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RESPONSES TO SANDRA GENIS 
Bolsa Chica Land Trust 
Letter Dated January 20, 2000 
 
 
13-1 In general terms the scope of environmental analysis is limited by the jurisdictional authority 

of the CPUC. There is no reason for the Draft SEIR to examine any issues associated with 
future development on Bolsa Chica Mesa other than those pertaining to the pending 
applications before the CPUC. The CPUC utilized input received during the Notice of 
Preparation period to determine the appropriate scope of issues to be analyzed in the SEIR, but 
limited the issues to those relevant to the Proposed Project, which consists of the construction 
of a water transmission line and the designation of SCWC as the wastewater management 
agency for the proposed Bolsa Chica Planned Community project. It is not appropriate for the 
SEIR to re-evaluate impacts associated with project components evaluated in the previously 
certified EIR. The need for any supplemental environmental review related to possible changes 
in the disposition of development on Bolsa Chica Mesa must be determined by the Lead 
Agency with land use authority on such matters (i.e., either Orange County or the California 
Coastal Commission). The CPUC has no authority on these matters and does not have the 
ability to assume Lead Agency status for matters that are the primary responsibility of other 
agencies. 

 
 With respect to the specific issues raised in the comment, the following responses are made: 
 

• The archaeological survey and analysis considered the significance of existing archaeological 
resources in evaluating the impacts of the Proposed Project. In addition, CA-ORA 83 (the 
site that is the subject of the attached correspondence from the Smithsonian National 
Museum of Natural History) is specifically considered in the Draft SEIR. 

• The Sandover development is an approved project already under construction (the City of 
Huntington Beach is the Lead Agency for the project). Information about human remains 
discovered at this site was considered in the cultural resources analysis of the Draft SEIR. 
The discovery of these remains reinforced the known archaeological sensitivity of the area, 
which is acknowledged in the Draft SEIR. 

• The proposed outfall pipes are not germane to an environmental analysis of the applications 
filed with the CPUC. These matters should be considered by those agencies with regulatory 
authority over such matters. 

• The impacts of urban runoff were considered in the Draft SEIR to the extent they are 
relevant to the Proposed Project. Actions affecting the wetland restoration area that are not 
part of the Proposed Project are not an appropriate subject for the SEIR. 

• The potential for a degradation of surface water quality in Huntington Beach was considered 
to the degree relevant to the Proposed Project. 

• It is not clear what relevance this subject has to the Proposed Project. 
• The environmental analysis contained in the Draft SEIR refers to current rather than 

‘pending’ studies and requirements. Once again, the relevance of this subject to the 
Proposed Project is unclear. 

• A comprehensive analysis of the potential traffic and circulation impacts is provided. The 
analysis is based on background levels at the time the Draft SEIR was prepared. 

• A cumulative project list is provided in Section F.3 of the Draft SEIR. 
• An air quality assessment of adequate scope for the Proposed Project is provided in Section 

C.1 of the Draft SEIR (please see response to Comment 13-48). 
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• A soils and geology analysis of adequate scope for the Proposed Project is provided in 
Section C.5 of the Draft SEIR, including current information on earthquake faults. 

 
13-2 Mitigation measures requiring the preparation of subsequent plans and studies are permissible, 

provided the mitigation measures clearly indicate the purpose of such subsequent plans and 
studies, identify the entity responsible for preparing and reviewing such subsequent work, and 
provide a method for determining what, if any, additional actions must result from these 
subsequent plans and studies. Because environmental analysis is encouraged to take place early 
in the planning and design of Proposed Projects, there is often a practical need to undertake 
more detailed work at a later stage in the process. A good example is the preparation of traffic 
control plans described in Mitigation Measures T-1. It would be premature, impractical, and 
inefficient to require the applicant to prepare such a detailed, construction-level plan for the 
EIR, just as an agency doesn’t require a developer to submit detailed construction drawings for 
houses in a proposed subdivision when they are seeking their initial land use entitlements and 
undergoing CEQA review. In other instances, identification of specific mitigation actions must 
be deferred until a specific impact arises and can be evaluated. Standard archaeological 
mitigation is an example of this, where specific mitigation actions cannot be specified until a 
cultural resource is discovered during construction. In such a case, the mitigation measures in 
the SEIR describe a process for ensuring adequate mitigating actions if and when specific 
impacts arise. 

