandy loam
derived from
granitic
alluvium.

Low Slightly to
moderately
acidic (pH 5.6-
6.5)

Moderate

Ramona Deep, well-
drained sandy
and fine sandy
loam derived
from granitic
alluvium.

Low Slightly acidic
to moderately
alkaline (pH
6.1-8.4)

Low to high

Vista Shallow to
moderately deep,
well-drained
coarse sandy
loam derived
from granitic
rocks.

Low Slightly to
moderately
acidic (pH 5.6-
6.5)

Moderate

1 Includes soils mapped within and adjacent to the project alignment.  The
descriptions of physical characteristics may include more than one soil type per
series, with a number of parameters therefore given as a range.

Source:  U.S. Soil Conservation Service (1971)
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Appendix C1
PLANT SPECIES OBSERVED ONSITE

(* = exotic species)

Family
Common Name Scientific Name

Alliaceae - Onion Family
Blue dicks Dichlostemma capitatum

Anacardiaceae - Sumac Family
Laurel sumac Malosma laurina
Peruvian pepper tree Schinus molle*
Sugarbush Rhus ovata

Asteraceae (Compositae) - Sunflower Family
Artemisia pincushion Chaenactis artemisiaefolia
Brittlebush Encelia farinosa
California everlasting Gnaphalium californicum
California matchweed Gutierrizia californica
California sagebrush Artemisia californica
Fluffweed Filago californica
Goldenbush Isocoma menziesii
Golden daisy Pentachaeta aurea
Golden yarrow Eriophyllum confertiflorum
Malacothrix Malacothrix saxatilis var. tenuifolia
Mule fat Baccharis salicifolia
Prickly lettuce Lactuca serriola*
Sacapellote Acourtia microcephala
Sand-aster Lessingia filaginifolia
Sunflower Helianthus annus
Sweetbush Bebbia juncea
Telegraph weed Heterotheca grandiflora
Thistle Cirsium spp.
Tocalote Centaurea melitensis*
Virgate wreath-plant Stephanomeria virgata
White everlasting Gnaphalium canescens ssp. microcephalum

Brassicaceae (Cruciferae) - Mustard Family
Black mustard Brassica nigra*
Perennial mustard Hirschfeldia incana*

Cactaceae - Cactus Family
Coastal prickly pear Opuntia littoralis
Indian-fig Opuntia ficus-indica*
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Family
Common Name Scientific Name

Caprifoliaceae - Honeysuckle Family
Elderberry Sambucus mexicana
Honeysuckle Lonicera subspicata var. denudata

Chenopodiaceae - Goosefoot Family
Russian-thistle Salsola tragus*

Cistaceae - Rock-Rose Family
Alderson's rush rose Helianthemum scoparium var. aldersonii

Convolvulaceae- Morning-Glory Family
Morning glory Calystegia macrostegia

Curcurbitaceae - Gourd Family
Wild cucumber Marah macrocarpus

Euphorbiaceae - Spurge Family
Rattlesnake weed Chamaesyce albomarginata
Turkey mullein Eremocarpus setigerus

Fabaceae (Leguminosae) - Pea Family
Alfalfa Medicago sativa*
Deerweed Lotus scoparius 

Geraniaceae - Geranium Family
Red-stem  filaree Erodium cicutarium*

Hydrophyllaceae - Waterleaf Family
Caterpillar phacelia Phacelia cicutaria
Yerba santa Eriodictyon crassifolium

Lamiaceae (Labiatae) - Mint Family
Black sage Salvia mellifera
Horehound Marrubium vulgare*
White sage Salvia apiana

Malvaceae - Mallow Family
Bush mallow Malacothamnus fasciculatus var. fasciculatus

Myrtaceae - Myrtle Family
Eucalyptus Eucalyptus sp.*
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Family
Common Name Scientific Name

Nyctaginaceae - Four O'Clock Family
Wishbone bush Mirabilis californica var. californica

Papaveraceae - Poppy Family
California poppy Eschscholzia californica

Plantaganaceae - Plantain Family
Dwarf plantain Plantago erecta

Polemoniaceae - Phlox Family
Sapphire eriastrum Eriastrum sapphirinum

Polygonaceae - Buckwheat Family
California buckwheat Eriogonum fasciculatum 

Primulaceae - Primrose Family
Scarlet pimpernel Anagallis arvensis*

Rhamnaceae - Buckthorn Family
Holly-leaved redberry Rhamnus ilicifolia

Rosaceae - Rose Family
Toyon Heteromeles arbutifolia

Rubiaceae - Madder Family
Narrowleaf bedstraw Galium angustifolium

Salicacae – Willow Family
Arroyo willow Salix lasiolepis

Scrophulariaceae - Figwort Family
Bee plant Scrophularia californica var. floribunda
Bush penstemon Keckiella antirrhinoides
Owl’s clover Castilleja exserta
Red bush monkey-flower Mimulus aurantiacas

Solanaceae - Nightshade Family
Douglas’ nightshade Solanum douglasii
Tree tobacco Nicotiana glauca*
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Family
Common Name Scientific Name

Monocotyledoneae

Agavaceae - Agave Family
Our Lord’s candle Yucca whipplei

Alliaceae - Amaryllis Family
Golden star Bloomeria crocea var. crocea

Areaceae - Palm Family
Date palm Phoenix spp.*
Washington palm Wasintonia robustus*

Iridaceae - Iris Family
Blue-eyed grass Sisyrinchium bellum

Liliaceae - Lily Family
Mariposa lily Calochortus splendens

Poaceae (Gramineae) - Grass Family
Foothill stipa Nasella lepida
Nodding stipa Nassella pulchra
Red brome Bromus madritensis ssp. rubens*
Ripgut grass Bromus diandrus*
Ryegrass Leymus spp.
Soft chess Bromus hordaceus*
Wild oat Avena spp*
Wild ryegrass Lolium spp.*

          
1. Nomenclature follows Munz 1974; Beauchamp 1986; Hickman 1993.
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Appendix C2
PLANT SPECIES WITH THE POTENTIAL TO OCCUR ONSITE

Species Status* Potential For Occurrence

Graceful tarplant
  (Holocarpha virgata
  ssp. elongata)

USFWS RS
CNPS 4

Appropriate habitat -- grassland.  Late Summer or Fall
surveys would be required for detection of this species
but are not recommended due to its low level of
sensitivity.

Intermediate mariposa lily
  (Calochortus weedii
  var. intermedius)

USFWS RS
CNPS 1B

Low; would have been observed if present.
Appropriate habitat (chaparral and coastal sage scrub)
present.

Long-spined spineflower
  (Chorizanthe polygonoides
  var. longispina)

USFWS RS
CNPS 1B

Low; would have been observed if present.
Appropriate habitat (chaparral, coastal sage scrub,
meadows, and grasslands, often on clay soils).

Munz’s onion
  (Allium munzii)

USFWS PE
CDFG ST
CNPS 1B

Low; would have been observed if present.
Appropriate soils (Altamont clay) present.  Spring
surveys did not detect this species.

Palmer’s grapplinghook
  (Harpagonella palmeri)

USFWS RS
CNPS 2

Low; surveys conducted just past flowering period,
however, distinctive fruits would have been observed
if present. Appropriate habitat (clay soils in chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, and grasslands) present.

Parry’s spineflower
  (Chorizanthe parryi var.
   parryi)

USFWS RS
CNPS 1B

Low; would have been observed if present.
Appropriate habitat (sandy soils in open areas of
coastal sage scrub and chaparral).

Payson’s jewelflower
  (Caulanthus simulans)

USFWS RS
CNPS 4

Low; would have been observed if present.
Appropriate habitat (chaparral and coastal sage
scrub/sandy and granitic soils) present.

Slender-horned spineflower
  Dodecahema leptoceras)

USFWS FE
CDFG CE
CNPS 1B

Low; would have been observed if present.  Typically
occurs in alluvial fan sage scrub, but may also occur in
chaparral and sandy riverbeds.

Thread-leaved brodiaea
  (Brodiaea filifolia)

USFWS PT
CDFG SE
CNPS 1B

Low; would have been observed if present.
Appropriate  soils (Altamont clay) present.  Spring
surveys within the clay soils did not detect this
species.

*See Appendix C5 for status code definitions.
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Appendix C3
ANIMAL SPECIES OBSERVED ONSITE

(† = sensitive species)

Family
Common Name Scientific Name Habitat

Butterflies
Alfalfa sulfur Colias eurytheme CSS, NNG
Behr’s metalmark Apodemia mormo virgulti CSS
Bramble hairstreak Callophrys dumetorum CSS

dumetorum
Cabbage white Pieris rapae CSS, NNG
California ringlet Coenonympha california NNG

california
Common white Pieris protodice CSS
Dwarf yellow Nathalis iole NNG
Funereal duskywing Erynnis funeralis CSS
Mourning cloak Nymphalis antiopa antiopa NNG
Painted lady Cynthia cardui CSS
Southern blue Glaucopsyche lygdamus australis CSS
West coast lady Cynthia annabella CSS, NNG

Amphibians
Pacific chorus frog Pseudacris regilla RP, VP

Reptiles
Side-blotched lizard Uta stanisburiana CSS
Western fence lizard Sceloporus occidentalis CSS

Birds
American crow Corvus brachyrhinchos CSS
American kestrel Falco sparvarius CSS, NNG
Anna’s hummingbird Calypte anna CSS
Ash-throated flycatcher Myiarchus cinerascens CSS
Bewick’s wren Thryomanes bewickii CSS
Black phoebe Sayornis nigricans CSS, NNG
Burrowing owl Speotyto cunicularia AG, CSS
Bushtit Psaltriparus minimus CSS
California horned lark Eremophila alpestris actia† NNG
California quail Callipepla californica CSS
California thrasher Toxostoma redivivum CSS
California towhee Pipilo crissalis CSS
Cassin’s kingbird Tyrannus vociferans CSS, EW
Cliff swallow Hirundo pyrrhonota CSS
Common raven Corvus corax CSS, EW
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Family
Common Name Scientific Name Habitat

Costa’s hummingbird Calypte costae CSS
Grasshopper sparrow Ammodramus savannarum NNG
House finch Carpodacus mexicanus D, EW, NNG, CSS
House wren Troglodytes aedon CSS
Killdeer Charadrius vociferus VP, NNG
Lesser goldfinch Carduelus psaltria CSS
Mourning dove Zenaida macroura CSS, NNG
Northern harrier Circus cyaneus† CSS, RP, NNG
Northern mockingbird Mimus polyglottus CSS
Red-tailed hawk Buteo jamaicensis CSS, NNG, EW
Red-winged blackbird Agelaius pheniceus NNG, RP
Savannah sparrow Passerculus sandwichensis NNG
Say’s phoebe Sayornis saya CSS, NNG
Song sparrow Melospiza melodia CSS
Spotted towhee Pipilo maculatus   CSS
Turkey vulture Cathartes aura CSS, NNG
Vesper sparrow Pooecetes gramineus CSS
Western kingbird Tyrannis verticalis CSS
Western meadowlark Sturnella neglecta NNG
White-crowned sparrow Zonotrichia leucrophrys CSS
White-tailed kite Elanus leucurus† RP, EW
Wrentit Chamaea fasciata CSS
Yellow-rumped warbler Dendroica coronata RP

Mammals
Botta’s pocket gopher Thomomys bottae CSS
California ground squirrel Spermophilus beecheyi CSS
Coyote Canis latrans CSS
Desert cottontail Sylvilagus auduboni CSS, NNG
Kangaroo rat Dipodomys sp. NNG, CSS
San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit Lepus californicus CSS, NNG

    bennettii†
Striped skunk Mephitis mephitis CSS

1. Nomenclature from American Ornithologists' Union (1983); Collins (1990); Jones, et
al. (1982).

2. Habitat acronyms: VP, vernal pool; CSS, Diegan coastal sage scrub; EW, eucalyptus
woodland; NNG, non-native grassland; RP, riparian; D, disturbed/developed.
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Appendix C4
ANIMAL SPECIES WITH THE POTENTIAL TO OCCUR ONSITE

Species Status* Potential For Occurrence

INSECTS

Quino checkerspot butterfly
   (Euphydryas editha quino)

FE Moderate; coastal sage scrub and
open areas.  Focused surveys in 1998
for the alignment were negative for
the butterfly.  Known from elsewhere
nearby on Johnson Ranch.

AMPHIBIANS

Western spadefoot
   (Spea hammondi)

RS
CSC

Low to moderate; coastal sage scrub,
riparian scrub, and grassland.
Important habitat components
include temporary pools (which form
during winter and spring rains) for
breeding and friable soils for
burrowing. Known from elsewhere
nearby on Johnson Ranch.

REPTILES

Coast patch-nosed snake

   (Salvadora hexalepis virgultea)

RS

CSC

High; food source (whiptails) likely
present and habitat appropriate.

Coastal rosy boa

   (Lichanura trivirgata roseofusca)

RS Low to Moderate; habitat (rocky
areas) present but not in large
amounts.

Coastal whiptail
   (Cnemidophorus tigris ultiscutatus)

RS
CSC

Moderate; coastal sage scrub
intermixed with grassland, grassland,
agriculture, and riparian habitat
fringes.  Known from elsewhere
nearby on Johnson Ranch.
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Species Status* Potential For Occurrence

Northern red-diamond rattlesnake

   (Crotalus ruber ruber)

RS

CSC

Low to Moderate; habitat (rocky
areas) present but not common.

Orange-throated whiptail
   (Cnemidophorus hyperythrus
    beldingi)

RS
CSC

Moderate; coastal sage scrub,
grassland, agriculture, and riparian
habitat fringes.  Known from
elsewhere nearby on Johnson Ranch.

San Diego horned lizard

   (Phrynosoma coronatum blainvillei)

RS

CSC

Moderate; habitat appropriate and
individuals observed in site vicinity.

San Diego ringneck snake

   (Diadophus punctatus similis)

RS

CSC

Low to Moderate; habitat (chaparral/
sage scrub) present but microhabitat
(fallen wood) scarce.

BIRDS

Bell’s sage sparrow
   (Amphispiza belli belli)

RS
CSC

Moderate; coastal sage scrub, would
have been observed if present.
Known from elsewhere nearby on
Johnson Ranch.

Cooper’s hawk
   (Accipiter cooperii)

RS
CSC

Low; Riparian habitat (breeding) and
coastal sage scrub/grassland
(foraging).  Known from elsewhere
nearby on Johnson Ranch.

Loggerhead shrike
   (Lanius ludovicianus)

RS
CSC

Moderate; grassland, agriculture, and
riparian.  Would have been observed
if present.  Known from elsewhere
nearby on Johnson Ranch.

Mountain plover

   (Charadrius montanus)

RS

CSC

Low; may occur in grasslands onsite
but only during winter.  Detection
requires focused winter suveys,
which are not recommended due to
the species’ low level of sensitivity.
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Species Status* Potential For Occurrence

Prairie falcon

   (Falco mexicanus)

CSC Moderate; habitat open and
undeveloped may attract this species
to the site on occasion but breeding
habitat is elsewhere.

Southern California rufous-crowned
   sparrow
   (Aimophila ruficeps canescens)

RS
CSC

Moderate; coastal sage scrub, would
have been observed if present.
Known from elsewhere nearby on
Johnson Ranch.

Vaux’s swift

   (Chaetura vauxi)

CSC Moderate; may migrate through site
during spring.  Detection requires
focused surveys, which are not
recommended due to the species’
low level of sensitivity.

Yellow-breasted chat
   (Icteria virens)

RS
CSC

Moderate; riparian habitats.  Would
have been observed if present.
Known from elsewhere nearby on
Johnson Ranch.

MAMMALS

American badger

   (Taxidea taxus)

CDFG
CSC

Moderate; may be present but
species may prefers a more level or
open area than habitat on site.
Detection requires focused surveys,
which are not recommended due to
the species’ low level of sensitivity.

California leaf-nosed bat

   (Macrotus californicus)

USFWS
RS

CDFG
CSC

Moderate; site is within range.
Abandoned homestead or cliffs on
site may be used for roosting.
Detection requires focused surveys,
which are not recommended due to
the species’ low level of sensitivity.

California pocket mouse

   (Chaetodipus californicus)

USFWS
RS

CDFG
CSC

Moderate; favors coastal sage scrub.
Detection requires focused surveys,
which are not recommended due to
the species’ low level of sensitivity.
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Species Status* Potential For Occurrence

Greater western mastiff bat

   (Eumops perotis californicus)

USFWS
RS

CDFG
CSC

Low; habitat very appropriate for
foraging and potential roosting sites
on site (cliffs and abandoned
buildings) but the species is only
known from two roosting sites in
southern California.  Detection
requires focused surveys, which are
not recommended due to the species’
low level of sensitivity.

Los Angeles little pocket mouse

   (Perognathus longimembris

   brevinasus)

USFWS
RS

CDFG
CSC

High; grassland and sage scrub are
preferred habitats.  Detection
requires focused surveys, which are
not recommended due to the species’
low level of sensitivity.

Northwestern San Diego pocket mouse

   (Chaetodipus fallax fallax)

USFWS
RS

CDFG
CSC

Moderate; favors coastal sage scrub.
Detection requires focused surveys,
which are not recommended due to
the species’ low level of sensitivity.

Pale big-eared bat

   (Plecotus townsendii pallescens)

USFWS
RS

CDFG
CSC

Moderate; habitat generally
appropriate for foraging.  Potential
roosting sites in the abandoned
homestead and cliffs on site.
Detection requires focused surveys,
which are not recommended due to
the species’ low level of sensitivity.

Pallid bat

   (Antrozous pallidus pacificus)

CDFG
CSC

Low to moderate; habitat appropriate
for foraging/potential roosting sites
on site (cliffs).  Detection requires
focused surveys, which are not
recommended due to the species’
low level of sensitivity.

San Diego desert woodrat

   (Neotoma lepida intermedia)

USFWS
RS

CDFG
CSC

Moderate; site is within range and
habitat appropriate.  Detection
requires focused surveys, which are
not recommended due to the species’
low level of sensitivity.
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Species Status* Potential For Occurrence

Southern grasshopper mouse

  (Onychomys torridus ramona)

USFWS
RS

CDFG
CSC

Moderate; could occur in all arid
shrublands on site.  Detection
requires focused surveys, which are
not recommended due to the species’
low level of sensitivity.

Stephens’ kangaroo rat

   (Dipodomys stephensi)

USFWS
FE

CDFG ST

Moderate to High.  Kangaroo rat sign
was observed within the project area
during a focused survey and the
species is known from Johnson
Ranch from previous surveys.

*See Appendix C5 for status code definitions.



C5-1

Appendix C5
SENSITIVITY CODES

FEDERAL SPECIES DESIGNATIONS

Category

FE Federal Endangered species.
FT Federal Threatened species.
PE Species already proposed to be listed as endangered.
PT Species already proposed to be listed as threatened.
F1 Enough data on file to support federal listing.
Fa Extinct.
Fb Taxonomically invalid.
Fc Too widespread and/or not threatened.

STATE SPECIES DESIGNATIONS

SE State listed as endangered (listed as “CE” in Skinner & Pavlik 1994).
ST State listed as threatened (listed as “CT” in Skinner & Pavlik 1994).
SCE State candidate for listing as endangered (listed as “CC” in Skinner & Pavlik 1994).
SCT State candidate for listing as threatened (listed as “CC” in Skinner & Pavlik 1994).
CSC CDFG “Species of Special Concern.”
SA Special Animal (Fully protected); illegal to possess or capture.

CALIFORNIA NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY DESIGNATIONS  (Skinner & Pavlik 1994)

The CNPS List

List 1 Plants of highest priority.
List 1A Plants presumed extinct in California.
List 1B Plants rare, threatened or endangered in California and elsewhere.
List 2 Plants rare, threatened or endangered in California, but common elsewhere.
List 3 Plants about which we need more information.
List 4 Plants of limited distribution (A watch list).

The R-E-D Code

R (Rarity) 1 Rare, but found in sufficient numbers and distributed widely enough that
the potential for extinction or extirpation is low at this time.

2 Occurrence confined to several populations or to one extended population.
3 Occurrence limited to one or a few highly restricted populations, or

present in such numbers that it is seldom reported.

E (Endangerment) 1 Not endangered.
2 Endangered in a portion of its range.
3 Endangered throughout its range.

D (Distribution) 1 More or less widespread outside California.
2 Rare outside California.
3 Endemic to California.
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FINAL EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ES-1  INTRODUCTION

California Environmental Quality Act

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires the preparation of an Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) for any action which may have the potential to affect significantly the
quality of the environment.  This Final EIR addresses a project being undertaken by The
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan), i.e., the San Diego Pipeline
No. 3 Bypass Project.  In addition to being the project proponent, Metropolitan is also the lead
agency for this Final EIR (i.e., the public agency with primary responsibility for preparing and
certifying the CEQA-compliance document along with approving the project).

The geographic area addressed in this document is located within southwestern Riverside
County, between Lake Skinner and the existing Second San Diego Aqueduct (Second
Aqueduct); see Figures 1-1 and 1-2 in Section 1.0 of the Draft EIR.  Specifically, the project
consists of construction, operation and maintenance of a new water transmission pipeline, which
would support conversion of the existing San Diego Pipeline No. 3 from a raw water to a treated
water pipeline.  Specifics of the project description are provided in Section 3.0 of the Draft EIR.

The purpose of this document is to provide decision-makers, public agencies and the general public
with objective information, which fully discloses the potential environmental effects of the
proposed project.  The EIR process facilitates the objective evaluation of potentially significant
direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of the project (as well as any evaluated project
alternatives); and identifies mitigation measures to mitigate the potential adverse impacts of the
project.  In addition, CEQA specifically requires that an EIR identify those adverse impacts
determined to be significant even after mitigation.  A statement as to post-mitigation impact levels
is included for each issue topic, as appropriate.  This document has been prepared in accordance
with the requirements of CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines, as amended in October of 1998.

It should be noted that simply because a particular issue is addressed in the Final EIR, it does not
imply that a significant adverse impact would occur if the project is implemented.  In many cases,
potential impacts are determined to be not significant and the topical analysis is presented to
disclose the process leading to the less-than-significant conclusions presented in the Final EIR.

CEQA Initial Study, Notice of Preparation and EIR Certification

As required under CEQA, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was prepared and circulated for the
proposed project.  An early NOP was distributed on May 27, 1998, with the 30-day review
period for the NOP ending on June 26, 1998.  This NOP originally addressed two separate
projects in the same vicinity; one proposed by Metropolitan (i.e., an early routing of the currently
proposed project) and one (the EM-20 Turnout and Transmission Main) proposed by the Rancho
California Water District (RCWD).  These projects are not mutually dependent, but were
originally joined because of their geographic proximity.  Since circulation of the original NOP, a
decision has been reached by both Metropolitan and RCWD to process their respective projects
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separately under CEQA.  As a result, the two agencies are moving forward independent of one
another.  Even though these projects are not interdependent and each could and would be carried
out without each other, the CEQA documentation process for each will account for the other with
respect to cumulative impacts.  RCWD’s Draft EIR for the EM-20 Project was released for a 45-
day public review period on May 13, 1999.  A revised Metropolitan NOP, addressing the project
assessed in this EIR, was issued on June 14, 1999, with the 30-day review period ending on
July 14, 1999.

With regard to Metropolitan facilities, the NOP indicated that the proposed project has the
potential to have a significant effect on the environment and that an EIR should be prepared.
Metropolitan identified four environmental issue areas in which potentially significant impacts
might result from project implementation.  These issues are addressed in this Draft EIR and
include: Air Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, and Noise.  The NOP, and
comment letters received in response to it, are included in Appendix A of this document.