 
 There are often numerous subsequent permits and approvals that are required before a project 

is constructed. Various agencies have regulatory authority over various resources or over 
various components of a project that require subsequent review and approval. Most often, 
these are ministerial actions where little or no discretionary approval is involved (please note 
that such agencies are not considered “responsible agencies” under CEQA). The SEIR cannot 
ignore these existing requirements; in fact, the SEIR must consider existing regulatory 
requirements in determining the potential significance of project impacts. It would not be 
appropriate for the SEIR to ignore existing regulations and permit requirements that would 
serve to reduce or avoid potential impacts. The SEIR must assume that existing regulations 
will be followed and that all required permits will be obtained, and then judge the potential 
significance of project impacts with these assumptions in mind. For information on how the 
public can be informed about permit reviews conducted by other agencies, we recommend that 
you contact the permitting agencies. 

 
13-3 CEQA does not require the use of significance criteria for the preparation of EIRs. When they 

are used, the Lead Agency has discretion in determining appropriate significance criteria for a 
given project. In many cases, legislative or other regulatory standards are not available to 
serve as significance criteria for various types of impacts and the determination of impact 
significance must be based on professional judgment. The EIR preparers believe it is good 
practice to formulate significance criteria that are suited to a particular project, rather than 
relying on some arbitrary set of “standard” criteria applicable to any type of project. Such a 
practice results in a better analysis of impacts by focusing on potential types of impacts that 
are relevant to a specific type of project. 

 
13-4 In the application materials filed with the CPUC, the applicant indicated various practices or 

project design features that are considered part of the project. The CPUC considers these to be 
inherent components of the project description or as specific commitments made by the 
applicant. Therefore, the CPUC will need to ensure that the project is built as described and 
that the applicant’s commitments are adhered to. These commitments become part of the 
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project approved by the CPUC (assuming an approval is granted). This is common practice in 
EIR preparation and is considered the fairest way to evaluate a Proposed Project’s impacts. 
The preparers believe that it is inappropriate to convert inherent features of the project into 
mitigation measures for the EIR. Mitigation needs to consist of measures and actions needed to 
reduce impacts that are not already a part of the project and that go above and beyond existing 
regulations and permit requirements. Once again, this is common practice in EIR preparation 
and considered the best approach for evaluating a project’s potential impacts. For the 
convenience of the reader, more detailed descriptions of the applicant’s commitments that 
would serve to reduce or avoid potential impacts have been added to the Final SEIR. 

 
13-5 The public participation process conducted by the CPUC is described in Section A.7 of the 

SEIR. It includes a description of all public involvement techniques implemented during the 
preparation of the SEIR. In accordance with its usual practice, the NOP and Scoping Notice 
were appended to the Draft SEIR and are included in the Final SEIR.  

 
 Although not required, the CPUC has elected to append additional documentation regarding 

public involvement to the Final SEIR per your request (see Appendices 2 and 3). The 
comments made by members of the public during the scoping meetings, a transcript of the 
CPUC’s Public Participation Hearing, and the Notice of Completion (NOC) have been added 
to Appendix 3. The mailing list of agencies, organizations, and citizens notified are part of the 
public record for the project.  They have not been included in the Final SEIR because they 
were too voluminous.  However, these are public documents and they can be obtained from 
the CPUC.  

 
13-6 The CPUC would approve a general alignment for the pipeline with a more detailed alignment 

to be submitted when construction plans are prepared for the approved alignment. 
 
13-7 Background information on SCWC is provided in Section B.4 of the Draft SEIR. Additional 

information pertaining to SCWC’s water rights and usage is not germane to the evaluation of 
environmental impacts for the Proposed Project.  However, please note that testimony 
concerning SCWC’s water supply and ability to provide service has been filed in the CPUC’s 
Proceeding. 

 
13-8 The capacity of the transmission line is 2,500 gpm (or 1,650 gpm with 50 psi residual). 
 