The Draft EIR was circulated for public review by public agencies and interested members of the
general public for a period of 45 days (i.e., August 11, 1999 to September 25, 1999).
Metropolitan prepared responses to the comments received regarding the adequacy of the Draft
EIR (refer to Chapter 2 of the Final EIR).  The comments and responses, together with the Draft
EIR and the appendices, along with minor revisions to the text of the Draft EIR (refer to Chapter
1 of the Final EIR), comprise the Final EIR.  In arriving at a decision whether to proceed with
the project, the Metropolitan Board of Directors will consider, among other things, the
information in the Final EIR and will determine the adequacy of the environmental
documentation under CEQA.

ES-2  ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Project Location and Environmental Setting

The project site is located in southern Riverside County, west/southwesterly of Lake Skinner and
north of the Temecula city limits.  The project area is in a rolling and topographically diverse
valley, surrounded by much larger and identifiable distant geographic features; including Mount
San Jacinto far to the northeast, the Santa Rosa Plateau to the east, and smaller hills to the south.

Existing and Planned Land Use Setting

Surrounding land uses to the east and northeast include Lake Skinner facilities (consisting of a
Metropolitan water reservoir and regional park facilities), and the Robert A. Skinner Filtration
Plant (FP) facilities.  Much of the project area currently is undeveloped, consisting of gently
sloping land within the adopted Johnson Ranch Specific Plan Area (SPA) that was historically
used for dry farming.  Nonetheless, the overall area consists of topographic and vegetation
features that have been largely modified by historic and recent land use developments.  Open
land and scattered residential uses are generally found to the east, west and south of the project
limits.  Within the project area, rural residential uses occur on rolling hills in the northern limits
of the project area, between the Second Aqueduct and the Skinner FP operations facilities.
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Numerous residential communities are currently being built or planned that will ultimately
transform much of this landscape to urban or residential districts, including the adopted Johnson
Ranch SPA crossed by the proposed project, the Rancho Bella Vista SPA (west of the proposed
project) and Roripaugh Ranch SPA (south of the proposed project).

Open space areas are also expected to remain. There is a possibility that the Johnson Ranch
property may be included as part of a proposed mitigation reserve in support of the proposed
Assessment District No. 161 Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP).  That proposed HCP is currently
being developed by the County of Riverside and participating property owners.  Discussions
between this consortium and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service are ongoing at this time.  In
addition, the Johnson Ranch property has not been sold yet (i.e., escrow is pending as of
February 2000) and the proposed HCP is still in preparation.  Lake Skinner, at the far northeast
extent of the study area, provides a large open water body and is bordered on its north, east and
south sides by the Southwestern Riverside County Multi-Species Reserve.  Other areas slated for
open space preservation include Skunk Hollow southwest of the proposed project in the Rancho
Bella Vista SPA, which is now part of the Barry Jones Mitigation Bank; and the University of
California at Riverside property, located in what was originally the southern portion of Johnson
Ranch (approximately one-half mile south of the proposed project).

ES-3  PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Need and Objectives

Metropolitan proposes design and construction of a “bypass” pipeline that would allow
conversion of San Diego Pipeline No. 3 to a treated water transmission facility.  The project
would also improve the hydraulics of the San Diego Pipeline No. 3 after conversion  and
maintain its existing capacity.

Project Characteristics

Metropolitan’s San Diego Pipeline No. 3 Bypass (Figure 1-2, in Section 1.0) would originate at
the Skinner FP and extend to the existing Metropolitan San Diego Pipeline No. 3.  The project
would be located on Metropolitan and privately owned property.  No federal- or state-owned
lands would be crossed.  It is anticipated that Metropolitan would procure a 100-foot wide
permanent easement and/or a 150-foot wide temporary/construction easement to accommodate
construction activities.

The Bypass pipeline would consist of approximately 7,500 linear feet of eight-to-nine foot
diameter pipe and would carry approximately 250 to 340 cubic feet per second (cfs) of treated
water.  Appurtenant structures would include turnout valves, meters, tie-ins and blowoff
structures.  As appropriate, some of the appurtenant structures would be underground, while
others could stand two-to-four feet above the ground surface.  These aboveground features could
be located at drainage crossings and/or at the connection point to existing San Diego Pipeline
No. 3.  Small motors associated with the blowoff structures would be enclosed within concrete
vaults and buried underground.
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Impacts  associated with pipeline installation would be limited to an approximately nine-month
period.  There would be approximately ten feet of cover over the pipeline with an overall depth
(i.e., bottom of pipeline) of 18 to 20 feet.  The potential impact footprint would vary from a 150-
foot wide to a maximum 250-foot wide corridor within the potential pipeline corridor shown in
Figure 1-2 (which is approximately 7,500 feet in length and varies from approximately 400 to
1,200 feet in width).

It is currently anticipated that all of the construction along the proposed right-of-way would be
completed by open or shored trenching, including the crossings of Washington Street and any
stream ways.  Approximately 200 to 400 feet of pipe would be installed each day and between
400 to 800 linear feet of trench could be open at any one time.  Given individual circumstances, a
single section of trench could be open for three to eight weeks.  Depending on the actual
activities taking place, between  6 and  30 workers may be onsite at any one time.  Construction
workers would park either within the construction easement or at the nearby Skinner facility.

Trenching operations are typically conducted by two crews, varying in number from 3 to 15
people per crew.  The first crew would clear the right-of-way (e.g., remove vegetation), excavate
the trench and remove the excavated material.  After excavation is complete, a second crew
would lay the pipe, construct the joints and backfill the pipeline trench.  Construction equipment
used in the excavation of the trenches and installation of the large diameter pipes would include
two wheel loaders, one dozer-scraper, one welding truck, one water truck, one compactor, one
paving equipment vehicle, two large trucks and two miscellaneous construction equipment
vehicles.

Jacking may also occur in several areas along the alignment.  A jacking pit is constructed on one
side of the surface or subsurface obstacle and a cylindrical steel casing is hydraulically pushed
underground with manual or machine excavation in front of the casing as it advances.  A
receiving pit is required on the other side of the obstacle to complete the operation.  Jacking pits
are generally 15 to 50 feet wide and 30 to 100 feet or more in length.  Once the crossing is
complete, the jacking pits are backfilled.

Blasting may be required during construction to clear facility trenches of rocky
formations/bedrock along northern portions of the project.  Blasting operations normally precede
trenching or excavation activities and can be completed in a relatively short time period.
Blasting does not generally generate much noise in excess of ambient construction noise levels
and, in general, would have only a low muffled sound in a very localized area adjacent to the
trench.  The duration of blasting and the associated noise would last only a few minutes.

Between 150,000 and 175,000 cubic yards of earth are anticipated to be moved as part of the
construction effort along the proposed pipeline alignment.  Excess fill material would be both
smoothed out onsite to the extent possible and trucked offsite as necessary.  Initial projections
estimate that between 60,000 and 80,000 cubic yards of soil may require removal from the
project area.  Appropriate soil types might be trucked no further than the Skinner Plant.
Potentially longer haul routes would take soil out Benton Road to Winchester Road or out
Rancho California Road – both ultimately to access I-15 or I-215.  A more northeastern
destination could take the trucks along the Domenigoni Parkway to State Street/R3, northerly to
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SR-60 or I-10.  If excavated soil is unsuitable, any fill material which might be required would
be purchased from a commercial soil purveyor and would not be gathered from otherwise
undisturbed areas onsite.

If the Johnson Ranch property is not officially designated a mitigation reserve within the
proposed Assessment District No. 161 HCP in the near future, Metropolitan may rough grade a
portion of the right-of-way (i.e., an approximate 4,500-foot long and 60-foot wide corridor) for
the approved Butterfield Stage Road within the Johnson Ranch property.  This corridor is within
the Project’s 7,500-foot long corridor and would add only approximately one month to the
construction period (increasing project duration from nine to ten months). At this time,
Butterfield Stage Road does not exist, but has been approved and is identified in the adopted
Johnson Ranch Specific Plan (State Clearinghouse Number 97041057; Lead Agency is the
County of Riverside; October 1998; approved twice, once in August 1999 and once again
because of minor modifications in December 1999).  The Johnson Ranch Specific Plan does
assess the development of the Butterfield Stage Road in the Bypass Project vicinity in its
certified EIR.  In recent conversations with the County of Riverside (i.e., Mr. Richard
Lashbrook, Agency Director of the Transportation and Land Management Agency), Butterfield
Stage Road may be relocated from what is shown in the approved Johnson Ranch Specific Plan
and quite possibly outside of the Johnson Ranch property. The alignment of the proposed
pipeline will be within the corridor identified in Figure 1-2 of the San Diego Pipeline No. 3
Bypass Project Draft EIR even if the approved Butterfield Stage Road is relocated off the
Johnson Ranch property.  Under those circumstances, Metropolitan will secure temporary and
permanent utility easements (which would not be part of the proposed mitigation reserve) within
the identified-Draft EIR corridor for the construction and operation of the proposed pipeline.

Following pipeline installation (and potential rough grading), a permanent access road would be
maintained along the pipeline alignment.  The patrol access road would be approximately 20 feet
in width, treated with a permanent sealant, and would be located within the permanent 100-foot-
wide easement noted above.  Within portions of the remaining 80-foot-wide permanent
easement, the area either would be cleared and treated with a dust palliative or would be
reseeded with an erosion-control seed mix.  The permanent easement would be maintained for
operational uses.  Outside of Metropolitan’s permanent easement, the area would be similar in
kind to pre-construction conditions.

The proposed project design includes a number of standard construction measures to avoid or
reduce potential impacts on the environment and residents in the area, detailed in Section 3.0 of
the Draft EIR.  Assumption of these design measures and construction practices is tracked
through the impact analyses in Section 4.0 of the Draft EIR.

Metropolitan would utilize existing permanent employees to perform routine maintenance and
operations activities along the pipeline after construction would be completed.  Construction
activities are scheduled to be completed and the pipeline on line by mid- to late-2001.
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ES-4  ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

Eight environmental issues received analysis for the Bypass Project: Geology and Soils,
Hydrology and Water Quality, Air Quality, Biological Resources, Land Use, Cultural and
Paleontologic Resources, Traffic and Circulation, and Noise.  Based on these analyses (discussed
in Section 4.0 of the Draft EIR), four issue areas were identified as having no significant
environmental impacts:  Geology and Soils, Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use and Traffic
and Circulation.  Potentially significant impacts were assessed to four environmental
issue/resource areas: Air Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural and Paleontologic Resources,
and Noise.  One of these environmental issues, Air Quality (i.e., temporary NOx emissions),
would retain potentially significant post-mitigation impacts.  No significant impacts relating to
Quino checkerspot butterflies and coastal California gnatcatchers were identified in the Final EIR.
However, should these sensitive biological resources be encountered in subsequent focused
surveys prior to construction, then impacts would be assessed as significant and mitigation would
be negotiated with the resource agencies to comply with the federal and state Endangered
Species acts, as applicable.  If this potential scenario should occur where the impacts cannot be
mitigated to a level that is less than significant, then the residual impact would still be assessed
as a significant, unavoidable adverse environmental impact.

Issues with Less-than-significant Impacts

Geology and Soils

Standard project design measures related to: pipeline materials, dimensions and seismic loading
characteristics; fill composition, placement methodology, compaction and moisture content; and
conformance with applicable regulatory guidelines; resulted in assessment of less-than-
significant impacts for ground shaking.  Standard design measures and safety procedures related
to pipeline material, removal/replacement of unsuitable fill material, and conformance with
applicable regulatory guidelines related to pollution prevention and stormwater permits resulted
in assessment of less-than-significant impacts to erosion and sedimentation, expansive or
reactive soils, shallow bedrock (blasting) and oversize material.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Erosion control measures incorporated into project design (including conformance with a
General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit and use of best management practices
[BMPs]), stockpiling of topsoil and revegetation as necessary, would reduce any potential
erosion/sedimentation impacts to less-than-significant levels.  Metropolitan standard construction
procedures, use of BMPs, as well as conformance with a Dewatering Waste Discharge Permit (if
necessary) would lower any potential impacts related to contaminated groundwater to less-than-
significant levels.  Standard construction measures such as containment of accidental spills,
removal and appropriate disposal of contaminated soil/groundwater (if encountered), and
restriction of refueling locations would lower all potentially significant impacts related to
hazardous materials spills to less-than-significant levels.
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Land Use

The location of the proposed Bypass within the approved Butterfield Stage Road right-of-way
results in no inconsistency being assessed with the adopted Johnson Ranch Specific Plan.
However, should the road be relocated outside of the Johnson Ranch property, the proposed
pipeline would still be placed in a utility easement within the identified Draft EIR corridor.  In
addition, section 53091 of the Government Code states:  “Building ordinances of a county or city
shall not apply to the location or construction of facilities for the production, generation, storage,
or transmission of water, wastewater, or electrical energy by a local agency.  Zoning ordinances
of a county or city shall not apply to the location or construction of facilities for the production,
generation, storage, or transmission of water, or for the production or generation of electrical
energy.”  Moreover, the proposed Bypass is not inconsistent with the adopted Johnson Ranch
Specific Plan, whether or not Butterfield Stage Road is built on the Johnson Ranch property.
The proposed Bypass also does not conflict with the proposed Assessment District No. 161 HCP,
because the construction and operation of the proposed project would not be part of the proposed
mitigation reserve (refer to the Final EIR revisions to section 4.4, Biological Resources in the
San Diego Pipeline No. 3 Bypass Project Draft EIR).

Traffic and Circulation

Potential impacts associated with crossing existing roadways would be lowered to less-than-
significant levels through preparation of a traffic control plan prior to construction as part of
project design.  This plan would address lane closure, necessary signage, etc.  Access to homes
also would be retained as part of project design.  Project effects on existing roadway capacity
due to construction traffic loading were assessed as less than significant due to current excess
capacity.  Similarly, no significant adverse effect was assessed to potential closure of the
approved Butterfield Stage Road if the road is installed prior to Bypass construction due to its
planned four-lane capacity.  Should the road be relocated outside Johnson Ranch property, then
the proposed project would have no impacts to Butterfield Stage Road whether or not the road is
built before or after the Bypass project.

Issues With Potentially Significant Impacts

As noted above, potentially significant impacts have been assessed to four issue areas: Air
Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural and Paleontologic Resources, and Noise.  The aspects of
these issue areas resulting in significant impacts, the recommended mitigation measures, and
residual levels of impact are shown on Table ES-1.
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Table ES-1
SUMMARY TABLE OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACT LEVELS AND MITIGATION MEASURES BY ISSUE

Issue Significant Impact Mitigation Measures Residual Impact Level

Air Quality

PM10 emissions [AQ-1] All construction contractors shall comply with applicable
SCAQMD regulations, including Rule 402, the Nuisance Rule, and
Rule 403, Fugitive Dust.  To reduce PM10 emissions to the
maximum extent feasible,  the contractor will comply with
applicable provisions of Rule 403 and take additional measures, as
follows:

(a) Moisten soil not more than 15 minutes prior to excavating or
moving soil and conduct whatever watering is necessary to
prevent visible dust emissions from extending beyond the
project site boundaries.

(b) Apply chemical stabilizers to disturbed surface areas
(completed grading areas) within five days of completing
grading or apply dust suppressants or vegetation sufficient to
maintain a stabilized surface.

(c) Water open storage piles hourly.

(d) Water exposed surfaces at least twice a day under calm
conditions and as often as needed on windy days or during
very dry weather in order to maintain a surface crust and
prevent the release of visible emissions from the construction
site.

(e) Wash mud-covered tires and under-carriages of trucks
leaving construction sites.

(f) Provide for street sweeping, as needed, on nearby roadways
to remove dirt dropped by construction vehicles or mud
which would otherwise be carried off by trucks departing the
project site.

Less than significant
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Table ES-1, cont.

Issue Significant Impact Mitigation Measures Residual Impact Level

Air Quality, cont.

(g) Cover loads of dirt securely with a tight fitting tarp on any
truck leaving the construction site to dispose of excavated soil.

NOx emissions [AQ-2] Metropolitan’s construction contractors will maintain all
construction equipment engines by keeping them properly tuned
and will operate such equipment in an efficient manner so as to
reduce NOx peak emission levels.

[AQ-3] Metropolitan’s construction contractors will provide
rideshare or transit incentives for construction employees.

[AQ-4] Metropolitan will minimize obstruction of through traffic
lanes on local streets to the greatest extent possible.

[AQ-5] Metropolitan’s construction contractors will coordinate
traffic diversions, street and lane closures, and obstruction of
intersections with the affected local jurisdiction prior to
commencing construction activities through the development of
routing and detour plans.

Significant

Biological Resources

California gnatcatcher
and Quino checkerspot
butterflies

[BR-1] Based on final design and subsequent focused species
surveys, should conditions change and coastal California
gnatcatchers or Quino checkerspot butterflies are found onsite,
then mitigation requirements (if any) will be negotiated during
consultation with the USFWS under the federal ESA.

Less than significant

Stephens’ kangaroo rat
(SKR)

[BR-2] SKR impacts will be mitigated in accordance with
RCHCA’s long-term Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) and section
10(a) permit for incidental take of SKR.  The project is located
outside SKR core reserve in western Riverside County; therefore,
no further mitigation or take authorization is required.

Less than significant
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Table ES-1, cont.

Issue Significant Impact Mitigation Measures Residual Impact Level
Biological
Resources, cont.

Raptor nests [BR-3] Focused raptor surveys within the final construction
corridor will be done prior to vegetation removal to ensure that no
nesting raptors will be impacted.  For direct impacts on the
burrowing owl that are unavoidable, defined as the elimination of
a burrow or construction within 100 feet of a burrow, a raptor
biologist with experience in burrowing owl relocation will
appraise the sites for a relocation effort or monitor forced
dispersion from the burrows, to mitigate any impact to a less-than-
significant level.  Indirect impacts on burrowing owls in the
vicinity of project construction will be minimized as much as
possible (i.e., less-than-significant impact) by construction
monitoring in areas of occupied habitat to ensure that a minimum
of 100 feet is maintained between construction activities and
occupied burrows.

Less than significant

Cultural and
Paleontologic
Resources

Cultural resources [CR-1] If, following final design and a construction year field
check, CA-RIV-3475, -3476 and/or -6094 are located within the
impact footprint, a Phase II testing program shall be conducted to
assess site content and significance/importance eligibility.  This
testing program shall be implemented prior to initiation of
construction activities.

[CR-2] The results of any Phase II test excavation will determine
the need for a Phase III data recovery (mitigation) program.

[CR-3] If one or more sites is assessed as significant (i.e.,
important historic resources as defined by State CEQA Guidelines
section 15064.5), Metropolitan shall prepare a treatment plan for
the recovery and treatment of significant archaeological resources
during project final design.

Less than significant
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Table ES-1, cont.

Issue Significant Impact Mitigation Measures Residual Impact Level

Cultural and
Paleontologic
Resources, cont.

Cultural resources,
cont.

[CR-4] If Native American remains are accidentally uncovered
during excavation, Metropolitan will comply with existing law
(State CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5[e]).

[CR-5] Indirect impacts to sites shall be mitigated as appropriate
through staking of a buffer area and presence of an archaeological
monitor during construction in the vicinity of CA-RIV-3475, -
3476, and -6094 if the sites are not being directly impacted during
construction.

[CR-6] A final report of findings summarizing the results of the
mitigation program and presenting an inventory of any recovered
archaeological remains and a description of their scientific
importance shall be prepared (if applicable).

Paleontologic
resources

[PR-1] A qualified paleontologist will be retained for the proposed
project (project paleontologist), and will attend the pre-
construction meeting to discuss the mitigation procedures with
project grading and excavation contractors.

[PR-2] The project paleontologist or a paleontologic monitor will
be onsite to inspect for the presence of fossils during original
cutting of previously undisturbed sediments of the described
Quaternary Older Alluvium. The described monitoring will
initially be at least half-time for the Older Alluvium.  Monitoring
time will be subsequently increased or decreased, based on the
initial results and direction by the project paleontologist. Specific
monitoring locations and timing will be determined by the project
paleontologist, after consultation with the excavation and grading
supervisors.

Less than significant
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Table ES-1, cont.

Issue Significant Impact Mitigation Measures Residual Impact Level

Cultural and
Paleontologic
Resources, cont.

Paleontologic
resources, cont.

[PR-3] In the event that well-preserved fossils are discovered,
temporary diversion of earth moving construction equipment, if
warranted, in the area of discovery will occur to allow recovery of
fossil materials in a timely manner. Recovered fossil materials will
be cleaned, sorted and catalogued, and will then be deposited in a
designated repository.

[PR-4] A report summarizing the results, analyses and conclusions
of the above-described monitoring and salvage activities
(including a map showing site locations) will be prepared.

Noise
Short-term
construction noise
impacts

[N-1] Metropolitan’s construction contractor will limit the hours
of construction to the hours specified in the County of Riverside’s
noise ordinance for construction activities.

[N-2] Metropolitan will consult with the appropriate local
planning jurisdiction(s) to determine and select the most feasible
haul route to minimize noise impacts in residential areas.

[N-3] No less than two weeks prior to construction, residents
within 400 feet of the alignment will receive notification stating
the approximate dates of equipment operations.  The notification
will contain a contact telephone number where any noise
complaints may be lodged.

Less than significant

Emergency night-time
construction noise
impacts

[N-4] If emergency situations occur or night-time ground
dewatering activities are required, then acoustically enclosed
emergency generator sets shall be located to minimize noise
impacts to adjacent residences.

Less than significant



ES-13

ES-5  ALTERNATIVES

This EIR addresses two alternatives to the proposed Bypass Project pipeline: the short route
alternative and the no project alternative.  Identification of alternative locations is constrained for
this project for two reasons.  First, the project is a bypass facility, requiring two relatively fixed
termini.  It must be located between the Skinner FP and the San Diego Pipeline No. 3.  Second, the
project is subject to hydraulic constraints which restrict the physical location of the pipeline
between these two points.  As indicated below, one of the alternatives discussed is a “short route”
when compared to the proposed project.  Analysis of even shorter, more direct routes was rendered
infeasible due to area hydraulics.

The proposed project results in very few significant impacts, and even fewer that could be lessened
through locating the project elsewhere in the vicinity due to consistency in the area setting (i.e.,
rural residential/dry farming interspersed with coastal sage scrub habitat, rock outcrops and
intermittent drainages).  Overall, the proposed project is the environmentally superior build
alternative (c.f. the Short Route Alternative discussed below).  The No Project Alternative would
be environmentally superior to the proposed project; however, it would not meet project objectives
and would constrain future treated water deliveries to the water service area within the
southwestern portion of Riverside County and the northern portion of San Diego County.

Short Route Alternative

A short route alignment which turned due west at the northern boundary of Johnson Ranch to join
the Second Aqueduct was initially considered (Figure 7-1 of the Draft EIR).  This route is shorter
than the proposed route by approximately 1,000 feet.

With regard to the shorter route, air quality impacts could potentially be somewhat lesser than
the proposed project because of the shorter length of this alternative.  Project-related cultural and
biological resources surveys determined that this alignment would impact a potentially important
cultural resource site largely avoided by the proposed alignment, and would increase potential
impacts to coastal sage scrub and associated species.  Impacts to the Quino checkerspot butterfly
and coastal California gnatcatcher, avoided under the proposed project, would occur under this
short route alternative.  SKR and paleontologic impacts would be similar to those assumed for
the proposed project.  Noise and traffic impacts also would be similar to those assessed for the
proposed project because they would involve the same users and receptors in this rural area,
regardless of exact alignment location.

No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative would preserve natural resources and result in fewer project-related
traffic, noise and air quality impacts to adjacent property owners, thereby being environmentally
superior to the proposed project.  However, if the existing San Diego Pipeline No. 3 was
converted to treated water by connecting directly to the Skinner Finished Water Reservoir rather
than via the proposed Bypass pipeline, hydraulic constraints downstream would substantially
reduce treated water flows in the existing pipeline.  In turn, this would constrain water deliveries
to Metropolitan’s member agencies for that service area.  Alternatively, if Metropolitan did not
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convert San Diego Pipeline No. 3 to a treated water conveyance system, then a re-examination
might be needed on how the finite amount of treated water contained in existing San Diego
Pipelines Nos. 1, 2, and 4 might be reallocated among Metropolitan’s member agencies.  For
these reasons, the No Project Alternative would not meet project objectives and would be less
preferred than the proposed project.

ES-6  POTENTIAL AREAS OF CONTROVERSY

No potential areas of controversy have been identified.

ES-7   ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED

Issues remaining that require resolution include precise delineation of project footprint impacts
and mitigation for those impacts.  Project impacts have been specified for a broad swath of area
subject to survey.  The actual area to be impacted would be identified during final design
following project approval, and is anticipated to result in fewer, or lesser, impacts. In addition,
final alignment of the proposed pipeline will be dependent on obtaining a utility easement (for
both temporary and permanent use) from the owner(s) of Johnson Ranch within the corridor
identified in Figure 1-2 of the San Diego Pipeline No. 3 Bypass Project Draft EIR.
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1.0  MINOR REVISIONS TO THE TEXT OF THE DRAFT EIR

1-1  INTRODUCTION

Metropolitan was formed in 1928 under an enabling act of the California Legislature. Historically,
Metropolitan provides supplemental water to the southern California coastal plain. Metropolitan’s
deliveries augment local water supplies developed through surface catchment, groundwater
production, and water reclamation.  Supplemental water is delivered to Metropolitan’s 27 member
agencies through a regional network of canals, pipelines, reservoirs, treatment plants, and related
facilities.  The member agencies serve approximately 17 million people living within a 5,200-
square-mile area.  Existing Metropolitan facilities include the 242-mile Colorado River Aqueduct
with 5 pumping plants, a distribution system having 7 functional reservoirs, 5 water filtration
plants, 43 pressure control structures, 15 power plants, and approximately 775 miles of large-
diameter pipelines.

As required under CEQA, a notice of preparation (NOP) was prepared and circulated for the San
Diego Pipeline No. 3 Bypass Project (i.e., the proposed project) on June 14, 1999.  The NOP
indicated that the proposed project had the potential to cause a significant effect on the
environment and that an EIR should be prepared.  The NOP is included in Appendix A of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR).

The 30-day review period for the NOP ended on July 14, 1999.  During this public review period,
comments and input were solicited from state and local government agencies which would affect
or be affected by the project as well as private organizations and individuals that may have an
interest in the project.

Approximately 70 copies of the NOP were distributed.  The written comments received during the
public review period for the NOP are contained in Appendix A of the Draft EIR.  Comments were
received from seven agencies and organizations.  Table A-1 in Appendix A identifies the issues
raised in the written comments received in response to the NOP.  Metropolitan considered the
information in the NOP, along with the responses to the NOP, in preparing the Draft EIR.

On August 11, 1999, Metropolitan issued a Draft EIR for public review for a period of 45 days
ending on September 25, 1999.  The Notice of Availability was placed in two newspapers, the
Riverside Press-Enterprise and the Daily Californian, on August 11, 1999.  These legal notices
announced the release of the Draft EIR, described the proposed project, identified where it was
available for review, and stated the period for submittal of comments on the contents of the Draft
EIR.  In addition, copies of the Draft EIR were also provided to Metropolitan’s Central Library,
Riverside Central Library, and Temecula Branch Library for public review.  Metropolitan
distributed approximately 77 copies of the Draft EIR to responsible agencies, trustee agencies,
affected public agencies, nearby property owners and residents, Native American organizations,
and interested public groups.  Metropolitan received nine letters commenting on the Draft EIR.

On November 5, 1999, Metropolitan completed the Final EIR for the project.  No revisions to the
EIR were required based on comments received during the public review period.  However, in
December 1999, Metropolitan learned that the pipeline’s alignment through the Johnson Ranch
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property might be affected due to a proposed change in that property’s land use designation.
This document (Volume II), therefore, is comprised of the body of the report as published in the
Draft EIR (Volume I) with the minor revisions discussed in the following section of this chapter
(1-2 Minor Revisions), and the letters of comments and responses as presented in Chapter 2 in
this document (Volume II).

In Volume III, related documentation, as required by CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines
include: findings of fact, statement of overriding considerations, and mitigation monitoring and
reporting program (MMRP).  The MMRP includes all feasible mitigation measures, with the
exception of NOx measures, necessary to reduce potentially significant impacts by the project to
less-than-significant levels.  With respect to temporary but significant NOx emissions, feasible
mitigations will be implemented; however, residual NOx emissions during construction will still
be significant.  Therefore, a statement of overriding considerations has been prepared (refer to
Metropolitan Report No. 1154 - Volume III).  The statement of overriding considerations also
includes a discussion on why feasible alternatives to the project were not selected.  In addition,
while no significant impacts relating to Quino checkerspot butterflies and coastal California
gnatcatchers were identified in the Draft EIR, the statement of overriding considerations does
address the scenario of what happens should such sensitive biological resources be found in
subsequent surveys prior to construction.

1-2  MINOR REVISIONS

This section contains minor revisions to the text of the Draft EIR in response to a proposed
change in land use designation for the Johnson Ranch property and the possible relocation or
elimination of the approved Butterfield Stage Road.  These minor text revisions do not
substantially change the conclusions presented in the Draft EIR nor do they result in the
identification of previously unidentified significant impacts or new measures to mitigate
significant impacts.  Section 15088.5(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines states:  “Recirculation [of
a Draft EIR] is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or
amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR.”  The San Diego Pipeline No.
3 Bypass Project Draft EIR provided full public disclosure of the proposed project, its potentially
significant environmental impacts, and proposed mitigation measures.  This section merely
provides additional information for the administrative record as to the possible changes that may
occur with the Johnson Ranch property, the Johnson Ranch Specific Plan, and Butterfield Stage
Road, should the proposed Assessment District No. 161 Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) be
approved and implemented, and how such changes would result in making insignificant text
modifications to the San Diego Pipeline No. 3 Bypass Project Draft EIR.

Additions to the text of the Draft EIR are indicated by redline and deletions to the Draft EIR text
are shown as strikeout.  To focus solely on these revisions, entire paragraphs have not been
repeated here, only those sentences that involve minor revisions.  The reader is directed back to
the original Draft EIR for the remaining sentences in each paragraph presented below.
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Executive Summary, ES-2 Environmental Setting, Existing and Planned Land Use Setting,
pages ES-2 and ES-3 of the Draft EIR has been revised as shown below.

! Page ES-2, first paragraph under Existing and Planned Land Use Setting, beginning with
second sentence:  Much of the project area currently is undeveloped, consisting of gently
sloping land within the adopted Johnson Ranch Specific Plan Area (SPA) that was
historically used for dry farming.

! Page ES-3, top paragraph, beginning with first sentence:  Numerous residential communities
are currently being built or planned that will ultimately transform much of this landscape to
urban or residential districts, including the adopted Johnson Ranch SPA crossed by the
proposed project, the Rancho Bella Vista SPA (west of the proposed project) and Roripaugh
Ranch SPA (south of the proposed project).  Open space areas, however, are also expected to
remain.  There is a possibility that the Johnson Ranch property may be included as part of a
proposed mitigation reserve in support of the proposed Assessment District No. 161 Habitat
Conservation Plan (HCP).  That proposed HCP is currently being developed by the County
of Riverside and participating property owners.  Discussions between this consortium and the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service are ongoing at this time.  In addition, the Johnson Ranch
property has not been sold yet (i.e., escrow is pending as of February 2000) and the proposed
HCP is still in preparation.

Executive Summary, ES-3 Project Description, Project Characteristics, page ES-4, last
paragraph, first sentence of the Draft EIR has been revised as shown below.

If the Johnson Ranch property is not officially designated a mitigation reserve within the
proposed Assessment District No. 161 HCP in the near future, Metropolitan may rough grade a
portion of the right-of-way (i.e., an approximate 4,500-foot long and 60-foot wide corridor) for
the approved Butterfield Stage Road within the Johnson Ranch property.

Executive Summary, ES-3 Project Description, Project Characteristics, page ES-5, top
paragraph, beginning with the first sentence of the Draft EIR has been revised as shown
below.

At this time, Butterfield Stage Road does not exist, but has been approved – it is proposed and is
identified in the adopted Johnson Ranch Specific Plan (State Clearinghouse Number 97041057;
Lead Agency is the County of Riverside; October 1998; approved twice, once in August 1999
and once again because of minor modifications in December 1999).  The Johnson Ranch
Specific Plan does assess the development of the Butterfield Stage Road in the Bypass Project
vicinity in its certified EIR, but the EIR has not yet been certified.  In recent conversations with
the County of Riverside (i.e., Mr. Richard Lashbrook, Agency Director of the Transportation and
Land Management Agency), Butterfield Stage Road may be relocated from what is shown in the
approved Johnson Ranch Specific Plan and quite possibly outside of the Johnson Ranch
property.  Final alignment of the road is will dependent on the approval of the Johnson Ranch
Specific Plan, its actual design (which may vary somewhat from the conceptual alignment shown
in Figure 4.5-2), and final acceptance by the County of Riverside.  The alignment of the pipeline
will be within the corridor identified in Figure 1-2 of the San Diego Pipeline No. 3 Bypass
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Project Draft EIR even if the approved Butterfield Stage Road is relocated off the Johnson Ranch
property.  Under those circumstances, Metropolitan will secure temporary and permanent utility
easements (which would not be part of the proposed mitigation reserve) within the identified-
Draft EIR corridor for the construction and operation of the proposed pipeline.

Executive Summary, ES-4 Environmental Analysis, page ES-5, first paragraph under the
heading, beginning with the fourth sentence of the Draft EIR has been revised as shown
below.

One of these environmental issues, Air Quality (i.e., temporary NOx emissions), would retain
potentially significant post-mitigation impacts. No significant impacts relating to Quino
checkerspot butterflies and coastal California gnatcatchers were identified in the Draft EIR.
However, should these sensitive biological resources be encountered in subsequent focused
surveys prior to construction, then impacts would be assessed as significant and mitigation would
be negotiated with the resource agencies to comply with the federal and state Endangered
Species acts, as applicable.  If this potential scenario should occur where the impacts cannot be
mitigated to a level that is less than significant, then the residual impact would still be assessed
as a significant, unavoidable adverse environmental impact.

Executive Summary, ES-4 Environmental Analysis, Issues with Less-than-significant
Impacts, Land Use, page ES-6, beginning with the first sentence under the heading of the
Draft EIR has been revised as shown below.

The location of the proposed Bypass within the approved future Butterfield Stage Road right-of-
way results in no inconsistency being assessed with the adopted Johnson Ranch Specific Plan.
However, should the road be relocated outside of the Johnson Ranch property, the proposed
pipeline would still be placed in a utility easement within the identified Draft EIR corridor.  In
addition, section 53091 of the Government Code states:  “Building ordinances of a county or city
shall not apply to the location or construction of facilities for the production, generation, storage,
or transmission of water, wastewater, or electrical energy by a local agency.  Zoning ordinances
of a county or city shall not apply to the location or construction of facilities for the production,
generation, storage, or transmission of water, or for the production or generation of electrical
energy.”  Moreover, the proposed Bypass is not inconsistent with the adopted Johnson Ranch
Specific Plan, whether or not Butterfield Stage Road is built on the Johnson Ranch property.
The proposed Bypass also does not conflict with the proposed Assessment District No. 161 HCP
because the construction and operation of the proposed project would not be part of the proposed
mitigation reserve (refer to the Final EIR revisions to section 4.4, Biological Resources in the
San Diego Pipeline No. 3 Bypass Project Draft EIR).

Executive Summary, ES-4 Environmental Analysis, Issues with Less-than-significant
Impacts, Traffic and Circulation, page ES-6, last sentence under the heading of the Draft
EIR has been revised as shown below.

Similarly, no significant adverse effect was assessed to potential closure of a future the approved
Butterfield Stage Road if the road is installed prior to Bypass construction due to its planned
four-lane capacity.  Should the road be relocated outside Johnson Ranch property, then the
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proposed project would have no impacts to Butterfield Stage Road whether or not the road is
built before or after the Bypass project.

Executive Summary, ES-5 Alternatives, page ES-12, second paragraph, beginning with the
first sentence under the heading of the Draft EIR has been revised as shown below.

The proposed project results in very few significant impacts, and even fewer that could be
lessened through locating the project elsewhere in the vicinity due to consistency in the area
setting (i.e., rural residential/dry farming interspersed with coastal sage habitat, rock outcrops
and intermittent drainages).  Overall, the proposed project is the environmentally superior build
alternative (c.f. the Short Route Alternative discussed below).  The No Project Alternative would
be environmentally superior to the proposed project; however, it would not meet project
objectives and would constrain future treated water deliveries to the water service area within the
southwestern portion of Riverside County and the northern portion of San Diego County.

Executive Summary, ES-5 Alternatives, No Project Alternative, page ES-12, first
paragraph, beginning with the first sentence under the heading of the Draft EIR has been
revised as shown below.

The No Project Alternative would not incur project-related impacts to natural resources as a
result of this project along the proposed pipeline corridor.  Nonetheless, potential impacts
assessed to cultural resources sites CA-RIV-3475, -3476 and –6094, coastal sage scrub habitat,
and kangaroo rats, as well as potentially fossil-bearing paleontological strata still would may
occur due to planned construction of future Butterfield Stage Road along this same alignment by
activities associated with the Johnson Ranch property area developers.  Potential less-than-
significant traffic impacts related to ripping of the paved and unpaved portions of Washington
Street/Borel Road and Bootlegg Road would not occur.

Therefore, although tThe No Project Alternative would preserve natural resources and result in
fewer project-related traffic, noise and air quality impacts to adjacent property owners, thereby
being environmentally superior to the proposed project. in the short-term, ultimately, County
planning efforts indicate that these resources would be largely disturbed or eliminated in the
future from planned development.  However, if the existing San Diego Pipeline No. 3 was
converted to treated water by connecting directly to the Skinner Finished Water Reservoir rather
than via the proposed Bypass pipeline, hydraulic constraints downstream would substantially
reduce treated water flows in the existing pipeline.  In turn, this would constrain water deliveries
to Metropolitan’s member agencies for that service area.  Alternatively, if Metropolitan did not
convert San Diego Pipeline No. 3 to a treated water conveyance system, then a re-examination
might be needed on how the finite amount of treated water contained in existing San Diego
Pipelines Nos. 1, 2, and 4 might be reallocated among Metropolitan’s member agencies.  For
these reasons, This expectation, combined with the fact that the No Project Alternative would not
allow the proposed pipeline conversion and enhancement of system hydraulics (and would
therefore not meet project objectives), and would result in this alternative being less preferred
than the proposed project.
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Executive Summary, ES-7 Issues to be Resolved, page ES-13, first paragraph under
heading, beginning with the fourth sentence of the Draft EIR has been revised as shown
below.

In addition, final alignment of the Butterfield Stage Road proposed pipeline will be dependent on
obtaining a utility easement (for both temporary and permanent use) from the owner(s) of
Johnson Ranch within the corridor identified in Figure 1-2 of the San Diego Pipeline No. 3
Bypass Project Draft EIR. the approval of the Johnson Ranch Specific Plan, the road’s actual
design, and final acceptance by the County of Riverside.  The final alignment of the San Diego
Pipeline No. 3 Bypass will coincide with the accepted road.

2.0 Project Setting, 2.1 Project Location and Regional Setting, page 2-1, third paragraph,
second sentence under the heading of the Draft EIR has been revised as shown below.

Much of the project area currently is undeveloped, consisting of gently sloping land within the
adopted Johnson Ranch Specific Plan Area (SPA) that was historically used for dry farming.

2.0 Project Setting, 2.1 Project Location and Regional Setting, page 2-1, fourth paragraph,
beginning with the first sentence under the heading of the Draft EIR has been revised as
shown below.

Numerous residential communities are currently being built or planned that will ultimately
transform much of this landscape to urban or residential districts, including the adopted Johnson
Ranch SPA crossed by the proposed project, the Rancho Bella Vista SPA (west of the proposed
project) and Roripaugh Ranch SPA (south of the proposed project).  Open space areas, however,
are also expected to remain.  There is a possibility that the Johnson Ranch property may be
included as part of a proposed mitigation reserve in support of the proposed Assessment District
No. 161 Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP).  That proposed HCP is currently being developed by
the County of Riverside and participating property owners.  Discussions between that consortium
and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service are ongoing at this time.  In addition, the Johnson Ranch
property has not been sold yet (i.e., escrow is pending as of early February 2000) and the
proposed HCP is still in preparation.

Section 2.0 Project Setting, 2.2 Environmental Setting Summary, page 2-5, sixth
paragraph, beginning with the first sentence of the Draft EIR has been revised as shown
below.

The project study area is addressed in the Riverside County Comprehensive General Plan and
Southwest Area Plan, as well as in the certified Johnson Ranch SPA FEIR (dated November
1998 and planned for certification in summer 1999).  Specific development plans for the Johnson
Ranch property include residential (with attendant educational and recreational uses),
commercial and open space uses.  The pipeline is assessed as a use which is consistent overall
with the approved planning documents and is planned to be located within other public right-of-
way (future extension to Butterfield Stage Road).  Land uses are discussed in more detail in
Section 4.5 of this EIR.
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Section 3.0 Project Description, 3.4 Project Description, page 3-4, last paragraph, first
sentence of the Draft EIR has been revised as shown below.

If the Johnson Ranch property is not officially designated a mitigation reserve within the
proposed Assessment District No. 161 HCP in the near future, Metropolitan may rough grade a
portion of the right-of-way (i.e., an approximate 4,500-foot long and 60-foot wide corridor) for
the approved Butterfield Stage Road within the Johnson Ranch property.

Section 3.0 Project Description, 3.4 Project Description, page 3-4, last paragraph,
beginning with the third sentence of the Draft EIR has been revised as shown below.

At this time, Butterfield Stage Road does not exist, but has been approved – it is proposed and is
identified in the adopted Johnson Ranch Specific Plan (State Clearinghouse Number 97041057;
Lead Agency is the County of Riverside; October 1998; approved twice, once in August 1999
and once again due to some modifications in December 1999).  The Johnson Ranch Specific Plan
does assess the development of the Butterfield Stage Road in the Bypass Project vicinity in its
certified EIR, but the EIR has not yet been certified.  In recent conversations with the County of
Riverside (i.e., Mr. Richard Lashbrook, Agency Director of the Transportation and Land
Management Agency), Butterfield Stage Road may be relocated from what is shown in the
approved Johnson Ranch Specific Plan and quite possibly outside of the Johnson Ranch
property.  Final alignment of the road is will dependent on the approval of the Johnson Ranch
Specific Plan, its actual design (which may vary somewhat from the conceptual alignment shown
in Figure 4.5-2), and final acceptance by the County of Riverside.  The alignment of the pipeline
will be within the corridor identified in Figure 1-2 of the San Diego Pipeline No. 3 Bypass
Project Draft EIR even if the approved Butterfield Stage Road is relocated off the Johnson Ranch
property.  Under those circumstances, Metropolitan will secure temporary and permanent utility
easements (which would not be part of the proposed mitigation reserve) within the identified-
Draft EIR corridor for the construction and operation of the proposed pipeline.

Section 3.0 Project Description, 3.4 Project Description, page 3-5, first full paragraph, first
sentence of the Draft EIR has been revised as shown below.

Specifically with regard to the possible rough grading of the future approved Butterfield Stage
Road, the following would occur.

Section 4.3 Air Quality, 4.3.3 Impacts, Grading, page 4.3-10, second paragraph, first
sentence under the heading of the Draft EIR has been revised as shown below.

The project may be expanded to include rough grading a section of the approved Butterfield
Stage Road, 4,500 feet long and 60 feet wide, unless the road is relocated outside Johnson Ranch
property or the proposed Assessment District No. 161 HCP with the Johnson Ranch property as a
mitigation reserve is approved.
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Section 4.4 Biological Resources, 4.4.3 Impacts, page 4.4-10, fourth paragraph, beginning
with the first sentence of the Draft EIR has been revised as shown below.

Indirect impacts are effects to biological resources occurring due to project action on adjacent
areas or on regional wildlife corridors. Within the Johnson Ranch property, Tthe proposed
project would be located within an alignment designated for a road right-of-way located along
the edge, rather than crossing, of an open space area the identified Draft EIR corridor as
identified in Figure 1-2.  Should the Johnson Ranch property be officially designated as a
mitigation reserve in the proposed Assessment District No. 161 HCP, Several other large scale
preserves or open space set-asides are also located in the general area.  Tthe project would not,
therefore, have any additional significant impact on wildlife movement over that already
assumed in current development plans. Any indirect impacts on the proposed mitigation reserve
would be temporary and would occur only during the construction phase of the proposed project.
Such impacts would be limited since the construction would be contained within the 250-foot
wide impact area, which would not be part of the proposed mitigation reserve, and would be
designed to either avoid sensitive biological resources or mitigate as negotiated during
consultation with the USFWS under the federal ESA.  It is not anticipated that there would be
any indirect impacts during the operation of the proposed project.  Routine maintenance and
operations activities would be limited within the permanent easement and would not venture into
the proposed mitigation reserve.  In addition, several other large scale reserves or open space set-
asides are located or are slated to be located in the general area and would provide opportunities
as corridors for wildlife.

Section 4.4 Biological Resources, 4.4.3 Impacts, page 4.4-10, fifth paragraph, third sentence
of the Draft EIR has been revised as shown below.

Impacts to DCSS (total 8.3 acres) are not considered substantial for the following reasons:  (1)
the habitat occurs in 17 low to moderate quality isolated patches surrounded by existing
agricultural land; (2) the habitat is not occupied by gnatcatchers, based on recent surveys
(HELIX 1998); and (3) the habitat is in an area for which developed uses are proposed approved
under the Johnson Ranch Specific Plan and its certified FEIR (planned for certification in
summer 1999).

Section 4.5 Land Use, 4.5.1 Existing Conditions, Specific Plans, page 4.5-1, first paragraph
under the heading of the Draft EIR has been revised as shown below.

The Johnson Ranch Specific Plan was recommended for approval by the County of Riverside
Planning Commission in November 1998.  Final approval approved by the Riverside County
Board of Supervisors is pending first in August 1999 and then a second time (with modifications
in December 1999). The current approved specific plan proposes provides for 3,500 dwelling
units, 222,000 square feet of commercial use, 27 acres of active park facilities, a 16-acre
landscaped parkway, and four schools.  The approved specific plan also shows the approximate
location of the proposed approved Butterfield Stage Road alignment.  Land along the proposed
water transmission line facilities right-of-way is designated for low density residential, medium
density residential, town center, school, park and open space land uses (Figure 4.5-2).  A total of
441 acres is proposed slated to be preserved as natural open space within the Johnson Ranch
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Specific Plan area.  According to recent conversations with the County of Riverside (Lashbrook
1999), the approved Butterfield Stage Road alignment may be relocated off Johnson Ranch
property.  In addition, there is a consortium (including the County of Riverside and participating
property owners) that is proposing to purchase Johnson Ranch and to use it as a mitigation
reserve in support of the proposed Assessment District No. 161 HCP.  As of February 2000, the
Johnson Ranch property is in escrow but has not yet closed.

Section 4.5 Land Use, 4.5.3 Impacts, Compatibility With Johnson Ranch Plan, page 4.5-3,
first paragraph under the heading of the Draft EIR has been revised as shown below.