13-9 The preparers of the Draft SEIR do not regard this information as relevant to the assessment of 

environmental impacts of the proposed action. However, the information requested was sought 
from SCWC.  SCWC reports that the Orangewood Avenue main is part of an integrated 
system operating in the area that services the Los Alamitos Customer Service Area. 

 
13-10 Approximately 10 feet.  
 
13-11 The pipeline alignment varies in order to protect existing utilities under Bolsa Chica Street or 

to attain an appropriate alignment for channel crossings. In general, only one northbound lane 
will be closed during construction although, as the commenter observes, two lanes will be 
closed from time to time during construction in these segments.  

 
13-12 Coatings for aboveground sections of pipe will be cement mortar for ductile iron pipe and 

paint/primer for steel pipe. 
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13-13 The pipeline segment along Los Patos Avenue will remain in private property. 
 
13-14 The water treatment facility is not actually a component of the project being analyzed.  All of 

the on-site water facilities (including the reservoir, well, pumps, and distribution system) were 
part of the project examined in the 1996 Recirculated Draft EIR for the Bolsa Chica Local 
Coastal Program.  Basic information on these on-site water facilities was presented in the 
SEIR to help the reader understand the water system that the proposed water transmission line 
would supply. 

 
13-15 The reservoir-filling rate is estimated in the Plan of Works for Water and Wastewater (IWA 

Engineers, 1998) to be 1,632 gpm. This will vary according to upstream variations in source 
pressure. The filling rate is expected to vary between 1,100 gpm to 2,500 gpm. The capacity 
of the transmission line is not 750 gpm but 2,500 gpm. 

 
13-16 The on-site distribution pumps are not a component of the project being evaluated in the Draft 

SEIR. However, for your information, pumping will be continuous based on user demands. 
 
13-17 Pumping from the on-site well will count against the SCWC’s allocation of pumping rights. 
 
13-18 Emergency interconnections with other systems are considered a common and mutually 

beneficial arrangement.  Such interconnections are typically established by written agreements 
between the interconnecting water agencies. 

 
If an interconnection involves the rate for re-sale of water, a CPUC authorized tariff would be 
required for such an interconnection.  If the interconnection is for emergency supply purpose 
between an investor-owned utility and a public utility, no CPUC review is required.   

 
13-19 This information was not available at the time the Final SEIR was prepared. Please note that 

detailed plans for development on Bolsa Chica mesa have not been finalized.  The CPUC is 
not involved in reviewing or approving land use plans or water distribution plans for Bolsa 
Chica Mesa. 

 
13-20 The CPUC is not involved in permitting the proposed wastewater facilities to be constructed 

on Bolsa Chica Mesa. Orange County and the California Coastal Commission are the Lead 
Agencies for these facilities. Please note the CPUC is only involved in considering whether 
SCWC should be designated the wastewater management agency for the Bolsa Chica Planned 
Community project, not in approving the construction of any wastewater facilities. For 
information concerning alternate locations for the lift station, we recommend that you contact 
Orange County or the Coastal Commission. 

 
13-21 This would not be the subject of CPUC review and approval (please see the response to the 

preceding comment). 
 
13-22 The Peak Hour Wastewater flows will be 1,064 gpm (2.37 cfs). The Warner Avenue Sewage 

Lift Station has been sized to accommodate these flows (it has a maximum capacity of 2,400 
gpm). 

 
13-23 Please note that these facilities are not part of the Proposed Project. The CPUC has no 

additional information on these facilities. We recommend that you contact Orange County or 
the California Coastal Commission for further information. 
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13-24 The applicant has indicated that the hours of construction would be limited to between 7:00 
a.m. and 6:00 p.m. (Proponents Environmental Assessment, SCWC, 1999b, p. 3-11). These 
are considered typical hours for construction; however, in some instances construction may 
occur for fewer hours on some days (see the response to Comment 13-43). Construction hours 
may be further limited in the traffic control plans to be approved by affected cities (see 
Mitigation Measure T-1). 

 
13-25 Yes. Construction hours include delivery of construction of equipment and material. A CPUC-

designated construction monitor would monitor construction hours in the field. 
 