The proposed alignment would be located within the corridor identified in Figure 1-2 of the San
Diego Pipeline No. 3 Bypass Project Draft EIR and corresponds to beneath the approved future
Butterfield Stage Road right-of-way as conceptually shown in the November 1998 Johnson
Ranch FEIR (County of Riverside 1998a).  Final alignment of the road is dependent on the
approval of the Plan, its actual design, and final acceptance by the County of Riverside.  Utility
placement within public road rights-of-way is standard planning procedure as it both (1) eases
access to the facility during future routine or emergency maintenance, and (2) minimizes ground
disturbance impacts on adjacent properties.  In the current case, Johnson Ranch planners have
identified the area northerly of the proposed roadbed as open space.  Uses southerly of the
proposed road are shown for open space, low and medium density residential, school,
community park and commercial uses.  Location of the proposed Bypass pipeline in the road
right-of-way rather than across the adjacent uses would be preferred.  However, if the road is
relocated outside of the Johnson Ranch property or the property itself becomes an official
mitigation reserve associated with the proposed Assessment District No. 161 HCP, then
Metropolitan will negotiate temporary and permanent easements (which would not be part of the
proposed mitigation reserve)  for the Bypass pipeline through the same alignment as identified in
Figure 1-2 of the San Diego Pipeline No. 3 Bypass Project.  The existence of a water pipeline
within the road right-of-way is assessed as compatible with the construction of a roadway.  No
adverse impact is assessed to consistency with the approved Johnson Ranch Specific Plan.  It is
also anticipated that there will be no adverse impact in the consistency of the proposed project
with the proposed HCP.

Section 4.7 Traffic and Circulation, 4.7.1 Existing Conditions, Area Roadways, page 4.7-1,
first paragraph, third sentence under the heading of the Draft EIR has been revised as
shown below.

The planned Butterfield Stage Road alignment (crossing Johnson Ranch within the Bypass
Project corridor) is currently undeveloped but also is proposed approved to be an Arterial
Highway (County of Riverside 1998a). According to recent conversations with the County of
Riverside in December of 1999 (Lashbrook 1999), the approved Butterfield Stage Road
alignment may be relocated off Johnson Ranch property. However, if the road is relocated
outside of the Johnson Ranch property or the property itself becomes an official mitigation
reserve associated with the proposed Assessment District No. 161 HCP, then Metropolitan will
negotiate temporary and permanent easements for the Bypass pipeline through the same
alignment as identified in Figure 1-2 of the San Diego Pipeline No. 3 Bypass Project.
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Section 4.7 Traffic and Circulation, 4.7.3 Impacts, page 4.7-3, first full paragraph,
beginning with the first sentence of the Draft EIR has been revised as shown below.

The Butterfield Stage Road alignment is currently undeveloped, and this project assumes
possible rough grading for a portion of the future road, if it remains on the Johnson Ranch
property.  If this project is delayed and Butterfield Stage Road were was to remain within the
Johnson Ranch property and to be constructed prior to the proposed pipeline, however, impacts
could occur to traffic flow.

Section 7-0 Alternatives, 7.2 No Project Alternative, page 7-1, beginning with the first
paragraph, first sentence under the heading of the Draft EIR has been revised as shown
below.

The No Project Alternative would not incur project-related environmental impacts along the
proposed pipeline corridor.  Nonetheless, potential impacts assessed to cultural resources sites
CA-RIV-3475, -3476 and –6094, and paleontologic resources sites, coastal sage scrub habitat,
and SKR still would be expected ultimately to may occur due to planned construction of future
the RCWD EM-20 Project and the future Butterfield Stage Road along this same alignment in
support of the Johnson Ranch Specific Plan. activities associated with the Johnson Ranch
property  Potential less-than-significant traffic impacts related to ripping of the paved and
unpaved portions of Washington Street/Borel Road and Bootlegg Road would not occur.
Therefore, although tThe No Project Alternative would preserve natural resources and result in
fewer project-related traffic, noise and air quality impacts to adjacent property owners, thereby
being environmentally superior to the proposed project. in the short-term, county planning efforts
indicate that these resources would still ultimately be largely disturbed or eliminated.  However,
if the existing San Diego Pipeline No. 3 was converted to treated water by connecting directly to
the Skinner Finished Water Reservoir rather than via the proposed Bypass pipeline, hydraulic
constraints downstream would substantially reduce treated water flows in the existing pipeline.
In turn, this would constrain water deliveries to Metropolitan’s member agencies for that service
area.  Alternatively, if Metropolitan did not convert San Diego Pipeline No. 3 to a treated water
conveyance system, then a re-examination might be needed on how the finite amount of treated
water contained in existing San Diego Pipelines Nos. 1, 2, and 4 might be reallocated among
Metropolitan’s member agencies.  For these reasons, In addition, the No Project Alternative
would not allow the proposed conversion of the water service system identified by Metropolitan
and therefore meet specified project objectives. The combination of these two issues results in
this alternative and would being less preferred than the proposed project.

Section 9.0 Effects Found Not to be Significant, 9.1 Visual Character or Quality, page 9-1,
beginning with the second paragraph under the heading of the Draft EIR has been revised
as shown below.

The proposed project would ultimately be located within the corridor identified in the San Diego
Pipeline No. 3 Bypass Draft EIR (i.e., Figure 1-2) and is largely beneath the future approved
Butterfield Stage Road.  In addition to pipeline installation, part of the project design indicates
the possibility of rough grading of a 60-foot wide portion of the future Butterfield Stage Road
where it crosses Johnson Ranch, unless the road is relocated off Johnson Ranch property or the
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property itself becomes an official mitigation reserve for the proposed Assessment District No.
161 HCP.  Short-term aesthetic effects related to the rough grading are addressed below.  Long-
term aesthetic effects associated with construction of future approved Butterfield Stage Road
have ultimately been addressed in CEQA documentation for the certified Johnson Ranch
Specific Plan FEIR (County of Riverside 1998a9).

Section 9.0 Effects Found Not to be Significant, 9.1 Visual Character or Quality, page 9-2,
first paragraph, beginning with the first sentence under the heading of the Draft EIR has
been revised as shown below.

An interim approximately 20-foot wide graded dirt access road identical to those seen in Figures
2.1-1 and 2.1-2 of this Draft EIR would be in place until Butterfield Stage Road is constructed
within the Johnson Ranch property.  Should Butterfield Stage Road be relocated outside of the
Johnson Ranch property or is never built, the 20-foot wide graded dirt access road would remain.

Section 9.0 Effects Found Not to be Significant, 9.2 Agricultural Resources, Changes
Resulting in Conversion of Farmland, page 9-3, first paragraph, beginning with the third
sentence under the heading of the Draft EIR has been revised as shown below.

As previously noted, the pipeline corridor in this area would be located within the corridor
identified in Figure 1-2 of the San Diego Pipeline No. 3 Bypass Project Draft EIR which
corresponds to beneath the future approved Butterfield Stage Road alignment within the adopted
Johnson Ranch Specific Plan, and so would not be available to agricultural use regardless of
whether the proposed project is implemented.  The area beyond the permanent easement would
mimic pre-construction conditions, and be available for agricultural uses if planned development
associated with the Johnson Ranch Specific Plan is not implemented or for habitat to sensitive
biological resources should the Johnson Ranch property be designated an official mitigation
reserve within the proposed Assessment District No. 161 HCP.  No impact is therefore
anticipated.

Section 9.0 Effects Found Not to be Significant, 9.8 Land Use and Planning, Division of an
Established Community, page 9-7, first paragraph, beginning with the second sentence
under the heading of the Draft EIR has been revised as shown below.

Improvements proposed as part of this project would be placed underground, within land which
is currently undeveloped, but planned to be an extension to the approved Butterfield Stage Road.
Should the road be relocated elsewhere, the pipeline would still traverse the same corridor within
the Johnson Ranch property as identified in Figure 1-2 of the San Diego Pipeline No. 3 Bypass
Project EIR.  Since there is no established community within the Johnson Ranch property, the
proposed project will not result in a land use impact related to the disruption or division of an
established community.
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Section 10.0 Individuals and Agencies Consulted, page 10-1, starting after Mike Harred
under the heading of the Draft EIR has been revised as shown below.

Richard Lashbrook, Agency Director, County of Riverside Transportation and Land
Management Agency.  Meeting with Laura Simonek and Tobin Tellers of Metropolitan,
December 16, 1999.
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2.0  RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

2-1  INTRODUCTION

Public review of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) began on August 11, 1999,
and ended on September 25, 1999.  In all, comment letters were received from one federal agency,
two state agencies, two regional agencies, one local agency, and three special interest/private
groups.  Each of these written comments, together with the response to it, is included immediately
following this page.  The letters are arranged in the order indicated below.

2-2  LIST OF AGENCIES AND ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTING ON THE DRAFT
EIR

Federal Agencies

Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service

State Agencies

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse
University of California, Riverside

Regional Agencies

Southern California Association of Governments
Western Riverside Council of Governments

Local Agencies

County of Orange

Special Interest/Private Groups

California Indian Legal Services
Irene Ledbetter and Mary Ellen Milholland
Robert C. Benecke & Co., Inc.
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USDI, Fish and Wildlife Service, 28 September 1999

Response 1:  As noted on page 1-1 of the Draft EIR, an earlier and different configuration of the
proposed project and Rancho’s EM-20 Turnout and Transmission Main Project were originally
addressed in a joint NOP because of their geographic proximity.  However, the projects are not
interdependent and each could be carried out without the other.  Each project falls within a
separate jurisdiction and may or may not be implemented concurrently.  However, each lead
agency has carried out its own cumulative input analysis for its own project should both projects
be implemented concurrently.

Response 2: USFWS has named multiple species for which it believes an incidental take
authorization could be required.  Based on numerous surveys of the site by qualified/permitted
biological personnel, the only potential for presence is supported for the Stephens’ kangaroo rat
(SKR).

The survey protocols that were effective in 1998 were met for both Quino checkerspot butterfly
(QCB) and coastal California gnatcatcher surveys in 1998.  Protocol surveys were completed for
the QCB by HELIX biologists for the Bypass project area according to 1997 protocol (USFWS
Interim General Survey Protocols and Mitigation Guidelines for the Endangered Quino
Checkerspot Butterfly 1997).  The 1998 QCB surveys were accepted by the USFWS on
February 5, 1999. Protocol surveys for the coastal California gnatcatcher were completed
according to 1997 protocol (USFWS Coastal California Gnatcatcher [Poliotila californica
californica] Presence/Absence Survey Protocol 1997).  Neither the QCB nor the gnatcatcher was
observed during the survey period, and the habitat on the site is disturbed and fragmented.  The
gnatcatcher surveys covered less than 25 acres per surveyor per hour and were conducted during
morning hours.  The Draft EIR states, however, that, if these species are located during any
subsequent focused surveys prior to construction, impacts would be assessed and mitigation
would be negotiated with the resource agencies to comply with the federal and state Endangered
Species Acts, as applicable.

Although trapping for the SKR was not completed (it would be carried out in the year of
construction so that actual take, if identified, would be quantified as accurate as possible), non-
diagnostic kangaroo rat trace sign was identified and potential impacts to this species were
assessed (pages 4.4-10 and –12).  Such evidence could be attributed to SKR or to non-sensitive
species such as Pacific kangaroo rat or Dulzura kangaroo rat.

With regard to the southwestern willow flycatcher, least Bell’s vireo and fairy shrimp, the
limited extent of riparian and lack of vernal pool habitat (total of 0.55 acre of isolated CDFG
wetland habitats and no vernal pools) within the proposed alignment eliminates any potential for
incidental take or other impacts to these species.  California Orcutt grass and prostrate navarretia
would not be present for the same reason—these are vernal pool species and no vernal pools are
located within the project impact area.  Also as noted in Appendix C2 of the Draft EIR, Munz’s
onion was specifically sought during project rare plant surveys and was not present.  Because of
the absence of appropriate habitats and/or sensitive species during project biological surveys, as
detailed above, Metropolitan does not concur that an incidental take authorization would likely
need to be obtained for any species, except potentially for the SKR.
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Response 3:  Palmer’s grapplinghook and Parry’s spineflower were all expressly searched for
during rare plant surveys and would have been located if present; however, they were not present
at the site (Appendix C2 to the Draft EIR).  The chocolate lily is not on the CNPS list of
sensitive plant species.  It was considered for sensitive species listing but rejected as being too
common (CNPS Inventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants of California 1994, as
updated by applicable jurisdictions).  Surveys were conducted at the appropriate time of year to
have detected knotweed spineflower, smooth tarplant, small-flowered morning glory, and
peninsular spineflower, but these plants were not detected.  California muhly was surveyed for
on July 13, 1999 (the plant is mature and in-bloom July through August).  It was not present
onsite.

Response 4:  The California horned lark and the San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit were observed
onsite as reported in the Draft EIR (page 4.4-8).  Impacts to these species are considered adverse,
but not significant due to the low level of sensitivity of these species, the temporary nature of
most of the project-related loss of habitat, and extensive remaining habitat within the region
(Draft EIR page 4.4-10).  The potential for western spadefoot, coastal whiptail, orange-throated
whiptail, southern California rufous-crowned sparrow, and Bell’s sage sparrow to occur onsite
was assessed as low to moderate.  If these species were to occur onsite, impacts would be
assessed as adverse but not significant because these species are of relatively low sensitivity and
are known to be numerous elsewhere in their range.  The southwestern pond turtle is not
expected onsite due to lack of appropriate aquatic habitats, and nesting habitats are likewise not
expected because no suitable pond habitat occurs within the immediate vicinity of the project
area.  If any turtles are found during project implementation, potential impacts will be mitigated
to a less-than-significant level through mitigation requirements (if any) as negotiated during
consultations with the appropriate resource agencies.  The riparian brush rabbit is a northern
California subspecies of the brush rabbit that does not occur in southern California.  The brush
rabbit was not taken into consideration, therefore, as a potentially-occurring species. Cumulative
impacts to these species were taken into account through a habitat-based analysis.  No
cumulatively significant impacts are assessed because these species are at a relatively low
sensitivity level and most of the projected impacts are temporary.

Response 5:  While QCB were documented by HELIX biologists along portions of the Rancho
California Water District’s EM-20 alignment, none was located in Metropolitan’s San Diego
Pipeline No. 3 Bypass alignment.  Metropolitan is well aware of the significant population of
QCB in the northwest corner of Section 16.  It was located and documented by HELIX during
1998 protocol surveys for an earlier proposed routing of the Bypass Project and spotchecked
during the 1999 season.  The proposed alignment for the Bypass Project does not cross through
the U.C. Riverside property, nor does it come within close proximity of the QCB population in
Section 16.  Based on the absence of QCB during protocol surveys in 1998 and lack of habitat
within the project impact area, no impacts to QCB are currently anticipated as a result of the
proposed project.

Response 6:  As noted in the Draft EIR, no gnatcatchers were located in the project alignment
during protocol surveys in 1998.  In addition, the sage scrub within the project alignment occurs
in relatively small, isolated patches within agriculture, non-native grassland and disturbed
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habitat.  It is, therefore, unlikely that the proposed project would result in substantial direct,
indirect, or cumulative impacts to the gnatcatcher.

Response 7:  The riparian habitat that occurs onsite occurs in small, isolated patches
(approximately 0.55 acre) incapable of supporting sensitive species such as the least Bell’s vireo
and southwestern willow flycatcher.  Therefore, surveys are not required.

Response 8:  In the Draft EIR, the proposed pipeline would be placed within the final alignment
of Butterfield Stage Road, as determined through negotiations between the proponent of the
adopted Johnson Ranch Specific Plan, the County of Riverside, and the resource agencies.
Mitigation associated with that specific plan would then be implemented by its proponent and
not by Metropolitan.  The proposed rough grading of Butterfield Stage Road would have only
occurred if Metropolitan’s proposed project would have been implemented prior to the
construction of the road.  However, as of December 1999, Metropolitan learned that the road
may be relocated off of the Johnson Ranch property and that the property itself was proposed to
be a mitigation reserve for the proposed Assessment District No. 161 Habitat Conservation Plan
(HCP).  As such, the alignment of the proposed pipeline will be within the corridor identified in
Figure 1-2 of the San Diego Pipeline No. 3 Bypass Draft EIR.  Metropolitan will secure
temporary and permanent utility easements within the identified corridor for the construction and
operation of the proposed pipeline.  No QCBs were found within this corridor during the 1998
protocol surveys and the subsequent spotchecking of QCBs during the 1999 season.  Hence, it is
currently anticipated that there will be no significant impacts to QCBs. The Draft EIR states,
however, that, if these species are located during any subsequent focused surveys prior to
construction, impacts would be assessed and mitigation would be negotiated with the resource
agencies to comply with the federal and state Endangered Species Acts, as applicable.

Response 9:  QCB surveys for the project area were conducted in 1998, and have been accepted
by USFWS.  These surveys followed the 1997 protocol, which did not specify coverage rates or
set a minimum number of survey dates. USFWS determined the length of the survey season in
1998 to be six weeks.  HELIX 1998 gnatcatcher and QCB surveys for the limited habitat areas
were conducted by two people on each visit (Deborah Pudoff and Scott Taylor [PRT 778195]),
with their time divided between focused searches for both species.

Response 10:  As described in the Draft EIR, the proposed project’s impacts to sage scrub are not
considered substantial for the following reasons:  (1) the habitat occurs in 17 low to moderate
quality isolated patches surrounded by agricultural land; (2) the habitat is not occupied by
gnatcatchers; and (3) the habitat is in an area for which developed uses have been approved
under the Johnson Ranch Specific Plan and its certified FEIR.  Should the proposed HCP be
adopted, the temporary construction and minimal operation of the proposed project in a
mitigation reserve would still not significantly impact sensitive biological resources.  Grassland
and agricultural fields are not considered sensitive habitats requiring mitigation.  In addition,
impacts to raptors, while adverse, are not considered significant because of the low level of
sensitivity of the affected species, the temporary nature of most of the project-related loss of
habitat, and extensive remaining habitat within the region (page 4.4-10 of the Draft EIR).

Response 11:  This abbreviation denotes a species considered regionally sensitive.
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State Clearinghouse, 27 September 1999

Response 12:  This comment letter is an informational comment indicating that the
environmental documentation associated with the project has complied with the State
Clearinghouse review requirements.  No response is therefore necessary.
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University of California, Riverside, 16 September 1999

Response 13:  No response is necessary.  The information in the letter is noted.
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Southern California Association of Governments, 31 August 1999

Response 14:  Any substantial changes to the project, as defined by sections 15162 and 15163 of
the State CEQA Guidelines, would necessitate additional public review and comment.  If such
changes occurred, SCAG would be sent additional documentation.  However, at this time, no
substantial changes are anticipated.
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Western Riverside Council of Governments, 9 September 1999

Response 15:  As the state lead agency, Metropolitan made the determination that the proposed
project is not of statewide, regional, or areawide significance.  The Criteria used to make this
determination is in State CEQA Guidelines section 15206(b).  Hence, Metropolitan concurs with
the Southern California Association of Government’s letter (dated 31 August 1999, Comment
No. 41) that this is not a regionally significant project.  In addition, as a water agency proposing
construction of a water pipeline, Metropolitan is exempt from local building and zoning
ordinances (California Government Code Section 53091).  Metropolitan appreciates, however,
the Western Riverside Council of Governments (WRCOG) formal notice that the project is
consistent with WRCOG’s policies related to growth forecasts, standard of living (including
open space and habitat conservation), air quality and water quality.

Response 16:  Metropolitan will send WRCOG a copy of the Final EIR prior to its certification,
as required by section 21092.5 of CEQA.
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County of Orange, 27 August 1999

Response 17:  Comment noted.  The County of Orange is on the mailing list for this project.
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California Indian Legal Services, 23 September 1999

Response 18:  Metropolitan acknowledges and respects the sensitivity of the region for cultural
resources, both known to date and what may lie beneath the surface that cannot be as yet
detected.  This agency strives to be careful in its construction projects with respect to the
physical environment.  With regards to this project, Metropolitan has made every attempt to
provide full public disclosure in the Draft EIR on what is currently known about the project site
in terms of known cultural resources (see section 4.6 of the Draft EIR).  Should Native American
remains be accidentally uncovered, if such remains are present onsite, then Metropolitan would
comply with section 15064.5(e) of the State CEQA Guidelines regarding the process of
contacting the most likely descendant.  Metropolitan appreciates the interest and concern
expressed by the California Indian Legal Services on behalf of the Pechanga Band of Luiseno
Indians.

Response 19:  Metropolitan concurs with the California Indian Legal Services’ description of the
site with regard to the features, midden, and artifacts.  More recent surveys in 1987, 1997, and
1999, indicated that the site may continue northerly from the Johnson Ranch property boundary.
Metropolitan’s presentation of the information was not meant to minimize the importance or size
of this site.  The quoted statement indicates that of the known sites in the project vicinity, and
based on surface indicators at this time, two of the sites are more likely to be within the project
footprint.  Because the precise pipeline alignment has not yet been determined, however,
potentially significant impacts were assessed for each of those three sites.  As described in the
Draft EIR on pages 4.6-5 and –6, if, following final design and a construction year field check,
one or more sites are located within the construction impact zone, a Phase II testing program
would be conducted to determine site content and significance/importance eligibility.  The
results of the Phase II test program would determine the need for a Phase III data recovery
(mitigation) program.  If one or more sites is assessed as significant (i.e., important),
Metropolitan would prepare a treatment plan for the recovery and treatment of significant
archaeological resources.

Response 20:  Metropolitan agrees that the project may have potentially significant impacts on
cultural resources, and has proposed mitigation measures to reduce those impacts to a level that
is less than significant (pages 4.6-5 and 4.6-6 of the Draft EIR).  In particular, these measures
(i.e., Phase II testing and, if necessary, Phase III data recovery) would identify where potential
site boundaries may be impacted by the construction impact zone. If necessary, a treatment plan
would be prepared and implemented to further ensure the protection of those artifacts which
require recovery.

Response 21:  Metropolitan concurs that the project vicinity is rich in cultural resources and
would make every effort to avoid or minimize project impacts to a less-than-significant level
through the implementation of the proposed mitigation measures.  Metropolitan welcomes all
voluntary input and documentation from the Pechanga Band and other Native Americans who
may be knowledgeable in this area.  Metropolitan understands the concerns voiced in the
California Indian Legal Services’ letter and wants to reaffirm its commitment to meeting its
obligations under the California Environmental Quality Act, as well as respecting the legacy of
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those past Native Americans that lived in the project vicinity.  The proposed mitigation
measures, along with open communication between the parties, will enhance these goals.

Response 22:  Metropolitan will avoid or mitigate all cultural resources as required under Public
Resources code section 21081(a).  Metropolitan will coordinate with the Pechanga Band during
the testing and construction phases.  However, Metropolitan does not anticipate a formal
monitoring/pre-construction agreement for this project or compensation for Native American
involvement.

Response 23:  Metropolitan welcomes any voluntary input Pechanga representatives or other
Native Americans may wish to offer as related to the subject mitigation measures. It is
acknowledged that there is genuine interest in these issues by Native American groups.  In other
construction projects, Metropolitan has apprised Native American groups, local communities, the
State Historic Preservation Officer, and member agencies on cultural resources found, recovered,
and curated.  Metropolitan’s policy is to have meaningful interactions with Native Americans to
ensure the respectful treatment and disposition of cultural resources found during project
implementation.

Response 24:  This comment contains an inaccurate statement of law.  There is no requirement
that Metropolitan enter into a pre-construction agreement regarding terms and conditions for
treatment of uncovered Native American remains.  If Native American remains are discovered,
Metropolitan will scrupulously follow the mandates of Public Resources Code section 5097.98
and State CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(e).

Response 25:  A pre-construction agreement with a single group is both disrespectful to other
groups and unnecessary.  If Native American cultural items and artifacts are discovered during
construction, Metropolitan will comply strictly with state law as to their treatment.  Metropolitan
is unsure what the word “sacred” refers to in this context.  The word is construed both narrowly
and broadly, depending upon the Native American group involved and other circumstances.
However, Public Resources Code section 5097.98(b) encompasses Native American remains and
“any associated grave goods.”  Metropolitan will strictly comply with the law with respect to
such items.