13-26 According to the engineering firm (Tetra Tech, Inc.) responsible for designing the pipeline and 

planning construction, local staging areas along the right-of-way would not be needed for 
pipeline construction. Material and equipment needed for each day’s construction would be 
brought to the construction site at the beginning of each day and removed at the end of each 
day. 

 
A location away from the construction alignment may be used to store some equipment and 
material overnight. However, this location has not yet been identified. 

 
13-27 Necessary equipment and materials would be delivered to the construction site each day. 

Equipment would be removed from the construction site at the end of each day. Impacts of 
daily transport were considered in the Draft SEIR, specifically in the traffic and air quality 
analyses. 

 
13-28 No staging area is proposed along the construction alignment. 
 
13-29 Water would most likely be obtained from local fire hydrants. This is not anticipated to result 

in any significant impacts to the surrounding area. Because most construction would take place 
within paved streets, water requirements are expected to be relatively modest. 

 
13-30 Approximately 150 truck loads of debris will be removed from the site during the construction 

process, i.e. less than one round-trip per day. 
 
13-31 Given the extremely low volume of traffic generated by construction vehicles relative to the 

volume of traffic carried by Bolsa Chica Street/Road, no haul routes needed to be identified. 
 
13-32 Contractors may use a range of substitute equipment for laying the pipe in the trench. It is 

estimated that emissions of substitute equipment will not vary more than 1-2%. Therefore, the 
impacts would remain the same as identified in the SEIR. 

 
13-33 Water used for pressure testing, pipe flushing, and disinfection will be discharged to a storm 

or sanitary sewer, as noted on page B-32, Section B.7.1. An estimate of the total volume of 
flushing water that would be necessary for testing and flushing of the pipeline is 1.87 million 
gallons.  The precise point of discharge will be a condition of the NPDES permit. 

 
13-34 Chlorine will be present below detection limits.  Other chemicals will be in concentrations 

typical of drinking water. Therefore, no significant impacts are anticipated. 
 
13-35 The construction of the reservoir is not part of the project being evaluated by the SEIR.  The 

reservoir and backbone distribution facilities are part of the development project under 
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consideration by Orange County and the California Coastal Commission.  The CPUC does not 
have any information on these other than what is provided in the SEIR. 

 
13-36 Please see response to Comment 13-35 above. 
 
13-37 Please see response to Comment 13-35 above. 
 
13-38 Please see response to Comment 13-35 above.  
 
13-39 Contact information for Southern California Water Company is public information.  In 

addition, please note that Mitigation Measure T-1 includes contact information as part of 
notification. 

 
13-40 The Applicant is required to request an easement from the Navy prior to jacking the pipeline 

under the railway. The Applicant has corresponded with the company responsible for the 
management and maintenance of the railway line -- the Union Pacific Railroad Company 
(Union Pacific). Union Pacific specified that jacking should occur at a depth of 2.5 feet and 
that a 28-inch steel casing pipe with a 0.5-inch thickness would be required beneath the 
railway line. 

 
13-41 The Wind Rose represents data from the closest South Coast Air Quality Management District 

(SCAQMD) monitoring station to the project site.  This Wind Rose represents the typical wind 
speeds and directions in the general area, and is suitable to characterize the meteorology for 
the project.  This is the most appropriate data set to characterize the baseline conditions. 

 
13-42 Please see the response to Comment 7-10. 
 
13-43 To clarify, 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. is not a 13-hour period; it is an 11-hour period.  With 

regard to the construction period, this information was taken from the Proponent’s 
Environmental Assessment (PEA) (SCWC, 1999b, p. 3-11). It represents a period of time that 
construction is assumed to occur. The construction operating hours per equipment were taken 
from Table B.7-2. The operating hours are typically 8 to 10 hours per day per equipment. The 
50 percent factor represents a load factor plus a percent of how long each piece of equipment 
would be used per 8-hour construction period.  These assumptions are typical for the 
construction of a pipeline in an urban setting.  

 
13-44 The assumption listed in Table 3 of Appendix 4 lists a total of five roundtrips, each trip having 

a distance of 45 miles.  Five trips per day are more than adequate to transport all equipment 
and supplies needed on a daily basis.  It should be noted that the construction engineers 
assume that the construction progress rate is only 100 feet per day for each of the three 
pipeline spreads.    

 
13-45 Sensitive receptors are identified in Section C.2 and in Figure C.2-3.  The text of the SEIR has 

been changed to reference these sensitive receptors. 
 
13-46 Particulate emissions were evaluated from both exhaust and fugitive emission sources.  Tables 

C.1-9 and C.1-10 provide a summary of the total particulate emission levels. In addition, 
Appendix 4 provides details on how the emissions were calculated. With regard to mitigation, 
the Applicant has identified four measures (SC 4.3-1 through SC4.3-4) that will be used to 
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control particulate emissions from the project site. Table C.1-8 describes each of the four 
measures.   

 
13-47 The Applicant’s Proposed Measures together with proposed Mitigation Measures A-1 through 

A-9 would help to reduce potential air quality impacts to both residential and nonresidential 
sensitive receptors.  However, NOx emissions from construction would still cause a short-term 
air quality impact (Class I). 

 
13-48 With regard to PM2.5 (particulates less than 2.5 microns in diameter), the enforcement of the 

PM2.5 standard by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency was found to be unconstitutional 
based on the May 14, 1999, opinion from the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of 
Columbia Circuit. As a result, PM2.5 is not addressed in the SEIR for the Bolsa Chica Water 
Transmission Line and Wastewater Service Project.  However, any measures that reduce the 
impacts associated with PM10 will also reduce the impacts of PM2.5.  The Applicant’s proposed 
measures (see Table C.1-8) are designed to have this effect. 

 
13-49 The potential for hazardous air pollutants to be released into the environment due to 

construction and operation of the pipeline is extremely low and would not cause any significant 
impacts (please see Section C.1).   

 
13-50 The text was modified to characterize the receptors as non-residential sensitive receptors. 
 
13-51 The significance criteria used in Section C.2.2.1 are typically used in the CEQA process to 

identify potential impacts associated with a Proposed Project. Reducing the significance 
criteria from 12 hours to six hours would not change the results of the impact analysis. 

 
13-52 The advance notice period for pile driving activities would be the same as the notice period for 

other construction activities. Mitigation Measure N-1 requires the contractor to provide seven 
days advance notice of the commencement of construction in the vicinity of businesses and 
residents. Refer to Mitigation Measure N-1 for a detailed description of the notification 
process. The Applicant proposes to use pile driving only at the Westminster Channel crossing. 

 
13-53 The Applicant Proposed Measure in Table C.2-7 is appropriate to reduce noise impacts to the 

surrounding public. See Table C.2-6 for a list of construction period limits per City. 
 
13-54 Typically, transport of equipment and material would occur in the 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. 

construction window.   
 
13-55 The equipment noise level listed in Table C.2-8 reflects noise levels from equipment in good 

condition, with well-fitted mufflers, air intake silencers, and operating at near-peak levels.  
The noise level reduction from the installation of a new muffler would be dependent on the 
type of equipment, the equipment condition, and the size of engine. 

 
13-56 Noise levels could be expected to be 80 to 90 dBA at a distance of 10 to 15 feet.  Recorded 

noise levels along the rights-of-way are in the range of 54.3 to 75.7 dBA, with a maximum 
recorded noise level of 93.9 dBA. In many cases, the noise levels from construction along 
Bolsa Chica Road would only be slightly higher than existing ambient noise conditions. The 
Applicant Proposed Measures (listed in Table C.2-7) and Mitigation Measures N-1 through N-
3 are adequate to reduce the small incremental increase in short-term noise impacts associated 
with construction of the water line. 
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13-57 Please see response to Comment 13-56 above. 
 
13-58 The temporary noise levels associated with construction of the water line would approach 

Occupational Safety & Health Administration (OSHA) permissible noise exposure levels in 29 
CFR Section 1910.95.  It should be noted that these thresholds apply to occupational exposure, 
not the general public.  In addition, it should be noted that existing noise levels along Bolsa 
Chica Road are slightly below the OSHA permissible noise exposure levels. Overall, it is 
viewed that the Applicant Proposed Measures (listed in Table C.2-7) and Mitigation Measures 
N-1 through N-3 would help to reduce the adversity of these noise levels to the surrounding 
public. 