Response 26:  The proposed pipeline trench generally would be backfilled with material
removed from the trench.  As noted on page ES-4 of the Draft EIR, any fill material which might
be required would be purchased from a commercial soil purveyor and would not be gathered
from otherwise undisturbed onsite areas.

Response 27:  Metropolitan appreciates the Pechanga Band’s offer to partner on this project.
Metropolitan would appreciate any information the Pechanga Band may have that would
enhance Metropolitan’s understanding of cultural resources in the project area.
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Irene Ledbetter and Mary Ellen Milholland, 19 September 1999

Response 28:  Comment noted.

Response 29:  The project description identifies the project construction corridor to be located to
the east and south of the property owned by Ms. Ledbetter and Ms. Milholland.

Response 30: The alignment of the proposed pipeline will be placed within the corridor
identified in Figure 1-2 of the San Diego Pipeline No. 3 Bypass Draft EIR.  Metropolitan will
secure temporary and permanent utility easements within the identified corridor for the
construction and operation of the proposed pipeline.  Therefore, this action would not in itself
preclude the construction of future access roads to or from the Ledbetter/Milholland property.
However, Metropolitan would not be responsible for the construction of such east-west access
roads.

Response 31: Metropolitan would retain a 100-foot wide easement following pipeline
construction that would be located wholly off of the subject property.  No restrictions would be
placed on land uses outside this easement as a result of the proposed project.

Response 32:  The proposed project will not require new sewer lines or other infrastructure.
Additional electrical service for the project itself will be obtained either through the Lake
Skinner facility or from Southern California Edison Company.  In addition, the proposed project
would not place any restrictions on existing or proposed water or sewer systems, or other
infrastructure or utilities necessary for the future development of the Ledbetter/Milholland
property and the surrounding area’s specific plans, except that the installation of new utilities
must not impact the pipeline.  In order to avoid potential conflicts with Metropolitan’s right-of-
way, it is requested that any preliminary engineering design drawings or improvement plans for
any activity in the area of Metropolitan’s pipelines and rights-of-way be submitted for review
and written approval.  Detailed prints of drawings of Metropolitan’s pipelines and rights-of-way
may be obtained by calling Metropolitan’s Substructures Information Line at (213) 217-6564.
To assist in preparing plans that are compatible with Metropolitan’s facilities and easements, a
copy of the “Guidelines for Developments in the Area of Facilities, Fee Properties, and/or
Easements of The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California” can be obtained by
calling the above telephone number.  Please note that all submitted designs or plans must clearly
identify Metropolitan’s facilities and rights-of-way.

Response 33:  The proposed project (including any temporary construction easements) would be
located entirely outside of the boundaries of the subject property (owned by Ms. Ledbetter and
Ms. Milholland).  Pipeline construction would not, therefore, result in the loss of use or
interruption of agricultural activities on the property.  Metropolitan will coordinate with
representatives of the property prior to construction to ensure that access to the property is
maintained during construction if such construction activities cross access to the property during
active agricultural periods.

Response 34:  Consistency with proposed land uses (including the approved Johnson Ranch
Specific Plan) was assessed in Section 4.5 of the Draft EIR.  Potential land use issues associated
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with the newly proposed HCP are discussed in Chapter 1 of the Final EIR.  No impact in either
instance was assessed as being significant.

Response 35:  As noted in the Draft EIR, the pipeline corridor in this area would be located
beneath the approved Butterfield Stage Road, and would not impact agricultural use regardless of
whether the proposed project is implemented.  However, should the road be relocated off the
Johnson Ranch property, the pipeline would still be placed within the corridor identified in
Figure 1-2 of the Draft EIR.  The area beyond the permanent easement would mimic pre-
construction conditions, and be available for agricultural uses if planned development associated
with the Johnson Ranch Specific Plan is not implemented.  Should the Johnson Ranch property
become an official mitigation reserve, impacts to agricultural resources will have to be addressed
by that project’s proponent.  Meantime, no impacts to agricultural resources are anticipated by
the proposed project.

Response 36:  As noted in the Draft EIR, the project site is located on generally stable strata and
soils off the property owned by Ms. Ledbetter and Ms. Milholland, and is not within any
designated areas of subsidence potential.  It also has no known history of underground mining or
subsidence from groundwater withdrawal (page 9-4 of the Draft EIR).  These facts, combined
with standard construction practices, reduce the potential for impacts related to subsidence to a
less-than-significant level.

The preparation and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP),
required as part of the project’s General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit, and
discussed in Sections 3.4 and 4.2 of the Draft EIR would reduce all potential impacts with
respect to erosion to less-than-significant levels.  Impacts to the drainage course on the property
owned by Ms. Ledbetter and Ms. Milholland, if any, would also be less than significant.

Response 37:  The overall depth of trenching for the pipeline would be only 18-to-20 feet.
Groundwater in the area typically occurs at 150-to-500 feet.  While it is possible that isolated
areas of perched groundwater could be encountered by the project, the project would not result in
any significant effect on any area wells or aquifers.

Response 38:  As stated in the Draft EIR, the project would not substantially alter natural
drainage patterns in the area, including alteration of existing drainage channel geometry (page 9-
6 of the Draft EIR).  The project also would not measurably increase surface flows or create
substantial obstructions in existing drainages.  Runoff would not exceed the capacity of existing
or planned stormwater drainage systems.  No significant impact to drainage is anticipated.

Response 39:  The blowoff structures would be a maximum of four feet high and would be
located on the Johnson Ranch property.  Hence, they would not be visible from the property
owned by Ms. Ledbetter and Ms. Milholland.  In addition, as described in the Draft EIR, these
structures would not be markedly visually intrusive, given the rolling terrain and adjacent
vegetation to screen them (page 9-2 of the Draft EIR).
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Robert C. Benecke & Co., Inc., 19 September 1999

Response 40:  Construction activities will not impact Mr. Benecke’s property.  There will be no
appurtenant structures adjacent to his property.  In addition, economic impacts are not considered
significant environmental effects (section 15064[e] of the State CEQA Guidelines) and are not
required to be included in the EIR (section 15131 of the State CEQA Guidelines).

Response 41:  Please refer to the above response regarding economic effects on potential
purchasers.  As noted in the Draft EIR on page 9-7, blasting operations do not normally generate
much noise in excess of ambient construction noise levels and, in general, would have only a low
muffled sound in a very localized area adjacent to the trench.

Response 42:  The length of construction stated in the Draft EIR is realistic.  In addition,
construction would proceed through the area such that the activities adjacent to the subject
property would be substantially less than nine months.  In fact, any one section of the trench is
expected to be open for only three to eight weeks.

Response 43:  Metropolitan has no information to verify the accuracy of these statements.  As
noted in Response No. 40, construction activities will not impact Mr. Benecke’s property.  In
addition, Metropolitan will coordinate with representatives of the property prior to construction
to ensure that access to the property is maintained during construction if such construction
activities cross access to the property.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The Final Environmental Impact Report (“Final EIR”) evaluates the potential environmental
impacts associated with a project proposed by The Metropolitan Water District of Southern
California (Metropolitan), i.e., the San Diego Pipeline No. 3 Bypass Project.  In addition to being
the project proponent, Metropolitan is also the lead agency for this Final EIR (i.e., the public
agency with primary responsibility for preparing and certifying the California Environmental
Quality Act [CEQA]-compliance document along with approving the project).

The geographic area addressed in this document is located within southwestern Riverside
County, between the Robert A. Skinner Filtration Plant and the existing Second San Diego
Aqueduct (Second Aqueduct) (refer to Figures 1-1 and 1-2 in the Draft EIR).  Specifically, the
project consists of construction, operation, and maintenance of a new water transmission pipeline
that would support conversion of the existing San Diego Pipeline No. 3 from a raw water
conveyance facility to a treated water pipeline facility.  Specifics of the project description are
provided below.

2. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project has the following objectives (see Draft EIR, section 3.3, page 3-3):

• To design and construct a “bypass” pipeline that would allow conversion of the existing San
Diego Pipeline No. 3 to a treated water transmission facility.

• To improve the hydraulics of the existing San Diego Pipeline No. 3 after conversion and
maintain existing capacity.

The project, which is designed to meet these objectives, consists of the components and design
elements described below (see Draft EIR, section 3.4, pages 3-3 through 3-6).

Metropolitan’s San Diego Pipeline No. 3 Bypass would originate at the Robert A. Skinner
Filtration Plant and extend to the existing Second Aqueduct, which includes San Diego Pipeline
No. 3.  The project would be located on Metropolitan’s property and privately owned property.
Metropolitan would procure an estimated 100-foot wide permanent easement and/or a 150-foot
wide temporary/construction easement to accommodate construction activities.

The Bypass pipeline would be approximately 7,500 feet long (dependent on determining the final
alignment within the identified Draft EIR corridor in Figure 1-2 and which corresponds with a
portion of the alignment of the approved Butterfield Stage Road within the Johnson Ranch
property) with an eight-to-nine foot diameter.  The pipeline would carry approximately 250 to 340
cubic feet per second (cfs) of treated water.  Appurtenant structures would include turnout valves,
meters, tie-ins and blowoff structures.  As appropriate, some of the appurtenant structures would be
underground, while others could stand two-to-four feet above the ground surface. These
aboveground features could be located at drainage crossings and/or at the connection point to
existing San Diego Pipeline No. 3.
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Impacts associated with pipeline installation would be limited to an approximately nine-month
period.  There would be approximately ten feet of cover over the pipeline with an overall depth
(i.e., bottom of pipeline) of 18 to 20 feet.  It is currently anticipated that all of the construction
along the proposed right-of-way would be completed by open or shored trenching, including the
crossings of Washington Street and any stream ways.

Between 150,000 and 175,000 cubic yards of earth may be moved as part of the construction
effort along the proposed pipeline alignment.  Excess fill material would be both smoothed out
onsite to the extent possible and trucked offsite as necessary.  Initial projections estimate that
between 60,000 and 80,000 cubic yards of soil may require removal from the project area.
Appropriate soil types might be trucked no further than the Skinner Plant.  Potentially longer
haul routes would take soil out Benton Road to Winchester Road or out Rancho California Road
– both ultimately to access I-15 or I-215.  A more northeastern destination could take the trucks
along the Domenigoni Parkway to State Street/R3, northerly to SR-60 or I-10.  In any case, the
excess nonhazardous fill material would be disposed of at permitted Class III landfills.  If
excavated soil is unsuitable, any fill material, which might be required, would be purchased from
a commercial soil purveyor and would not be gathered from otherwise undisturbed areas onsite.

If the Johnson Ranch property is not designated a mitigation reserve within the proposed
Assessment District No. 161 Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) in the near future, Metropolitan
may rough grade a portion of the right-of-way (i.e., an approximate 4,500-foot long and 60-foot
wide corridor) for the approved Butterfield Stage Road within the Johnson Ranch property.  This
rough-graded road corridor is within the Project’s 7,500-foot long corridor and would add only
approximately one month to the construction period (increasing project duration from nine to ten
months).  At this time, Butterfield Stage Road does not exist – it is planned for in the adopted
Johnson Ranch Specific Plan (State Clearinghouse Number 97041057; Lead Agency is the
County of Riverside; October 1998).  In its EIR, which was first certified on August 10, 1999,
and again for modifications in December of 1999, the adopted Johnson Ranch Specific Plan does
assess the development of the Butterfield Stage Road in the Bypass Project vicinity.  However,
according to the County of Riverside, the approved Butterfield Stage Road may be relocated
from what is shown in the approved Johnson Ranch Specific Plan and quite possibly outside of
the Johnson Ranch property.  The alignment of the proposed project will, therefore, be within the
corridor identified in Figure 1-2 of the San Diego Pipeline No. 3 Bypass Project Draft EIR even
if the approved Butterfield Stage Road is relocated off the Johnson Ranch property.  Under those
circumstances, Metropolitan will secure temporary and permanent utility easements (which
would not be part of the proposed mitigation reserve) within the identified Draft EIR corridor for
the construction and operation of the proposed pipeline.

Specifically with regard to the possible rough grading of the approved Butterfield Stage Road, the
following would occur, unless the Johnson Ranch property became an official mitigation reserve
for the proposed Assessment District No. 161 Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) or the road itself
was relocated off the Johnson Ranch property.  Rough grading of road areas would include
removal of topsoil, stumps, roots and rocks.  The earth then would be scraped and backfilled to the
final road alignment.  (Because the rough-graded road would be wholly within the disturbance
footprint for pipeline installation, grading quantities are already accounted for in the cubic yards of
potential earth movement quantified above.)  Embankments would be constructed in layers from
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excavated material and compacted.  If embankment material is unsuitable, borrow may be required
from nearby areas or may be imported (which would be purchased from a commercial soil
purveyor).  Potential effects related to drainage/runoff modification would be accommodated
through installation of culverts under the rough-graded road at current drainage locations, as
appropriate.

Following pipeline installation (and potential rough grading), a permanent access road would be
maintained along the pipeline alignment.  The patrol access road would be approximately 20 feet
in width, treated with a permanent sealant, and would be located within the permanent 100-foot-
wide easement noted above.  Within portions of the remaining 80-foot-wide permanent
easement, the area would be cleared and treated with a dust palliative, or be reseeded with an
erosion-control seed mix.  The permanent easement would be maintained for operational uses.
Outside of Metropolitan’s easement, the area would be similar in kind to pre-construction
conditions.

These findings describe the effects of the project as defined above and in section 3.0 (Project
Description) of the Draft EIR with minor revisions to the text noted in Chapter 1 of the Final EIR.

3. BACKGROUND

Metropolitan was formed in 1928 under an enabling act of the California Legislature. Historically,
Metropolitan provides supplemental water to the southern California coastal plain. Metropolitan’s
deliveries augment local water supplies developed through surface catchment, groundwater
production, and water reclamation.  Supplemental water is delivered to Metropolitan’s 27 member
agencies through a regional network of canals, pipelines, reservoirs, treatment plants, and related
facilities.  The member agencies serve approximately 17 million people living within a 5,200-
square-mile area.  Existing Metropolitan facilities include the 242-mile Colorado River Aqueduct
with 5 pumping plants, a distribution system having 7 functional reservoirs, 5 water filtration
plants, 43 pressure control structures, 15 power plants, and approximately 775 miles of large-
diameter pipelines.

As required under CEQA, a notice of preparation (NOP) was prepared and circulated for the
Project on June 14, 1999.  The NOP indicated that the proposed project had the potential to cause a
significant effect on the environment and that an EIR should be prepared.  The NOP is included in
Appendix A of the Draft EIR.

The 30-day review period for the NOP ended on July 14, 1999.  During this public review period,
comments and input were solicited from state and local government agencies which would affect
or be affected by the project as well as private organizations and individuals that may have an
interest in the project.
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Approximately 70 copies of the NOP were distributed.  The written comments received during the
public review period for the NOP are contained in Appendix A of the Draft EIR.  Comments were
received from seven agencies and organizations.  Table A-1 in Appendix A identifies the issues
raised in the written comments received in response to the NOP.  Metropolitan considered the
information in the NOP, along with the responses to the NOP, in preparing the Draft EIR.

On August 11, 1999, Metropolitan issued a Draft EIR for public review for a period of 45 days
ending on September 25, 1999.  The Notice of Availability was placed in two newspapers, the
Riverside Press-Enterprise and the Daily Californian, on August 11, 1999.  These legal notices
announced the release of the Draft EIR, described the proposed project, identified where it was
available for review, and stated the period for submittal of comments on the contents of the Draft
EIR.  In addition, copies of the Draft EIR were also provided to Metropolitan’s Central Library,
Riverside Central Library, and Temecula Branch Library for public review.  Metropolitan
distributed approximately 77 copies of the Draft EIR to responsible agencies, trustee agencies,
affected public agencies, nearby property owners and residents, Native American organizations,
and interested public groups.  Metropolitan received nine letters commenting on the Draft EIR.

On November 5, 1999, Metropolitan completed the Final EIR for the project.  Minor revisions to
the Final EIR were subsequently made between January and February 2000, when Metropolitan
learned in December 1999, of the proposed land use changes to the Johnson Ranch property and to
the possible elimination or relocation of the approved Butterfield Stage Road.

4. RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

For purposes of CEQA and the findings set forth herein, the record of proceedings for
Metropolitan’s decision on the project consists of the following documents:

• The NOP prepared for the project;

• Public notices issued in conjunction with the project;

• The Draft EIR;

• All comments submitted by agencies or members of the public during the public comment
period on the Draft EIR;

• The Final EIR for the project;

• The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the project;

• All findings and resolutions adopted by Metropolitan in connection with the project and all
documents cited or referred to therein;

• All reports, studies, memoranda, maps, and other planning documents relating to the project
prepared by Metropolitan, Metropolitan’s consultants, or responsible or trustee agencies with
respect to Metropolitan’s compliance with the requirements of CEQA and with respect to
Metropolitan’s action on the project;
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• All documents submitted to Metropolitan by agencies or members of the public in connection
with the project;

• Minutes and verbatim transcripts of all information sessions, public meetings, and public
hearings held by Metropolitan in connection with the project;

• Any documentary or other evidence submitted to Metropolitan at such workshops, public
meetings, and public hearings; and

• Matters of common knowledge to Metropolitan, including, but not limited to Federal, State,
and local laws and regulations.

The custodian of the documents comprising the record of proceedings is The Metropolitan Water
District of Southern California, Box 54153, Los Angeles, California  90054.

5. FINDINGS REQUIRED UNDER CEQA

Under CEQA, for each significant environmental effect identified in an EIR for a proposed project,
the approving agency must issue a written finding reaching one or more of three allowable
conclusions.  The first allowable finding is that “[c]hanges or alterations have been required in, or
incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental
effect as identified in the final EIR.”  (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. [a][1].)  The second
allowable finding is that “[s]uch changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction
of another public agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted
by such other agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency.”  (State CEQA
Guidelines, § 15091, subd. [a][2].)  The third allowable conclusion is that “[s]pecific economic,
legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment
opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project
alternatives identified in the final EIR.”  (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. [a][3].)  CEQA
requires that the lead agency adopt mitigation measures or alternatives, where feasible, to avoid or
substantially reduce significant environmental impacts that would otherwise occur.  Project
modification or alternatives are not required, however, where they are infeasible or where the
responsibility for modifying the project lies with some other agency. (State CEQA Guidelines, §
15091, subd. [a][3][c].)  Public Resources Code section 21061.1 defines “feasible” to mean
“capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking
into account economic, environmental, social, and technological factors.” State CEQA Guidelines
section 15364 adds another factor:  “legal” considerations.  (see also Citizens of Goleta Valley v.
Board of Supervisors [“Goleta II”] [1990] 52 Cal.3d 553, 565 [276 Cal. Rptr. 410].)

The State CEQA Guidelines do not define the difference between “avoiding” a significant
environmental effect and merely “substantially lessening” such an effect.  Metropolitan must
therefore glean the meaning of these terms from the other contexts in which the terms are used.
Public Resources Code section 21081, on which State CEQA Guidelines section 15091 is based,
uses the term “mitigate” rather than “substantially lessen.”  The State CEQA Guidelines therefore
equate “mitigating” with “substantially lessening.”  Such an understanding of the statutory term is
consistent with the policies underlying CEQA, which include the policy that “public agencies
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should not approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation
measures available which would substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such
projects.” (Public Resources Code, § 21002.)

For purposes of these findings, the term “avoid” refers to the effectiveness of one or more
mitigation measures to reduce an otherwise potentially significant effect to a less-than-significant
level.  In contrast, the term “substantially lessen” refers to the effectiveness of such measure or
measures to substantially reduce the severity of a significant effect, but not to reduce that effect to a
level that is less than significant.  Although the State CEQA Guidelines section 15091 requires
only that approving agencies specify that a particular significant effect is “avoid[ed] or
substantially lessen[ed],” these findings, for purposes of clarity, in each case will specify
whether the effect in question has been reduced to a level that is less than significant, or has
simply been substantially lessened but remains significant.

Moreover, although section 15091, read literally, does not require findings to address
environmental effects that an EIR identifies as merely “potentially significant,” these findings will
nevertheless fully account for all such effects identified in the Final EIR.

Only after fully complying with the findings requirement can an agency adopt a statement of
overriding considerations. (Citizens for Quality Growth v. City of Mount Shasta (1988) 198
Cal.App.3d 433, 442, 445 [243 Cal. Rptr. 727].)

In cases in which significant impacts are not at least “substantially mitigated,” the agency, after
adopting the findings, may approve the project if it first adopts a statement of overriding
considerations setting forth the specific reasons why the agency found that the project's “benefits”
rendered “acceptable” its “unavoidable adverse environmental effects.”  (State CEQA Guidelines,
§§ 15093, 15043, subd. [b].)  The California Supreme Court has stated that, “[t]he wisdom of
approving . . . any development project, a delicate task which requires a balancing of interests, is
necessarily left to the sound discretion of the local officials and their constituents who are
responsible for such decisions.  The law as we interpret and apply it simply requires that those
decisions be informed, and therefore balanced.” (Goleta II, 52 Cal.3d 553, 576 [276 Cal.Rptr.
401].)

This document presents Metropolitan’s findings as required by CEQA, cites substantial evidence in
the record in support of each of these findings, and presents an explanation to supply the logical
step between the finding and the facts in the record.  (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15091.)

6. LEGAL EFFECTS OF FINDINGS

To the extent that these findings conclude that the proposed mitigation measures outlined in the
Final EIR are feasible and have not been modified, superseded or withdrawn, Metropolitan hereby
commits to implementing these measures.  These findings, in other words, are not merely
informational, but rather constitute a binding set of obligations that will come into effect when
Metropolitan adopts a resolution approving the project.
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The mitigation measures are referenced in the mitigation monitoring and reporting program
adopted concurrently with these findings, and will be effectuated through the process of
constructing and implementing the project.

7. MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (“MMRP”) has been prepared for the project
(refer to Public Resources Code, § 21081.6).  Metropolitan will use the MMRP to track
compliance with project mitigation measures.  Metropolitan’s Board of Directors will consider the
MMRP during the certification hearing for the Final EIR.  The final MMRP will incorporate all
mitigation measures adopted for the project.

8. SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS, MITIGATION MEASURES, AND
FINDINGS

The Final EIR identified four environmental categories that may result in significant or potentially
significant environmental impacts.  Almost all of these significant impacts can be avoided through
the adoption of feasible mitigation measures.  Only one significant impact cannot be avoided by
the adoption of feasible mitigation measures or alternatives; however, this effect can be reduced by
the adoption of feasible mitigation measures, and it is outweighed by overriding considerations
discussed in the Statement of Overriding Considerations in section 11 below.  In addition, a
potential scenario is addressed in the Statement of Overriding Considerations regarding future
potential sitings of coastal California gnatcatchers and Quino checkerspot butterflies within the
proposed alignment.

This section presents in greater detail Metropolitan’s findings with respect to the environmental
effects of the project.  It also summarizes the evidence relied upon by Metropolitan in making
these findings.  This evidence is drawn from the Final EIR, the comments and responses to
comments on the Draft EIR, and other evidence presented to Metropolitan, including all other
information in the administrative record.

According to the Final EIR, the sole environmental effect that is significant and cannot be avoided
is the temporary air quality impact related to NOx emissions during construction.  Such emissions,
even with the implementation of the proposed mitigation measures, would remain significant on
both the peak day and in the peak quarter during the construction phase only and could temporarily
contribute to adverse impacts on ozone formation downwind of the project.  No significant impacts
relating to Quino checkerspot butterflies and coastal California gnatcatchers were identified in the
Final EIR.  However, should these sensitive biological resources be encountered in subsequent
focused surveys prior to construction, then impacts would be assessed as significant and
mitigation would be negotiated with the resource agencies to comply with the federal and state
Endangered Species acts, as applicable.  If this potential scenario should occur where the impacts
cannot be mitigated to a level that is less than significant, then the residual impact would still be
assessed as a significant, unavoidable adverse environmental impact.



Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations

page 8 San Diego Pipeline No. 3 Bypass Project

The following discussion examines each of the environmental impacts deemed significant or
potentially significant in the Final EIR.

8.1 AIR QUALITY

Two significant air quality impacts were identified and are further discussed below in subsections
8.1.1 and 8.1.2.

8.1.1 Significant Effect

Without mitigation, the proposed pipeline project would result in significant emissions of
particulate matter that is finer than ten microns (PM10) on the peak construction day.

Mitigation:  Metropolitan shall implement the following mitigation measure:

• Air Quality Mitigation Measure (AQ-1)

All construction contractors shall comply with applicable SCAQMD regulations, including
Rule 402, the Nuisance Rule, and Rule 403, Fugitive Dust.  To reduce PM10 emissions to the
maximum extent feasible, the contractor will comply with applicable provisions of Rule 403 and
take additional measures, as follows:

(a) Moisten soil not more than 15 minutes prior to excavating or moving soil and conduct
whatever watering is necessary to prevent visible dust emissions from extending beyond the
project site boundaries.

(b) Apply chemical stabilizers to disturbed surface areas (completed grading areas) within five
days of completing grading or apply dust suppressants or vegetation sufficient to maintain a
stabilized surface.

(c) Water open storage piles hourly.

(d) Water exposed surfaces at least twice a day under calm conditions and as often as needed on
windy days or during very dry weather in order to maintain a surface crust and prevent the
release of visible emissions from the construction site.

(e) Wash mud-covered tires and under-carriages of trucks leaving construction sites.

(f) Provide for street sweeping, as needed, on nearby roadways to remove dirt dropped by
construction vehicles or mud, which would otherwise be carried off by trucks departing the
project site.

(g) Cover loads of dirt securely with a tight fitting tarp on any truck leaving the construction
site to dispose of excavated soil.
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With Mitigation the Effects are Found to be:

(  )  Significant (XX)  Not Significant

Finding(s) per State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091:

(XX) Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid
or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect. (Subd. [a][1].)

(  ) Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public
agency and not the agency making the finding.  Such changes have been adopted by such
other agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency. (Subd. [a][2].)

(  ) Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision
of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation
measures or project alternatives identified in the final EIR. (Subd. [a][3].)

Rationale:  The effectiveness of the mitigation measure (AQ-1) was determined by analyzing the
construction PM10 emissions levels before and after implementation.  Application of this mitigation
measure would reduce PM10 emissions from grading, excavation, and dirt piling by more than 50
percent.  Therefore, the impact of the project would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level.

Reference:  Draft EIR, section 4.3.

8.1.2 Significant Effect

The proposed pipeline project would result in significant emissions of NOx on the peak
construction day and in the peak construction quarter.

Mitigation:  Metropolitan shall implement the following mitigation measures:

• Air Quality Mitigation Measure (AQ-2)

Metropolitan’s construction contractors will maintain all construction equipment engines by
keeping them properly tuned and will operate such equipment in an efficient manner so as to
reduce peak emission levels.

• Air Quality Mitigation Measure (AQ-3)

Metropolitan’s construction contractors will provide rideshare or transit incentives for
construction employees.

• Air Quality Mitigation Measure (AQ-4)

Metropolitan will minimize obstruction of through traffic lanes on local streets to the greatest
extent possible.
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• Air Quality Mitigation Measure (AQ-5)

Metropolitan’s construction contractors will coordinate traffic diversions, street and lane
closures, and obstruction of intersections with the affected local jurisdiction prior to commencing
construction activities through the development of routing and detour plans.

With Mitigation the Effects are Found to be:

(XX)  Significant (  )  Not Significant

Finding(s) per State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091:

(  ) Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid
or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect. (Subd. [a][1].)

(  ) Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public
agency and not the agency making the finding.  Such changes have been adopted by such
other agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency. (Subd. [a][2].)

(XX) Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision
of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation
measures or project alternatives identified in the final EIR. (Subd. [a][3].)  See infra,
section 11, Statement of Overriding Considerations.

Rationale:  Implementation of the mitigation measures presented here will reduce the temporary,
short-term NOx emissions to the maximum extent feasible.  Nevertheless, since the incremental
addition of these project-related emissions would contribute to significant air quality impacts to the
project vicinity, a statement of overriding considerations is required (refer to section 11).

Reference:  Draft EIR, section 4.3.

8.2 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Two significant biological impacts were identified, while one potential impact was deemed not
significant.  These three potential impacts are further discussed below in subsections 8.2.1 through
8.2.3.
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8.2.1 No Significant Effect

Since no coastal California gnatcatchers or Quino checkerspot butterflies were located within the
project area, no impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required.

Mitigation:  Metropolitan shall implement the following mitigation measure if necessary:

• Mitigation Measure BR-1

Based on final design and subsequent focused species surveys, should conditions change and
coastal California gnatcatchers or Quino checkerspot butterflies are found onsite, then mitigation
requirements (if any) will be negotiated during consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA).

With Mitigation the Effects are Found to be:

(  )  Significant (XX)  Not Significant

Finding(s) per State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091:

(XX) Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid
or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect. (Subd. [a][1].)

(  ) Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public
agency and not the agency making the finding.  Such changes have been adopted by such
other agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency. (Subd. [a][2].)

(  ) Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision
of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation
measures or project alternatives identified in the final EIR. (Subd. [a][3].)

Rationale: No impacts are assessed to the Quino checkerspot butterfly1 or coastal California
gnatcatcher2 as neither of these species were observed during the 1998 or 1999 protocol surveys
within the project area.  If these sensitive species are located during any subsequent focused
surveys prior to construction, impacts would be assessed as significant and mitigation would be
negotiated with the resource agencies to comply with the federal and state Endangered Species
acts, as applicable.  If this potential scenario should occur where the impacts cannot be mitigated
to a level that is less than significant, then the residual impact would still be assessed as
significant.  This possible scenario, where no such impact is now known to occur, is addressed in
the statement of overriding considerations (refer to section 11).

Reference:  Draft EIR, section 4-4 and Final EIR, chapter 1.

                                                
1 Quino checkerspot butterfly is federally listed as endangered.
2 Coastal California gnatcatcher is federally listed as threatened.
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8.2.2 Significant Effect

Kangaroo rat sign, indicating the possible presence of Stephens’ kangaroo rat (SKR), was
located along the study corridor of the project.  A potentially significant impact to this species
has been assessed to approximately 21 acres within the study corridor.

Mitigation:  Metropolitan shall implement the following mitigation measure:

• Mitigation Measure BR-2

SKR impacts will be mitigated in accordance with Riverside County Habitat Conservation
Agency’s long-term Habitat Conservation Plan and section 10(a) permit for incidental take of
SKR.  The project is located outside SKR core reserve in western Riverside County; therefore,
no further mitigation or take authorization is required.

With Mitigation the Effects are Found to be:

(  )  Significant (XX)  Not Significant

Finding(s) per State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091:

(XX) Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid
or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect. (Subd. [a][1].)

(  ) Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public
agency and not the agency making the finding.  Such changes have been adopted by such
other agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency. (Subd. [a][2].)

(  ) Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision
of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation
measures or project alternatives identified in the final EIR. (Subd. [a][3].)

Rationale: Potential impacts to SKR3 (based on trace, low or medium density sign over
approximately 21 acres of the project area for unidentified kangaroo rats) are determined to be
potentially significant.  With the implementation of the mitigation measure (BR-2), potential
impacts to SKR will be reduced to a level that is less than significant.

Reference:  Draft EIR, section 4-4.

8.2.3 Significant Effect

Potentially significant impacts are assessed to nesting locales for the burrowing owl and possible
future raptor nesting locales within the eucalyptus trees.

                                                
3 SKR is listed as federally endangered and as state threatened.
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Mitigation:  Metropolitan shall implement the following mitigation measure:

• Mitigation Measure BR-3

Focused raptor surveys within the final construction corridor will be done prior to vegetation
removal to ensure that no nesting raptors will be impacted.  For direct impacts on the burrowing
owl that are unavoidable, defined as the elimination of a burrow or construction within 100 feet
of a burrow, a raptor biologist with experience in burrowing owl relocation will appraise the sites
for a relocation effort or monitor forced dispersion from the burrows, to mitigate any impact to a
less-than-significant level.  Indirect impacts on burrowing owls in the vicinity of project
construction will be minimized as much as possible (i.e., less-than-significant impact) by
construction monitoring in areas of occupied habitat to ensure that a minimum of 100 feet is
maintained between construction activities and occupied burrows.

With Mitigation the Effects are Found to be:

(  )  Significant (XX)  Not Significant

Finding(s) per State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091:

(XX) Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid
or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect. (Subd. [a][1].)

(  ) Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public
agency and not the agency making the finding.  Such changes have been adopted by such
other agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency. (Subd. [a][2].)

(  ) Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision
of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation
measures or project alternatives identified in the final EIR. (Subd. [a][3].)

Rationale: Burrowing owl4 nests occur on the ground in burrows.  Although no nests were
observed in the eucalyptus trees within the project area, two owl burrows were identified.
Potential impacts are assessed as significant as raptors can shift nest locations from one season to
the next, wherever appropriate habitat occurs.  With the implementation of the mitigation
measure (BR-3), potential impacts to the burrowing owl and other raptors would be less than
significant.

Reference:  Draft EIR, section 4-4.

                                                
4 Burrowing owls is state-listed species of special concern.
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8.3 CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGIC RESOURCES

Two potentially significant impacts were identified: one associated with cultural resources and one
associated with paleontologic resources.  These potential impacts are further discussed below in
subsections 8.3.1 and 8.3.2.

Cultural Resources

8.3.1 Significant Effect

Three prehistoric sites, consisting of Native American milling features, are subject to potentially
significant impacts resulting from project implementation.  The largest and apparently most
important site (CA-RIV-3476) would potentially be subject to the least impact as a large portion of
this site is located north of the proposed impact footprint.  None of these sites has been tested to
assess importance/significance at this time.

Mitigation:  Metropolitan shall implement the following mitigation measures:

• Mitigation Measure CR-1

If, following final design and a construction year field check, CA-RIV-3475, -3476 and/or -6094
are located within the impact footprint, a Phase II testing program shall be conducted to assess
site content and significance/importance eligibility.  This testing program shall be implemented
prior to initiation of construction activities.

• Mitigation Measure CR-2

The results of any Phase II test excavation will determine the need for a Phase III data recovery
(mitigation) program.

• Mitigation Measure CR-3

If one or more sites is assessed as significant (i.e., important historic resources as defined by
State CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5), Metropolitan shall prepare a treatment plan for the
recovery and treatment of significant archaeological resources during the project final design.

• Mitigation Measure CR-4

If Native American remains are accidentally uncovered during excavation, Metropolitan will
comply with existing law (State CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5[e]).
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• Mitigation Measure CR-5

Indirect impacts to sites shall be mitigated as appropriate through staking of a buffer area and
presence of an archaeological monitor during construction in the vicinity of CA-RIV-3475, -
3476, and -6094 if the sites are not being directly impacted during construction.

• Mitigation Measure CR-6

A final report of findings summarizing the results of the mitigation program and presenting an
inventory of any recovered archaeological remains and a description of their scientific
importance shall be prepared (if applicable).

With Mitigation the Effects are Found to be:

(  )  Significant (XX)  Not Significant

Finding(s) per State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091:

(XX) Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid
or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect. (Subd. [a][1].)

(  ) Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public
agency and not the agency making the finding.  Such changes have been adopted by such
other agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency. (Subd. [a][2].)

(  ) Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision
of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation
measures or project alternatives identified in the final EIR. (Subd. [a][3].)

Rationale:  Implementation of the mitigation measures presented here (CR-1 through CR-6) will
reduce potential impacts to below a level of significance.  In particular, the preparation and
implementation of a Phase II test excavation and, if necessary, a treatment plan for the recovery
(i.e., Phase III data recovery) and treatment of important cultural resources will occur prior to the
commencement of construction activities.  These efforts will ensure that important cultural
resources will be retained and curated.  In addition, these field studies and analyses will contribute
to the present level of knowledge about these resources in the project area.  The resultant
information may also enhance management of the remaining resources in the region.
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No Native American cemeteries or burials are known to exist onsite.  However, if Native
American remains are accidentally uncovered during construction activities, Metropolitan will
comply with existing law (State CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5[e]):

“(e) In the event of the accidental discovery or recognition of any human remains in any location other than a
dedicated cemetery, the following steps should be taken:

(1) There shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected
to overlie human remains until:
(A) The coroner of the county in which the remains are discovered must be contacted to

determine that no investigation of the cause of death is required, and
(B) If the coroner determines the remains to be Native American:

1. The coroner shall contact the Native American Heritage Commission within 24
hours.

2. The Native American Heritage Commission shall identify the person or persons it
believes to be the most likely descended from the deceased Native American.

3. The most likely descendent may make recommendations to the landowner or the
person responsible for the excavation work, for means of treating or disposing of,
with appropriate dignity, the human remains and any associated grave goods as
provided in Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, or

(2) Where the following conditions occur, the landowner or his authorized representative shall rebury the
Native American human remains and associated grave goods with appropriate dignity on the property
in a location not subject to further subsurface disturbance.
(A) The Native American Heritage Commission is unable to identify a most likely descendent

or the most likely descendent failed to make a recommendation within 24 hours after being
notified by the commission.

(B) The descendant identified fails to make a recommendation; or
(C) The landowner or his authorized representative rejects the recommendation of the

descendant, and the mediation by the Native American Heritage Commission fails to
provide measures acceptable to the landowner.”

These safeguards will ensure that potential impacts to any unknown remains of Native American
origin will be less than significant by compliance with existing law.

Reference:  Draft EIR, section 4-6.

Paleontologic Resources

8.3.2 Significant Effect

The project would cross deposits of Quaternary Older Alluvium, which contain an unknown to
moderate potential for containing fossil material.  Project-related activities in this area are
therefore determined to be potentially significant impacts to paleontologic resources.

Mitigation:  Metropolitan shall implement the following mitigation measures:

• Mitigation Measure PR-1

A qualified paleontologist will be retained for the proposed project (project paleontologist), and
will attend the pre-construction meeting to discuss the mitigation procedures with project grading
and excavation contractors.
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• Mitigation Measure PR-2

The project paleontologist or a paleontologic monitor will be onsite to inspect for the presence of
fossils during original cutting of previously undisturbed sediments of the described Quaternary
Older Alluvium.  The described monitoring will initially be at least half time for the Older
Alluvium.  Monitoring time will be subsequently increased or decreased, based on the initial
results and direction by the project paleontologist.  Specific monitoring locations and timing will
be determined by the project paleontologist, after consultation with the excavation and grading
supervisors.

• Mitigation Measure PR-3

In the event that well-preserved fossils are discovered, temporary diversion of earth moving
construction equipment, if warranted, in the area of discovery will occur to allow recovery of
fossil materials in a timely manner.  Recovered fossil materials will be cleaned, sorted and
catalogued, and will then be deposited in a designated repository.

• Mitigation Measure PR-4

A report summarizing the results, analyses, and conclusions of the above-described monitoring
and salvage activities (including a map showing site locations) will be prepared.

With Mitigation the Effects are Found to be:

(  )  Significant (XX)  Not Significant

Finding(s) per State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091:

(XX) Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid
or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect. (Subd. [a][1].)

(  ) Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public
agency and not the agency making the finding.  Such changes have been adopted by such
other agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency. (Subd. [a][2].)

(  ) Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision
of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation
measures or project alternatives identified in the final EIR. (Subd. [a][3].)

Rationale:  The mitigation measures (PR-1 through PR-4) will provide for the recovery,
identification, evaluation, processing, transport, and curation of important paleontological remains
that may be uncovered during project construction, thereby reducing potential impacts to a level
that is less than significant.

Reference:  Draft EIR, section 4-6.
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8.4 NOISE

Two potentially significant noise impacts were identified and are further discussed below in
subsections 8.4.1 and 8.4.2.

8.4.1 Significant Effect

Construction noise would create a short-term significant impact (generally seven to eight hours
per day during construction of a specific pipeline section) on ambient noise levels by
construction equipment (including trucks, graders, bulldozers, concrete mixers and portable
generators).

Mitigation:  Metropolitan shall implement the following mitigation measures:

• Mitigation Measure N-1

Metropolitan’s construction contractor will limit the hours of construction to the hours specified
in the county of Riverside’s noise ordinance for construction activities.

• Mitigation Measure N-2

Metropolitan will consult with the appropriate local planning jurisdiction(s) to determine and
select the most feasible haul route to minimize noise impacts in residential areas.

• Mitigation Measure N-3

No less than two weeks prior to construction, residents within 400 feet of the alignment will
receive notification stating the approximate dates of equipment operations.  The notification will
contain a contact telephone number where any noise complaints may be lodged.

With Mitigation the Effects are Found to be:

(  )  Significant (XX)  Not Significant

Finding(s) per State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091:

(XX) Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid
or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect. (Subd. [a][1].)

(  ) Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public
agency and not the agency making the finding.  Such changes have been adopted by such
other agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency. (Subd. [a][2].)

(  ) Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision
of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation
measures or project alternatives identified in the final EIR. (Subd. [a][3].)
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Rationale:  Most of the activities will be within roadways or within an area in the Johnson Ranch
property where no sensitive receptors exist.  However, a few homes occur within a few hundred
feet of the roadways that could be temporarily impacted during trenching and pipeline installing of
particular pipeline segments.  Implementation of the mitigation measures (N-1 through N-3) will
reduce these short-term construction noise impacts to a less-than-significant level.

Reference:  Draft EIR, section 4-8.

8.4.2 Significant Effect

Nocturnal noise generating activities would only occur if emergency operations become
necessary to protect pipeline integrity or for public safety.  In this situation, engines may require
operation during the night (such as dewatering pumps or generators on traffic control warning or
advisory signs).  Under such circumstances, engines running at night may comprise a sleep-
disturbing nuisance (i.e., a potentially significant impact to adjacent residences).

Mitigation:  Metropolitan shall implement the following mitigation measure:

• Mitigation Measure N-4

If emergency situations occur or nighttime ground dewatering activities are required, then
acoustically enclosed emergency generator sets shall be located to minimize noise impacts to
adjacent residences.

With Mitigation the Effects are Found to be:

(  )  Significant (XX)  Not Significant

Finding(s) per State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091:

(XX) Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid
or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect. (Subd. [a][1].)

(  ) Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public
agency and not the agency making the finding.  Such changes have been adopted by such
other agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency. (Subd. [a][2].)

(  ) Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including
provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the
mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the final EIR. (Subd. [a][3].)

Rationale:  If necessary, implementation of the mitigation measure (N-4) will reduce the short-
term noise impacts during emergency nighttime situations to less-than-significant levels.

Reference:  Draft EIR, section 4-8.
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8.5 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

None of the proposed project’s contributions to cumulative impacts is assessed as cumulatively
considerable/cumulatively significant per section 15130 of the State CEQA Guidelines. Section 6.0
of the Draft EIR discusses the rationale for concluding that each incremental effect is less than
cumulatively considerable.

9. FEASIBILITY OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

Because the proposed project will potentially cause an unavoidable, significant environmental
effect, as stated above in the air quality discussion (subsection 8.1.2), Metropolitan must consider
the feasibility of any environmentally superior alternatives to the project.  Metropolitan must
evaluate whether one or more of these alternatives could avoid or substantially lessen the project’s
unavoidable significant environmental effects. (Citizens for Quality Growth v. City of Mount
Shasta (1988) 198 Cal.App.3d 433, 443-445 [243 Cal.Rptr. 727]; see also Public Resources Code,
§ 21002.)

In preparing and adopting findings, a lead agency need not necessarily address the feasibility of
both mitigation measures and environmentally superior alternatives when contemplating approval
of a proposed project with significant impacts.  Where a significant impact can be mitigated to an
acceptable level solely by the adoption of mitigation measures, the agency, in drafting its findings,
has no obligation to consider the feasibility of environmentally superior alternatives, even if their
impacts would be less severe than those of the proposed project as mitigated. (Laurel Hills
Homeowners Association v. City Council (1978) 83 Cal.App.3d 515,521 [147 Cal.Rptr. 842]; see
also Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 730-731 [270
Cal.Rptr. 650]; and Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the University of
California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 400-403 [253 Cal.Rptr. 426].)  Accordingly, in adopting findings
concerning project alternatives, Metropolitan considers only those environmental impacts that, for
the project, are significant and cannot be avoided through mitigation.

The proposed project would have a significant, unavoidable adverse environmental impact with
respect to temporary, construction NOx emissions.  No significant impacts relating to Quino
checkerspot butterflies and coastal California gnatcatchers were identified in the Draft EIR.
However, should these sensitive biological resources be encountered in subsequent focused
surveys prior to construction, then impacts would be assessed as significant and mitigation would
be negotiated with the resource agencies to comply with the federal and state Endangered
Species acts, as applicable.  If this potential scenario should occur where the impacts cannot be
mitigated to a level that is less than significant, then the residual impact would still be assessed
as a significant, unavoidable adverse environmental impact.

The EIR examined a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project to determine whether
any of these alternatives could meet the project’s objectives, while avoiding or substantially
lessening its significant, unavoidable impact (Draft EIR, Section 7.0).  However, identification of
the alternative locations was constrained for this project for two reasons.  First, the project is a
bypass facility, requiring two relatively fixed termini.  It must be located between the Robert A.
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Skinner Filtration Plant and the existing San Diego Pipeline No. 3.  Second, the project is subject
to hydraulic constraints, which restrict the physical location of the pipeline between these two
points.  As indicated below, one of the alternatives discussed is a “short route” when compared
to the proposed project.  Analysis of even shorter, more direct routes was rendered infeasible due
to area hydraulics.

To comply with CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines, two alternatives were examined:

• No Project Alternative

• Short Route Alternative

These findings examine the two project alternatives to the extent they lessen or avoid the project’s
significant environmental effect.  Metropolitan need not consider the alternatives with respect to
the project’s environmental impacts that are insignificant or avoided through mitigation.

Overall, the proposed project results in very few significant impacts, and even fewer that could
be lessened through locating the project elsewhere in the vicinity due to consistency in the area
setting (i.e., rural residential/dry farming interspersed with coastal sage scrub habitat, rock
outcrops, and intermittent drainages).  The proposed project is the environmentally superior build
alternative to the Short Route Alternative.  The No Project Alternative would be environmentally
superior to the proposed project; however, it would not meet project objectives and would
constrain future treated water deliveries to the water service area within the southwestern portion
of Riverside County and the northern portion of San Diego County.

9.1 NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

In addressing the No Project Alternative, Metropolitan followed the direction of the State CEQA
Guidelines that:

“The ‘no project’ analysis shall discuss the existing conditions at the time the notice of preparation is published, or if no notice
of preparation is published, at the time environmental analysis is commenced, as well as what would be reasonably expected to
occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on current plans and consistent with available
infrastructure and community services.  If the environmentally superior alternative is the ‘no project’ alternative, the EIR shall
also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.” (State CEQA Guidelines, §15126.6, subd.
[e][2].)

The No Project Alternative would not incur project-related environmental impacts along the
proposed pipeline corridor.  Nonetheless, potential impacts assessed to cultural resources sites
CA-RIV-3475, -3476 and –6094, and paleontologic resources sites, coastal sage scrub habitat,
and SKR may occur due to future activities associated with the Johnson Ranch property.
Potentially less-than-significant traffic impacts related to ripping of the paved and unpaved
portions of Washington Street/Borel Road and Bootlegg Road would not occur.