 
13-59 The Proposed Project alignment was thoroughly reviewed to try to reduce potential impacts to 

the surrounding environment and the public. A number of issues were looked at in evaluating 
the best alignment between the City of Cypress and Bolsa Chica Planned Community site.  Not 
only did the preparers of the SEIR look at noise impacts, but they also evaluated how the 
Proposed Project would affect (or be affected by) the following issue areas: air quality, 
transportation and circulation, environmental contamination, geology and soils, hydrology and 
water quality, cultural resources, biological resources, land use and recreation, and public 
services and utilities.  Overall, the route described in the SEIR was identified to be the best 
route for a water line between the City of Cypress and Bolsa Chica Planned Community site in 
terms of noise considerations.  However, Alternative 1 (Connection to the City of Huntington 
Beach) was found to be the overall environmentally superior alternative in the Draft SEIR.  

 
13-60 The text has been modified to incorporate the comment. 
 
 Table C.2-6 identifies the agencies responsible for enforcing noise ordinances. However, 

given the level of interest in this matter, further information is provided below: 
 

• City of Cypress: Police Department, ph: 714/229-6680. 
• City of Garden Grove: Code Enforcement, ph: 714/741-5375, ext. 5319. 
• City of Westminster: Department of Code Enforcement, ph: 714/898-3311. 
• City of Los Alamitos: Neighborhood Preservation Officer, ph: 562/431-3538. 
• City of Seal Beach: Code Enforcement, ph: 562/431-2527. 
• City of Huntington Beach: Planning Department (Code Enforcement), ph: 714/536-5511. 

 
13-61 It should be noted that the existing ambient noise levels along the pipeline rights-of-way are 

relatively high.  Recorded noise levels along the rights-of-way are in the range of 54.3 to 75.7 
dBA, with a maximum recorded noise level of 93.9 dBA.  It is estimated that construction 
noise levels would not be much higher than 70 dBA to 80 dBA at a distance of 50 feet.  The 
Applicant Proposed Measures (listed in Table C.2-7) and Mitigation Measures N-1 through N-
3 are adequate to reduce the small incremental increase in short-term noise impacts associated 
with construction of the water line. 

 
13-62 Mitigation Measure N-2 would provide the public with additional information on the project, 

as well as how long the construction activities and noise levels would be expected. In addition, 
the community liaison would report any severe noise levels to the contractor and the CPUC, 
so that additional measures/procedures could be developed to reduce the short-term noise 
impacts.  
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13-63 As described in the previous responses, the project area currently has relatively high ambient 
noise levels from the traffic along Bolsa Chica Road. The temporary noise levels from 
construction would only be slightly higher than existing ambient noise conditions. The 
mitigation measures listed in the EIR are adequate to reduce the small incremental increase in 
short-term noise impacts associated with construction of the water line. 

 
13-64 The operation of the water and sewage lift pumps are not part of the Proposed Project.  The 

potential noise impacts associated with the pumps were addressed previously in the 1996 
Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report for Bolsa Chica Local Coastal Program.  
Please see response to Comment 13-20. 

 
13-65 There will be other noise frequencies from construction that could cause annoyances or 

discomfort to the local community. The mitigation measures listed in the SEIR are adequate to 
reduce the annoyances from the construction of the water line to a less-than-significant level. 

 
13-66 The noise levels associated with haul trucks would be minimal. In addition, it is anticipated 

that there would be less than five haul trips per day assuming the construction progress rate of 
100 feet per day. 

 
13-67 An adverse change in roadway system levels was assumed to occur when service levels were 

expected to drop from A, B, or C to D or worse, or from D to E, or E to F. 
 
13-68 The preparers of the SEIR agree with the definition of acceptable roadway system service levels 

reflected in the local circulation elements, Congestion Management Plans (Prop. 111), Growth 
Management Plans (Measure M) and believe that our use of Level of Service in the SEIR is 
consistent with this definition. 

 
13-69 Mitigation Measure T-1 requires that traffic control/management plans be prepared for and 

reviewed by all of the affected public agencies. 
 
13-70 Traffic control/management plans prepared by the contractor will be reviewed and approved by 

the affected public agencies.  The CPUC is responsible for ensuring that the mitigation measure is 
implemented, if adopted by the Commission. 

 
13-71 Please refer to response to Comment 13-69. 
 
13-72 Typical standards and techniques used in the preparation of traffic control/management plans are 

numerous and are contained in: (1) Caltrans Traffic Manual Chapter 5, (2) Manual of Traffic 
Controls for Construction and Maintenance Work Zones, (3) Work Area Traffic Control 
Handbook, and/or (4) Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction for each affected 
jurisdiction.  In general, these references discuss acceptable methods for the placement of signs, 
flashers, barriers, use of flaggers, and so forth. 

  
13-73 Equipment and material will generally be put into place and removed from each construction site 

once a day.  The exact hours will be approved by each affected public agency as part of the traffic 
control plan.  The impacts to peak traffic flows are anticipated to be insignificant due to the small 
number of vehicles involved. 

 
13-74 The project will be constructed in public streets and rights-of-way. An equipment list is provided 

in the Draft SEIR (see Table B.7-2). 
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13-75 The number of haul trips would generally be limited to less than five per day.  The designation of 

haul routes is not necessary because of the small number of vehicles involved. 
 
13-76 Traffic control/management plans would be reviewed, approved, and enforced by the affected 

local jurisdiction. The CPUC will monitor the implementation of the mitigation measure. 
 
13-77 Please refer to response to Comments 13-70 and 13-76. 
 
13-78 The CPUC does not agree with this assertion. The disruption to both residential and commercial 

premises will be temporally and spatially limited. The Draft Supplemental EIR includes a series 
of measures to mitigate disruption in addition to notification. 

 
13-79 Locations where bus stops will be blocked can be determined by the contractor once traffic 

control/management plans are approved. Mitigation Measure T-5 requires that the contractor 
coordinate the location of any needed temporary bus stop locations with OCTA. 

 
13-80 The likelihood that cyclists would use alternative routes is based on two key factors: (1) the origin 

and destination of the trip, and (2) the convenience of the alternative route relative to the trip 
origin and destinations. It is anticipated that some cyclists would chose to either not use the 
alternative route or not make the trip on a bicycle. 

 
13-81 Bike lanes currently exist on only a short segment of Bolsa Chica Street between Bolsa Avenue 

and Edinger Avenue (a distance of approximately 5,400 feet). It is within this segment where the 
bike lane may need to be closed temporarily. Under these circumstances, bikes may need to share 
the travel way with vehicles as they now do on most other sections of Bolsa Chica Street/Road. 

 
13-82 A contractor is required to follow construction methods that meet the standards for each affected 

local public agency. The final stage of the pipeline construction project will need to include 
paving techniques that are approved by the affected agency. 

 
13-83 Depending on where the individual construction zones are located at any given time, there may 

or may not be significant numbers of motorist that would be impacted by all three locations. 
Alternative corridors such as Springdale Street provide a good alternative routing for longer 
trips that could be impacted by more than one construction zone on the Bolsa Chica Corridor. 
We agree that there are advantages and disadvantages regarding the use of several 
simultaneous construction zones.  

 
13-84 Pei-Fen Tamashiro, Installation Restoration Coordinator, Seal Beach Naval Weapons Center 

was contacted about potential contamination near the project alignment. In addition, database 
search results, local knowledge, and proximity of facilities at the Seal Beach Naval Weapons 
Center and Los Alamitos Armed Forces Reserve Center relative to the project alignments 
provided adequate information to screen these facilities for hazardous waste.  Localized low-
level soil contamination along the perimeter access road for the Naval Weapons Station is 
separated from the project alignments by the Bolsa Chica Channel, and therefore poses a low 
potential to impact the project.   

 
 Based on: (1) database search results, (2) the proximity of facilities at the Boeing Campus 

relative to the proposed alignment, and (3) the distance and facilities between the alignment 
and the Boeing facility, it is anticipated that the potential for impact is low. 
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13-85 Construction practices for trenching and pipeline construction should not pose significant 
potential for release of contaminants.  Construction must comply with standard practices for 
material storage, handling, and safeguards from spills and leaks.  Similarly, routine operation 
and maintenance of a buried water pipeline should have little to no potential to cause a release 
of hazardous materials. 