The No Project Alternative would preserve natural resources and result in fewer project-related
traffic, noise and air quality impacts to adjacent property owners, thereby being environmentally
superior to the proposed project.  However, if the existing San Diego Pipeline No. 3 was
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converted to treated water by connecting directly to the Skinner Finished Water Reservoir rather
than via the proposed Bypass pipeline, hydraulic constraints downstream would substantially
reduce treated water flows in the existing pipeline.  In turn, this would constrain water deliveries
to Metropolitan’s member agencies for that service area.  Alternatively, if Metropolitan did not
convert San Diego Pipeline No. 3 to a treated water conveyance system, then a re-examination
might be needed on how the finite amount of treated water contained in existing San Diego
Pipelines Nos. 1, 2, and 4 might be reallocated among Metropolitan’s member agencies.  For
these reasons, the No Project Alternative would not therefore meet specified project objectives
and would be less preferred than the proposed project.  Hence, Metropolitan rejects the No
Project Alternative.

9.2 SHORT ROUTE ALTERNATIVE

The purpose of considering an alternative design within the boundaries of the proposed project site
was to identify a potential alternative with fewer NOx emissions during construction of the project,
while meeting most of the project objectives.

An alternative pipeline alignment was considered north of the proposed project (see Figure 7-1 in
the Draft EIR).  The short route alignment turned due west at the northern boundary of Johnson
Ranch to join the existing San Diego Pipeline No. 3 which is part of the Second San Diego
Aqueduct.  This route is shorter (i.e., 6,500 feet) than the proposed route (i.e., 7,500 feet).

With regard to the shorter route, air quality impacts could potentially be somewhat less than the
proposed project because of the shorter length of this alternative and the concomitant reduction
in construction activities.  However, emissions would still temporarily exceed SCAQMD
standards for NOx during construction activities for the short route alignment.  Project-related
cultural and biological resources surveys determined that this alignment would impact a
potentially important cultural resource site greatly avoided by the proposed alignment, and
would increase potential impacts to coastal sage scrub and associated species.  Impacts to the
Quino checkerspot butterfly and coastal California gnatcatcher, avoided under the proposed
project, would occur under this shorter route alternative.  SKR and paleontologic impacts would
be similar to those assumed for the proposed project.  Noise and traffic impacts also would be
similar to those assessed for the proposed project because they would involve the same users and
receptors in this rural area, regardless of exact alignment location.

Given this overview, the Short Route Alternative would not substantially reduce or avoid the
proposed project’s potentially significant and unavoidable impact (i.e., temporary NOx emissions
during construction).  Other environmental categories associated with the Short Route Alignment
would result in the same or greater impacts to that of the proposed project.  Metropolitan rejects the
Short Route Alternative because it would not be demonstrably environmentally superior to the
proposed project.
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10. NARROWING THE RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES

An EIR should provide some discussion of how the lead agency or project proponent, in
determining the scope of an EIR, narrowed the range of alternatives discussed in detail within the
“range of reasonable alternatives” required by State CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6,
subdivision (c).  The preliminary discussion of how the range was focused need not be as extensive
as the full “alternatives analysis” required by the guidelines. (See Goleta II, 52 Cal.3d 553, 569
[276 Cal.Rptr. 410]; Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the University of
California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 404-405 [253 Cal.Rptr. 4261].)

In Goleta II (52 Cal.3d 553, 564-566 [276 Cal.Rptr. 410]), the California Supreme Court
emphasized that the range of alternatives to be included in an EIR should focus on those that could
“feasibly” attain the basic objectives of the project.  In that case, viewing the record as a whole, the
Supreme Court concluded that the respondent county was justified in not treating as “feasible” (and
thus not including in the challenged draft EIR) various alternatives that “would impede to some
degree the attainment of project objectives, or would be more costly.”  The State CEQA Guidelines
also state that:  “Among the factors that may be used to eliminate alternatives from detailed
consideration in an EIR are: (i) failure to meet most of the basic project objectives, (ii) infeasibility,
or (iii) inability to avoid significant environmental impacts (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6,
subd. [c]).”

The proposed project is the product of a thorough analysis of potentially feasible alternatives.
However, as previously mentioned, identification of alternative locations is restricted due to two
constraints:

• The project is a pipeline bypass facility that requires two relatively fixed termini.  It must be
located between the Robert A. Skinner Filtration Plant and the existing San Diego Pipeline
No. 3.

• The project is subject to hydraulic constraints that restrict the physical location of the pipeline
between the two fixed points.  Analysis of even shorter, more direct routes was rendered
infeasible due to the project area’s physical hydraulics.

In sum, Metropolitan believes the alternative analysis it has prepared in the Draft EIR (section 7.0)
satisfies the legal requirements as mandated by CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines.

11. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

When a project results in a significant unavoidable adverse effect, CEQA requires the decision-
making body of the lead agency to balance the benefit of the project against its unavoidable
adverse effect in determining whether to approve the project.  If the benefit of the project
outweighs the unavoidable adverse environmental effect, the adverse effect may be considered
“acceptable.”  CEQA requires the lead agency to state in writing the specific reasons to support its
action based on the Final EIR and/or information in the record.  This written statement is known as



Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations

page 24 San Diego Pipeline No. 3 Bypass Project

the statement of overriding considerations (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15093).  The statement of
overriding considerations for the San Diego Pipeline No. 3 Bypass Project is presented below.

The proposed project would have the following significant, unavoidable, adverse impacts:

• Temporary, project-level construction air impacts due to NOx emissions.

• No significant impacts relating to Quino checkerspot butterflies and coastal California
gnatcatchers were identified in the Final EIR.  However, should these sensitive biological
resources be encountered in subsequent focused surveys prior to construction, then impacts
would be assessed as significant and mitigation would be negotiated with the resource
agencies to comply with the federal and state Endangered Species acts, as applicable.  If this
potential scenario should occur where the impacts cannot be mitigated to a level that is less
than significant, then the residual impact would still be assessed as a significant, unavoidable
adverse environmental impact.

Metropolitan has adopted all feasible mitigation measures for air quality (AQ-2 through AQ-5) and
for potential biological resources (BR-1) with respect to the impacts identified above. Although
these mitigation measures may lessen the impact, they would not reduce the potential impact to a
level that is less than significant.

Moreover, Metropolitan has examined a reasonable range of alternatives to the project.  Based on
this examination, Metropolitan has determined that the Short Route Alternative does not satisfy the
following two criteria: 1) meets project objectives, and 2) is clearly environmentally preferable to
the proposed project.  The No Project Alternative does not meet the project objectives. Although
the No Project Alternative is environmentally superior to the proposed project, it would constrain
treated water supplies to southwestern Riverside County and northern San Diego County by not
allowing the complete conversion of treated water in the existing San Diego Pipeline No. 3.
Hence, Metropolitan has determined that this alternative is not preferable to the proposed project.
For shorter, more direct routes between the Skinner facility and the existing San Diego Pipeline
No. 3, Metropolitan has determined those options as infeasible due to physical constraints (i.e.,
area hydraulics).

As a result, to approve the project, Metropolitan must adopt a “statement of overriding
considerations” pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines sections 15043 and 15093.  The statement of
overriding considerations permits a lead agency to cite a project’s general economic, social, or
other benefits (e.g., public health or other environmental benefits) as a justification for choosing to
allow the occurrence of specified significant environmental effects that have not been at least
substantially mitigated.  The statement explains why, in the agency’s judgment, the project’s
benefits outweigh its unavoidable significant effects.

CEQA does not require lead agencies to analyze “beneficial impacts” in an EIR.  Rather, EIRs are
to focus on potentially significant adverse effects on the environment (Public Resources Code,
§ 21082.2).  Nevertheless, decision-makers benefit from information about project benefits. These
benefits can be cited, if necessary, in a statement of overriding considerations. (See State CEQA
Guidelines, § 15093.)
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Metropolitan finds that the project would have the following substantial environmental benefits:

• The project will enable the existing San Diego Pipeline No. 3 to distribute treated rather than
raw water to three Metropolitan member agencies within the Skinner Service Area: Eastern
Municipal Water District, Western Municipal Water District, and San Diego County Water
Authority.  As such, the project would implement Metropolitan’s goal to modify its regional
water distribution system to meet long-term water supply needs for its water service area.
(Draft EIR, section 3.0)

• The project will improve the hydraulics of San Diego Pipeline No. 3 after conversion and
would maintain its existing capacity.  As such, the project would improve operational
effectiveness and system reliability of Metropolitan’s regional water distribution system that
provides water within the Skinner Service Area.  (Draft EIR, section 3.0)

Metropolitan also finds that the project would have the following substantial economic benefits:

• The total cost to the region to ensure capacity for future treated water deliveries for San Diego
Pipeline No. 3 will be minimized.  (Page 3 of approved Metropolitan Board Letter:
“Appropriate $1,360,000 for Environmental and Engineering Studies for San Diego Pipeline
No. 3 Bypass” dated February 24, 1998, and approved on March 10, 1998)

• Compensation for approximately 30 construction workers would provide direct and indirect
economic benefits to the local economy during the nine- to ten-month construction period.
(Draft EIR, section 3.0)

For the foregoing reasons, Metropolitan finds that the project’s benefits outweigh, and therefore
override, the project’s temporary but unavoidable adverse environmental effect.

12. INDEPENDENT REVIEW AND ANALYSIS

Under CEQA, the lead agency must (1) independently review and analyze the EIR, (2) circulate
draft documents that reflect its independent judgment; and (3) as part of the certification of an EIR,
find that the report or declaration reflects the independent judgment of the lead agency. (Public
Resources Code, § 21082.1, subd. [c].)

Metropolitan independently reviewed and analyzed the Final EIR and determined that the Final
EIR reflects its independent judgment.  Moreover, upon completing this review and making this
determination, Metropolitan circulated the Draft EIR, as described above.  With the adoption of
these findings, Metropolitan finds that the Final EIR reflects its independent judgment.
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13. ACRONYMS AND DEFINITIONS

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act (14 CCR, § 15000 et seq.)

Draft EIR Draft Environmental Impact Report for the San Diego Pipeline
No. 3 Bypass Project (August 1999)

EIR Environmental Impact Report
Final EIR Final Environmental Impact Report for the San Diego Pipeline

No. 3 Bypass Project (October 1999)

ESA Endangered Species Act

MMRP Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

NOP Notice of Preparation for the Draft Environmental Impact Report

NOx Nitrogen oxides

PM10 Particulate matter which is finer than ten microns

SKR Stephens’ kangaroo rat

State CEQA Guidelines Guidelines by the State of California to implement the California
Environmental Quality Act (14 Code of California Regulations,
§ 15000 et seq.)

USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service



Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

San Diego Pipeline No. 3 Bypass Project

MITIGATION MONITORING
AND

REPORTING PROGRAM



Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

San Diego Pipeline No. 3 Bypass Project Page 1

1.0  INTRODUCTION

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires all state and local agencies to
establish mitigation monitoring programs for projects approved by a public agency whenever
approval involves the adoption of specified findings related to environmental impact reports
(Public Resources Code Section 21081.6).

This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) satisfies the requirements of
CEQA as they relate to the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the San Diego Pipeline No. 3
Bypass Project, prepared by The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
(Metropolitan).  The MMRP will be used by Metropolitan staff responsible for ensuring
compliance with mitigation measures associated with development of the San Diego Pipeline
No. 3 Bypass Project.

The EIR for the San Diego Pipeline No. 3 Bypass Project identified mitigation measures
designed to reduce the adverse effects of the project in the areas of air quality, biological
resources, cultural and paleontologic resources, and noise.  These mitigation measures, and the
impacts they are designed to avoid or lessen, are summarized by resource area and according to
project phase in Table 1 of Section 2 of this document.  Section 2 also identifies the specific
mitigation monitoring and reporting requirements including the party responsible for
implementing the mitigation measure, the implementation phase, the monitoring activity, the
monitoring period, the frequency of monitoring, the party responsible for monitoring the
mitigation, and any required outside agency coordination.

Section 3 of this document describes project description elements and regulatory/permit
requirements that are not part of the MMRP but are included in this document to convey
information about elements of the project which will be incorporated into the project description
or implemented to comply with government codes, ordinances, or regulations and will reduce the
project effects.

2.0  MITIGATION MEASURES AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS

The following section describes the 22 mitigation measures and monitoring requirements for
each resource area in which the project may have a significant or potentially significant adverse
effect.  Monitoring is to be completed concurrent with implementation of relevant phases of
project planning and construction.  The following table summarizes the mitigation measures
required in each resource area that may be adversely affected.  The table groups the measures
according to the project phase in which they should be implemented.  The pages thereafter detail
the monitoring activity required to ensure implementation of each mitigation measure.
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TABLE 1
MITIGATION MEASURE SUMMARY

SAN DIEGO PIPELINE NO. 3 BYPASS PROJECT

PRE-CONSTRUCTION  PHASE

Environmental Category Mitigation Measure
Based on final design and subsequent focused
species surveys, should conditions change and
coastal California gnatcatchers or Quino
checkerspot butterflies are found onsite, then
mitigation requirements (if any) will be
negotiated during consultation with the
USFWS under the federal ESA.  (BR-1)
Stephens’ kangaroo rat (SKR) impacts will be
mitigated in accordance with RCHCA’s long-
term Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) and
section 10(a) permit for the incidental take of
SKR.  The project is located outside SKR core
reserve in western Riverside County;
therefore, no further mitigation or take
authorization is required.  (BR-2)

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Focused raptor surveys within the final
construction corridor will be done prior to
vegetation removal to ensure that no nesting
raptors will be impacted.  For direct impacts
on the burrowing owl that are unavoidable,
defined as the elimination of a burrow or
construction within 100 feet of a burrow, a
raptor biologist with experience in burrowing
owl relocation will appraise the sites for a
relocation effort or monitor forced dispersion
from the burrows to mitigate any impact to a
less-than-significant level.  Indirect impacts on
burrowing owls in the vicinity of project
construction will be minimized as much as
possible (i.e., less-than-significant impact) by
construction monitoring in areas of occupied
habitat to ensure that a minimum of 100 feet is
maintained between construction activities and
occupied burrows.  (BR-3)
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TABLE 1
MITIGATION MEASURE SUMMARY (continued)
SAN DIEGO PIPELINE NO. 3 BYPASS PROJECT

PRE-CONSTRUCTION PHASE (continued)
Environmental Category Mitigation Measure

If, following final design and a construction
year field check, CA-RIV-3475, -3476 and/or
–6094 are located within the impact footprint,
a Phase II testing program shall be conducted
to assess site content and significance/-
importance eligibility.  This testing program
shall be implemented prior to initiation of
construction activities.  (CR-1)
The results of any Phase II test excavation will
determine the need for a Phase III data
recovery (mitigation) program.  (CR-2)
If one or more sites is assessed as significant
(i.e., important historic resources as defined by
State CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5),
Metropolitan shall prepare a treatment plan for
the recovery and treatment of significant
archaeological resources during project final
design.  (CR-3)

CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGIC
RESOURCES

A qualified paleontologist will be retained for
the proposed project (project paleontologist),
and will attend the pre-construction meeting to
discuss the mitigation procedures with project
grading and excavation contractors.  (PR-1)
Metropolitan will consult with the appropriate
local planning jurisdiction(s) to determine and
select the most feasible haul route to minimize
noise impacts in residential areas.  (N-2)

NOISE

No less than two weeks prior to construction,
residents within 400 feet of the alignment will
receive notification stating the approximate
dates of equipment operations.  The
notification will contain a contact telephone
number where any noise complaints may be
lodged.  (N-3)
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TABLE 1
MITIGATION MEASURE SUMMARY (continued)
SAN DIEGO PIPELINE NO. 3 BYPASS PROJECT

CONSTRUCTION PHASE

Environmental Category Mitigation Measure
AIR QUALITY All construction contractors shall comply with

applicable SCAQMD regulations, including
Rule 402, the Nuisance Rule, and Rule 403,
Fugitive Dust.  To reduce PM10 emissions to
the maximum extent feasible, the contractor
will comply with applicable provisions of Rule
403 and take additional measures, as follows:

(a) Moisten soil not more than 15 minutes
prior to excavating or moving soil and
conduct whatever watering is necessary to
prevent visible dust emissions from
extending beyond the project site
boundaries.

(b) Apply chemical stabilizers to disturbed
surface areas (completed grading areas)
within five days of completing grading or
apply dust suppressants or vegetation
sufficient to maintain a stabilized surface.

(c) Water open storage piles hourly.

(d) Water exposed surfaces at least twice a day
under calm conditions and as often as
needed on windy days or during very dry
weather in order to maintain a surface crust
and prevent the release of visible emissions
from the construction site.

(e) Wash mud-covered tires and under-
carriages of trucks leaving construction
sites.
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TABLE 1
MITIGATION MEASURE SUMMARY (continued)
SAN DIEGO PIPELINE NO. 3 BYPASS PROJECT

CONSTRUCTION PHASE (continued)

Environmental Category Mitigation Measure
(f) Provide for street sweeping, as needed, on

nearby roadways to remove dirt dropped by
construction vehicles or mud which would
otherwise be carried off by truck departing
the project site.

(g) Cover loads of dirt securely with a tight
fitting tarp on any truck leaving the
construction site to dispose of excavated soil.
(AQ-1)
Metropolitan’s construction contractors will
maintain all construction equipment engines by
keeping them properly tuned and will operate
such equipment in an efficient manner so as to
reduce peak NOx emission levels.  (AQ-2)
Metropolitan’s construction contractors will
provide rideshare or transit incentives for
construction employees.  (AQ-3)
Metropolitan will minimize obstruction of
through traffic lanes on local streets to the
greatest extent possible.  (AQ-4)

AIR QUALITY (continued)

Metropolitan’s construction contractors will
coordinate traffic diversions, street and lane
closures, and obstruction of intersections with
the affected local jurisdiction prior to
commencing construction activities through
the development of routing and detour plans.
(AQ-5)
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TABLE 1
MITIGATION MEASURE SUMMARY (continued)
SAN DIEGO PIPELINE NO. 3 BYPASS PROJECT

CONSTRUCTION PHASE (continued)

Environmental Category Mitigation Measure
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES Focused raptor surveys within the final

construction corridor will be done prior to
vegetation removal to ensure that no nesting
raptors will be impacted.  For direct impacts on
the burrowing owl that are unavoidable,
defined as the elimination of a burrow or
construction within 100 feet of a burrow, a
raptor biologist with experience in burrowing
owl relocation will appraise the sites for a
relocation effort or monitor forced dispersion
from the burrows to mitigate any impact to a
less-than-significant level.  Indirect impacts on
burrowing owls in the vicinity of project
construction will be minimized as much as
possible (i.e., less-than-significant impact) by
construction monitoring in areas of occupied
habitat to ensure that a minimum of 100 feet is
maintained between construction activities and
occupied burrows.  (BR-3)
If Native American remains are accidentally
uncovered during excavation, Metropolitan
will comply with existing law (State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.5[e]).  (CR-4)
Indirect impacts to sites shall be mitigated as
appropriate through staking of a buffer area
and presence of an archaeological monitor
during construction in the vicinity of CA-RIV-
3475, -3476, and –6094 if the sites are not
being directly impacted during construction.
(CR-5)

CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGIC
RESOURCES

A final report of findings summarizing the
results of the mitigation program and
presenting an inventory of any recovered
archaeological remains and a description of
their scientific importance shall be prepared (if
applicable).  (CR-6)
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TABLE 1
MITIGATION MEASURE SUMMARY (continued)
SAN DIEGO PIPELINE NO. 3 BYPASS PROJECT

CONSTRUCTION PHASE (continued)

Environmental Category Mitigation Measure
The project paleontologist or a paleontologic
monitor will be onsite to inspect for the
presence of fossils during original cutting of
previously undisturbed sediments of the
described Quaternary Older Alluvium.  The
described monitoring will initially be at least
half-time for the Older Alluvium.  Monitoring
time will be subsequently increased or
decreased, based on the initial results and
direction by the project paleontologist.
Specific monitoring locations and timing will
be determined by the project paleontologist,
after consultation with the excavation and
grading supervisors.  (PR-2)
In the event that well-preserved fossils are
discovered, temporary diversion of earth
moving construction equipment, if warranted,
in the area of discovery will occur to allow
recovery of fossil materials in a timely manner.
Recovered fossil materials will be cleaned,
sorted and catalogued, and will then be
deposited in a designated repository.  (PR-3)

CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGIC
RESOURCES (continued)

A report summarizing the results, analyses and
conclusions of the above-described monitoring
and salvage activities (including a map
showing site locations) will be prepared.
(PR-4)
Metropolitan’s construction contractor will
limit the hours of construction to the hours
specified in the county of Riverside’s noise
ordinance for construction activities.  (N-1)

NOISE

If emergency situations occur or night-time
ground dewatering activities are required, then
acoustically enclosed emergency generator sets
shall be located to minimize noise impacts to
adjacent residences.  (N-4)
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AIR QUALITY

ADVERSE IMPACT Temporary particulate matter (PM10) emissions would exceed the
SCAQMD thresholds for construction.

MITIGATION PLAN

Reference Number: AQ-1

Mitigation: All construction contractors shall comply with applicable
SCAQMD regulations, including Rule 402, the Nuisance Rule, and
Rule 403, Fugitive Dust.  To reduce PM10 emissions to the
maximum extent feasible, the contractor will comply with
applicable provisions of Rule 403 and take additional measures, as
follows:

(a) Moisten soil not more than 15 minutes prior to excavating or
moving soil and conduct whatever watering is necessary to
prevent visible dust emissions from extending beyond the
project site boundaries.

(b) Apply chemical stabilizers to disturbed surface areas
(completed grading areas) within five days of completing
grading or apply dust suppressants or vegetation sufficient to
maintain a stabilized surface.

(c) Water open storage piles hourly.

(d) Water exposed surfaces at least twice a day under calm
conditions and as often as needed on windy days or during
very dry weather in order to maintain a surface crust and
prevent the release of visible emissions from the construction
site.

(e) Wash mud-covered tires and under-carriages of trucks leaving
construction sites.

(f) Provide for street sweeping, as needed, on nearby roadways to
remove dirt dropped by construction vehicles or mud which
would otherwise be carried off by truck departing the project
site.

(g) Cover loads of dirt securely with a tight fitting tarp on any
truck leaving the construction site to dispose of excavated
soil.
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Party Responsible
for Implementing
Mitigation: Metropolitan; Construction Contractor

Implementation Phase: Construction

MONITORING AND
REPORTING PLAN

Monitoring Activity: Ensure that the contractor complies with the applicable
requirements of SCAQMD Rules 402 and 403, as specified in the
mitigation plan.

Monitoring Period: Construction

Frequency: Daily

Party Responsible for
Monitoring Activity: Metropolitan

Outside Agency
Coordination: No

Agency Names: N/A
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AIR QUALITY

ADVERSE IMPACT Construction emissions of nitrogen oxides would be significant on
both the peak day and in the peak quarter during the construction
phase only, and could temporarily contribute to adverse impacts on
ozone formation downwind of the project.

MITIGATION PLAN

Reference Number: AQ-2

Mitigation: Metropolitan’s construction contractors will maintain all
construction equipment engines by keeping them properly tuned
and will operate such equipment in an efficient manner so as to
reduce peak NOx emission levels.

Party Responsible
for Implementing
Mitigation: Metropolitan; Construction Contractor

Implementation Phase: Construction

MONITORING AND
REPORTING PLAN

Monitoring Activity: Ensure that the contractor complies with the above-specified
measure.

Monitoring Period: Construction

Frequency: Daily

Party Responsible for
Monitoring Activity: Metropolitan

Outside Agency
Coordination: No

Agency Names: N/A
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AIR QUALITY

ADVERSE IMPACT Construction emissions of nitrogen oxides would be significant on
both the peak day and in the peak quarter during the construction
phase only, and could temporarily contribute to adverse impacts on
ozone formation downwind of the project.

MITIGATION PLAN

Reference Number: AQ-3

Mitigation: Metropolitan’s construction contractors will provide rideshare or
transit incentives for construction employees.

Party Responsible
for Implementing
Mitigation: Metropolitan; Construction Contractor

Implementation Phase: Construction

MONITORING AND
REPORTING PLAN

Monitoring Activity: Ensure that the contractor complies with the above-specified
measure.

Monitoring Period: Construction

Frequency: Daily

Party Responsible for
Monitoring Activity: Metropolitan

Outside Agency
Coordination: No

Agency Names: N/A



Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Page 12 San Diego Pipeline No. 3 Bypass Project

AIR QUALITY

ADVERSE IMPACT Construction emissions of nitrogen oxides would be significant on
both the peak day and in the peak quarter during the construction
phase only, and could temporarily contribute to adverse impacts on
ozone formation downwind of the project.

MITIGATION PLAN

Reference Number: AQ-4

Mitigation: Metropolitan will minimize obstruction of through traffic lanes on
local streets to the greatest extent possible.

Party Responsible
for Implementing
Mitigation: Metropolitan; Construction Contractor

Implementation Phase: Construction

MONITORING AND
REPORTING PLAN

Monitoring Activity: Ensure that the contractor complies with the above-specified
measure.

Monitoring Period: Construction

Frequency: Daily

Party Responsible for
Monitoring Activity: Metropolitan

Outside Agency
Coordination: No

Agency Names: N/A
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AIR QUALITY

ADVERSE IMPACT Construction emissions of nitrogen oxides would be significant on
both the peak day and in the peak quarter during the construction
phase only, and could temporarily contribute to adverse impacts on
ozone formation downwind of the project.

MITIGATION PLAN

Reference Number: AQ-5

Mitigation: Metropolitan’s construction contractors will coordinate traffic
diversions, street and lane closures, and obstruction of intersections
with the affected local jurisdiction prior to commencing
construction activities through the development of routing and
detour plans.

Party Responsible
for Implementing
Mitigation: Metropolitan; Construction Contractor

Implementation Phase: Construction

MONITORING AND
REPORTING PLAN

Monitoring Activity: Ensure that the contractor complies with the above-specified
measure.

Monitoring Period: Construction

Frequency: Daily

Party Responsible for
Monitoring Activity: Metropolitan

Outside Agency
Coordination: No

Agency Names: N/A
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

ADVERSE IMPACT Since no coastal California gnatcatchers or Quino checkerspot
butterflies were located within the project area, no impacts are
anticipated to these species.

MITIGATION PLAN

Reference Number: BR-1

Mitigation: Based on final design and subsequent focused species surveys,
should conditions change and coastal California gnatcatchers or
Quino checkerspot butterflies are found onsite, then mitigation
requirements (if any) will be negotiated during consultation with
the USFWS under the Federal ESA.

Party Responsible
for Implementing
Mitigation: Metropolitan

Implementation Phase: Pre-Construction

MONITORING AND
REPORTING PLAN

Monitoring Activity: Ensure that any additional required focused species surveys are
conducted based on final design; ensure that coordination with
USFWS is initiated if either of these species is located onsite.

Monitoring Period: Pre-Construction

Frequency: Once

Party Responsible for
Monitoring Activity: Metropolitan

Outside Agency
Coordination: Possibly

Agency Names: USFWS
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

ADVERSE IMPACT Kangaroo rat sign, indicating the possible presence of Stephens’
kangaroo rat (SKR), was located along the corridor.  Potentially
significant impacts to this species have been assessed to
approximately 21 acres within the study corridor.

MITIGATION PLAN

Reference Number: BR-2

Mitigation: SKR impacts will be mitigated in accordance with RCHCA’s long-
term Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) and section 10(a) permit for
the incidental take of SKR.  The project is located outside SKR
core reserve in western Riverside County; therefore, no further
mitigation or take authorization is required.

Party Responsible
for Implementing
Mitigation: Metropolitan

Implementation Phase: Pre-Construction

MONITORING AND
REPORTING PLAN

Monitoring Activity: Ensure that the requirements of the RCHCA related to this
mitigation have been adequately met by Metropolitan.

Monitoring Period: Pre-Construction

Frequency: Once

Party Responsible for
Monitoring Activity: Metropolitan

Outside Agency
Coordination: Yes

Agency Names: RCHCA
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

ADVERSE IMPACT While no raptor nests were observed in the eucalyptus trees in the
study area, potential impacts to raptor nests are assessed as
significant as raptors can shift nest locations from one season to
the next wherever appropriate habitat occurs.  Such impacts are
considered significant under the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act.
Two owl burrows were identified in the project corridor.  Potential
impacts to raptor nests are considered significant under the federal
Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Indirect impacts may occur to
burrowing owls if construction occurs in the vicinity of occupied
habitat.

MITIGATION PLAN

Reference Number: BR-3

Mitigation: Focused raptor surveys within the final construction corridor will
be done prior to vegetation removal to ensure that no nesting
raptors will be impacted.  For direct impacts on the burrowing owl
that are unavoidable, defined as the elimination of a burrow or
construction within 100 feet of a burrow, a raptor biologist with
experience in burrowing owl relocation will appraise the sites for a
relocation effort or monitor forced dispersion from burrows to
mitigate any impact to a less-than-significant level.  Indirect
impacts on burrowing owls in the vicinity of project construction
will be minimized as much as possible (i.e., less-than-significant
impact) by construction monitoring in areas of occupied habitat to
ensure that a minimum of 100 feet is maintained between
construction activities and occupied burrows, as feasible.

Party Responsible
for Implementing
Mitigation: Metropolitan

Implementation Phase: Pre-Construction and Construction

MONITORING AND
REPORTING PLAN

Monitoring Activity: Ensure that focused raptor surveys are conducted and any impacts
mitigated as described above.  Ensure that any direct impacts to
burrowing owls are mitigated as described above.  Ensure that a
qualified biological monitor is present during construction in the
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vicinity of occupied burrows; ensure that construction occur a
minimum of 100 feet from occupied burrows, as feasible.

Monitoring Period: Pre-Construction and Construction

Frequency: Verification of pre-construction surveys and district impact
mitigation once; construction monitoring daily in areas of occupied
habitat.

Party Responsible for
Monitoring Activity: Metropolitan

Outside Agency
Coordination: No

Agency Names: N/A
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CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGIC RESOURCES

ADVERSE IMPACT Potentially significant impacts could occur to cultural resources
sites CA-RIV-3475, -3476, and/or -6094.

MITIGATION PLAN

Reference Number: CR-1

Mitigation: If, following design and a construction year field check, CA-RIV-
3475, -3476 and/or -6094 are located within the impact footprint, a
Phase II testing program shall be conducted to assess site content
and significance/eligibility.  This testing program shall be
implemented prior to initiation of construction activities.

Party Responsible
for Implementing
Mitigation: Metropolitan

Implementation Phase: Pre-Construction

MONITORING AND
REPORTING PLAN

Monitoring Activity: Ensure that construction year field check is conducted, and Phase
II testing completed, if necessary.

Monitoring Period: Pre-Construction

Frequency: Once

Party Responsible for
Monitoring Activity: Metropolitan

Outside Agency
Coordination: No

Agency Names: N/A
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CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGIC RESOURCES

ADVERSE IMPACT Potentially significant impacts could occur to cultural resources
sites CA-RIV-3475, -3476, and/or -6094.

MITIGATION PLAN

Reference Number: CR-2

Mitigation: The results of any Phase II test excavation will determine the need
for a Phase III data recovery (mitigation) program.

Party Responsible
for Implementing
Mitigation: Metropolitan

Implementation
Phase: Pre-Construction

MONITORING AND
REPORTING PLAN

Monitoring Activity: Ensure that the Phase II report is prepared.

Monitoring Period: Pre-Construction

Frequency: Periodically during pre-construction.

Party Responsible for
Monitoring Activity: Metropolitan

Outside Agency
Coordination: No

Agency Names: N/A
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CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGIC RESOURCES

ADVERSE IMPACT Potentially significant impacts could occur to cultural resources
sites CA-RIV-3475, -3476, and/or -6094.

MITIGATION PLAN

Reference Number: CR-3

Mitigation: If one or more sites is assessed as significant (i.e., important
historic resources as defined by State CEQA Guidelines section
15064.5), Metropolitan shall prepare a treatment plan for the
recovery and treatment of significant archaeological resources
during project final design.

Party Responsible
for Implementing
Mitigation: Metropolitan

Implementation Phase: Pre-Construction

MONITORING AND
REPORTING PLAN

Monitoring Activity: Ensure treatment plan is prepared and implemented, if necessary.

Monitoring Period: Pre-Construction

Frequency: Once

Party Responsible for
Monitoring Activity: Metropolitan

Outside Agency
Coordination: Yes

Agency Names: State Historic Preservation Office
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CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGIC RESOURCES

ADVERSE IMPACT There is a potential to uncover Native American remains.

MITIGATION PLAN

Reference Number: CR-4

Mitigation: If Native American remains are accidentally uncovered during
excavation, Metropolitan will comply with existing law (State
CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5[e]).

Party Responsible
for Implementing
Mitigation: Metropolitan

Implementation Phase: Construction

MONITORING AND
REPORTING PLAN

Monitoring Activity: Monitor excavation for potential uncovering of human remains;
ensure compliance with state law.

Monitoring Period: Construction

Frequency: Daily

Party Responsible for
Monitoring Activity: Metropolitan

Outside Agency
Coordination: Yes

Agency Names: Riverside County Coroner’s Office
California Native American Heritage Commission
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CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGIC RESOURCES

ADVERSE IMPACT Indirect impacts could occur to archeological sites not directly
impacted by construction.

MITIGATION PLAN

Reference Number: CR-5

Mitigation: Indirect impacts to sites shall be mitigated as appropriate through
staking of a buffer area and presence of an archaeological monitor
during construction in the vicinity of CA-RIV-3475, -3476, and
-6094 if the sites are not being directly impacted during
construction.

Party Responsible
for Implementing
Mitigation: Metropolitan

Implementation Phase: Construction

MONITORING AND
REPORTING PLAN

Monitoring Activity: Ensure that a buffer area is staked and sites are monitored.

Monitoring Period: Construction

Frequency: Monitoring time will depend on when and for how long
construction activities will occur adjacent to the archeological
sites.

Party Responsible for
Monitoring Activity: Metropolitan

Outside Agency
Coordination: No

Agency Names: N/A
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CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGIC RESOURCES

ADVERSE IMPACT Potentially significant impacts could occur to cultural resources
sites CA-RIV-3475, -3476, and/or –6094.

MITIGATION PLAN

Reference Number: CR-6

Mitigation: A final report of findings summarizing the results of the mitigation
program and presenting an inventory of any recovered
archaeological remains and a description of their scientific
importance shall be prepared (if applicable).

Party Responsible
for Implementing
Mitigation: Metropolitan

Implementation
Phase: Construction

MONITORING AND
REPORTING PLAN

Monitoring Activity: If determined to be necessary, ensure that a Phase III report is
prepared and implemented.  Ensure that final report is prepared, if
applicable.

Monitoring Period: Construction

Frequency: Once

Party Responsible for
Monitoring Activity: Metropolitan

Outside Agency
Coordination: Possibly

Agency Names: State Historic Preservation Office
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CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGIC RESOURCES

ADVERSE IMPACT The proposed project would cross deposits of Quaternary Older
Alluvium, which contain an unknown to moderate potential for
containing fossil material.  Project-related activities in this area are
therefore assessed as potentially significant impacts to
paleontologic resources.

MITIGATION PLAN

Reference Number: PR-1

Mitigation: A qualified paleontologist will be retained for the proposed project
(project paleontologist), and will attend the pre-construction
meeting to discuss the mitigation procedures with project grading
and excavation contractors.

Party Responsible
for Implementing
Mitigation: Metropolitan

Implementation Phase: Pre-Construction

MONITORING AND
REPORTING PLAN

Monitoring Activity: Ensure that a qualified paleontologist is retained.

Monitoring Period: Pre-Construction

Frequency: Once

Party Responsible for
Monitoring Activity: Metropolitan

Outside Agency
Coordination: None

Agency Names: N/A
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CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGIC RESOURCES

ADVERSE IMPACT The proposed project would cross deposits of Quaternary Older
Alluvium, which contain an unknown to moderate potential for
containing fossil material.  Project-related activities in this area are
therefore assessed as potentially significant impacts to
paleontologic resources.

MITIGATION PLAN

Reference Number: PR-2

Mitigation: The project paleontologist or a paleontologic monitor will be
onsite to inspect for the presence of fossils during original cutting
of previously undisturbed sediments of the described Quaternary
Older Alluvium.  The described monitoring will initially be at least
half-time for the Older Alluvium.  Monitoring time will be
subsequently increased or decreased, based on the initial results
and direction by the project paleontologist.  Specific monitoring
locations and timing will be determined by the project
paleontologist, after consultation with the excavation and grading
supervisors.

Party Responsible
for Implementing
Mitigation: Metropolitan

Implementation
Phase: Construction

MONITORING AND
REPORTING PLAN

Monitoring Activity: Ensure that project paleontologist or paleontologic monitor is
present as required.

Monitoring Period: Construction

Frequency: As described above, monitoring will initially be at least half-time
for the Older Alluvium.  Monitoring time will be subsequently
increased or decreased, based on the initial results and direction by
the project paleontologist.

Party Responsible for
Monitoring Activity: Metropolitan

Outside Agency
Coordination: No

Agency Names: N/A
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CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGIC RESOURCES

ADVERSE IMPACT The proposed project would cross deposits of Quaternary Older
Alluvium, which contain an unknown to moderate potential for
containing fossil material.  Project-related activities in this area are
therefore assessed as potentially significant impacts to
paleontologic resources.

MITIGATION PLAN

Reference Number: PR-3

Mitigation: In the event that well-preserved fossils are discovered, temporary
diversion of earth moving construction equipment, if warranted, in
the area of discovery will occur to allow recovery of fossil
materials in a timely manner.  Recovered fossil materials will be
cleaned, sorted and will then be deposited in a designated
repository.

Party Responsible
for Implementing
Mitigation: Metropolitan

Implementation
Phase: Construction

MONITORING AND
REPORTING PLAN

Monitoring Activity: Ensure that diversion occurs if warranted, and any fossils are
treated appropriately.

Monitoring Period: Construction

Frequency: As needed during construction

Party Responsible for
Monitoring Activity: Metropolitan

Outside Agency
Coordination: Possibly

Agency Names: Designated Repository
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CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGIC RESOURCES

ADVERSE IMPACT The proposed project would cross deposits of Quaternary Older
Alluvium, which contain an unknown to moderate potential for
containing fossil material.  Project-related activities in this area are
therefore assessed as potentially significant impacts to
paleontologic resources.

MITIGATION PLAN

Reference Number: PR-4

Mitigation: A report summarizing the results, analyses and conclusions of the
above-described monitoring and salvage activities (including a
map showing site locations) will be prepared.

Party Responsible
for Implementing
Mitigation: Metropolitan

Implementation
Phase: Construction

MONITORING AND
REPORTING PLAN

Monitoring Activity: Ensure that final report of findings is prepared.

Monitoring Period: Construction

Frequency: Once

Party Responsible for
Monitoring Activity: Metropolitan

Outside Agency
Coordination: No

Agency Names: N/A



Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Page 28 San Diego Pipeline No. 3 Bypass Project

NOISE

ADVERSE IMPACT Construction noise would create a short-term significant impact on
ambient noise levels by construction equipment.

MITIGATION PLAN

Reference Number: N-1

Mitigation: Metropolitan’s construction contractor will limit the hours of
construction to the hours specified in the county of Riverside’s
noise ordinance for construction activities.

Party Responsible
for Implementing
Mitigation: Metropolitan; Construction Contractor

Implementation Phase: Construction

MONITORING AND
REPORTING PLAN

Monitoring Activity: Ensure that construction is limited to the permissible hours in the
county of Riverside’s noise ordinance.

Monitoring Period: Construction

Frequency: Daily

Party Responsible for
Monitoring Activity: Metropolitan

Outside Agency
Coordination: No

Agency Names: N/A
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NOISE

ADVERSE IMPACT Construction noise would create a short-term significant impact on
ambient noise levels by construction equipment.

MITIGATION PLAN

Reference Number: N-2

Mitigation: Metropolitan will consult with the appropriate local planning
jurisdiction(s) to determine and select the most feasible haul route
to minimize noise impacts in residential areas.

Party Responsible
for Implementing
Mitigation: Metropolitan

Implementation Phase: Pre-Construction

MONITORING AND
REPORTING PLAN

Monitoring Activity: Ensure that coordination with local jurisdictions occurs; agreed-
upon haul route is used.

Monitoring Period: Pre-Construction

Frequency: Once

Party Responsible for
Monitoring Activity: Metropolitan

Outside Agency
Coordination: Yes

Agency Names: Affected local jurisdiction(s)
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NOISE

ADVERSE IMPACT Construction noise would create a short-term significant impact on
ambient noise levels by construction equipment.

MITIGATION PLAN

Reference Number: N-3

Mitigation: No less than two weeks prior to construction, residents within 400
feet of the alignment will receive notification stating the
approximate dates of equipment operations.  The notification will
contain a contact telephone number where any noise complaints
may be lodged.

Party Responsible
for Implementing
Mitigation: Metropolitan

Implementation Phase: Pre-Construction

MONITORING AND
REPORTING PLAN

Monitoring Activity: Ensure that notice is provided as described.

Monitoring Period: Pre-Construction

Frequency: Once

Party Responsible for
Monitoring Activity: Metropolitan

Outside Agency
Coordination: No

Agency Names: N/A
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NOISE

ADVERSE IMPACT If emergency situations occur or night-time ground dewatering
activities require engine operation during the night, they may
comprise a sleep-disturbing nuisance.

MITIGATION PLAN

Reference Number: N-4

Mitigation: If emergency situations occur or night-time ground dewatering
activities are required, then acoustically enclosed emergency
generator sets shall be located to minimize noise impacts to
adjacent residences.

Party Responsible
for Implementing
Mitigation: Metropolitan

Implementation
Phase: Construction

MONITORING AND
REPORTING PLAN

Monitoring Activity: Ensure that, if emergency generator sets are required to operate
during nighttime hours, they are acoustically enclosed and
appropriately located.

Monitoring Period: Construction

Frequency: Daily when generators are operating at night

Party Responsible for
Monitoring Activity: Metropolitan

Outside Agency
Coordination: No

Agency Names: N/A
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3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND REGULATORY/PERMIT
REQUIREMENTS

3.1  INTRODUCTION

This section describes those elements of the project which will be incorporated into the project
description or implemented to comply with government codes, ordinances, or regulations.  These
elements are not part of the MMRP but are presented here to convey information about other
commitments made as part of the project that will reduce project effects.

3.2  DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT DESCRIPTION ELEMENTS BY TOPIC

3.2.1  Geology and Soils

• Metropolitan’s standard geotechnical review would be conducted for the proposed
project prior to construction, and applicable recommendations would be incorporated
into the project design.

• Standard construction procedures addressing seismic ground shaking issues would be
implemented.

• Standard construction procedures addressing reactive, expansive, and/or corrosive
soils include identification, removal, and replacement of unsuitable surface materials
with engineered fill, and the use of cathodic protection (i.e., devices to attract
corrosive elements away from the pipeline), if necessary.

• If blasting is required, established guidelines for the safe use and storage of blasting
materials would be followed.

• The diameter (approximately six inches) and quantity of oversize material in fill
deposits would be limited.

3.2.2  Air Quality

• Within portions of the remaining 80-foot wide permanent easement, the area would
be either cleared and treated with a dust palliative or be reseeded with an erosion-
control seed mix.

3.2.3  Traffic and Circulation

• A traffic control plan would be prepared prior to construction.

• Access to homes would be maintained during construction.
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3.2.4  Hazards and Hazardous Materials

• Gasoline-powered or diesel-powered machinery used during construction would be
equipped with standard exhaust controls and muffling devices that would also act as
spark arrestors.

3.3  PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND REGULATORY/PERMIT REQUIREMENTS

3.3.1  Hydrology and Water Quality

• Metropolitan would require the preparation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP) by appropriate contractors in accordance with the State Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) General Construction Activity Stormwater
Permit.  The proposed project would also conform to all applicable National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) requirements as set forth by the Regional
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).

• Metropolitan would stockpile soil and revegetate, as appropriate, to minimize erosion
and sedimentation resulting from construction.

• Metropolitan would monitor soil erosion and sediment control measures during
routine maintenance of drainage facilities/pipeline checks along the Bypass.

• A runoff management plan may be required by the Riverside County Flood Control
and Water Conservation District.

• If groundwater is encountered during construction, its disposal would require a
Dewatering Waste Discharge Permit from the RWQCB, pursuant to NPDES
guidelines.

• Contractors would be allowed to refuel and maintain equipment only in areas
designated along the alignment or at the Skinner Filtration Plant operations yard by
the Resident Project Engineer.

• Hazardous material storage and use areas during activities such as onsite vehicle
refueling would be designated to prevent vertical or lateral offsite transport in the
event of accidental spills.  This may include measures such as the use of impervious
liners and berms, as well as the preparation of a response and clean-up plan.  These
elements would be coordinated with the RWQCB to ensure adequate design.

3.3.2  Biological Resources

• Metropolitan would obtain all necessary and appropriate permits related to
jurisdictional waters, specifically an anticipated Nationwide Permit pursuant to
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and a Section 1601 Streambed Alteration
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Agreement pursuant to the California Department of Fish and Game Code.  A Section
401 Water Quality Certification/Waiver from the RWQCB would also be required as
a condition of the Nationwide permit.  All project-related activities or mitigation
required under these permits would be implemented.

3.3.3  Traffic and Circulation

• A road encroachment permit would be obtained from Riverside County.

3.4  LIST OF PERMIT REQUIREMENTS BY AGENCY

In addition to the mitigation measures described in the MMRP, the EIR identified a number of
permits or approvals, which are listed below that would be required from various agencies.

• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
− Nationwide permit pursuant to Section 404

• California Department of Fish and Game
− Section 1601 Streambed Alteration Agreement

• Regional Water Quality Control Board
− Section 401 Water Quality Certification/Waiver
− National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit (including a Stormwater

Pollution Prevention Plan)

• Riverside County
− Road Encroachment Permit

• Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
− Stormwater Runoff Management Plan
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FINANCIAL STATEMENT

Board Action No. 2 for Appropriation No. 15318-S to finance preliminary and final design, procurement of right-of-way and
all other costs in advance of award of a construction contract is as follows:

BOARD ACTION
NO. 1

(Mar 1998)

BOARD ACTION
NO. 2

(Mar 2000)
Engineering Studies $    659,500 249,000

Preliminary Design 0 345,000

Final Design 0 752,000

Specifications/Advertise/Contract Admin 0 48,500

Project Management 86,000 114,000

Water Quality 19,000 35,000

Planning/Environmental 181,500 125,000

Operations 48,000 19,000

Right-of-Way & Land 0 862,500

Operating Equipment 0 11,500

Materials & Supplies 7,000 11,500

Incidental Expenses 20,500 276,000

Professional / Technical 338,500 190,000

Total 1,360,000 3,039,000

FUNDING REQUEST

Program Name: San Diego Pipeline No. 3 Bypass Project

Source of Funds: Pay-As-You-Go Fund

Appropriation No.: 15318 Board Action No.: 2 Budget: $12,500,000

Requested Amount: $1,679,000 Capital Program No.: 15318-S

Total Appropriated Amount: $3,039,000 Capital Program Page No.: E-64

Total Program Estimate: $15,500,000* Program Category: S-Supply and
Delivery Reliability

*The current program is estimated to be $3,000,000 greater than the total program estimate of $12,500,000 that was
included in the Metropolitan Capital Program for Fiscal Year 1999/00.  The increased cost is due to environmental
issues, right-of-way considerations, and hydraulic constraints.
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