 
13-86 The additional file review, necessary site investigations, and preparation of contingency plans 

must be carried out prior to construction.  This work is intended to provide designers and 
construction crews with prior knowledge of site conditions in order to develop procedures to 
address existing contamination in the proposed trench.  Please also see the response to Comment 
13-2.  

 
13-87 Health and Safety Plans and construction contingency plans will be reviewed by the Department 

of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) or County Health Department, which will then make these 
plans public as appropriate.   

 
13-88 Personnel trained for visual monitoring and field-testing shall be on site during all active 

trenching.  These personnel are not required for pipe laying and backfill operations. 
 
13-89 It is not standard practice to open a very long trench in one stage, especially in city streets.  

Trenching, laying of pipe, and backfill operations are commonly completed in stages, therefore 
the contractor should have no problem providing and utilizing testing equipment during all phases 
of trenching. 

 
13-90 Contaminated soil should be placed directly into transfer trucks or roll-off bins. The construction 

contingency plan should identify potential waste haulers, and disposal and recycling facilities.  
This has been conveyed to the Applicant. 

 
13-91 Chlorination of the pipeline after construction and during routine operation should not exceed 

reasonable exposure levels.  (Please also see response to Comment 13-34.) 
 
13-92 Fault investigations should include literature review and determination of need for field studies 

and trenching, to locate fault traces. Determination of fault location will allow designers to 
develop plans for placing shut off valves. 

 
13-93 Automatic and manual shut off valves, installed every 1,000 feet along the pipeline, will limit the 

amount of water lost in the event of rupture. In addition, flexible couplings at joins between 
ductile iron and steel segments, seismic design at locations where the pipeline would cross storm 
drain channels aboveground, and push-on joints which allow minimal deflections without leak or 
rupture will be used. 

 
13-94 Dewatering of the trench during construction could cause the trench walls to settle or collapse. 

Shoring or other mechanical stabilization of the trench walls may be required.  Anticipated 
dewatering will likely be limited to nuisance water or seepage within the trench and impacts to the 
surrounding soil should not extend beyond the construction area. 

 
13-95 The rainfall data was included as a representation of the type of data available and not intended 

to be representative of any prevailing condition. The important issue is the storm information 
of the 25- and 100-year events and its relation to the drainage channels. 
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13-96 The project will have no effect on the capacity of the channels and therefore this issue was not 
reviewed. 

 
13-97 Groundwater quality data is collected by Orange County Water District and is presented in the 

Geoscience Support Services reference (1994).  Please note that the groundwater well, which will 
utilize water from the main aquifer, is not a part of this Project (see response to Comment 13-17). 

 
13-98 It is our understanding that Best Available Technology is typically used for treatment systems, 

as for water and wastewater treatment, and that Best Management Practices (BMPs) would be 
used for managing an operation such as construction.  The likely BMPs to be implemented in 
this project are described in the response to Comment 7-22. 

 
13-99 This criterion was not included because the impacts were considered unlikely to be significant.  

However, the preparers of the Draft SEIR have no objection to the inclusion of this criterion 
and have included it.  The inclusion of this criterion has not altered the impact analysis as 
presented. 

 
13-100 This criterion was included, but was stated as: “…discharge of sediment into any storm 

channel.”  Although storm channel is inherently inclusive of storm drain and surface water 
body (storm drain feeds water to the channel, the channel feeds water to the ocean, and there 
are no other applicable lakes or streams in the project area), the wording has been modified as 
noted.  The modification of this criterion has not altered the impact analysis as presented. 

 
13-101 This criterion was not included because the impacts were considered unlikely to be significant.  

However, the preparers of the SEIR have no objection to the inclusion of this criterion and 
have added it.  The inclusion of this criterion has not altered the impact analysis as presented. 

 
13-102 This criterion was not included because the impacts were considered unlikely to be significant.  

However, the preparers of the SEIR have no objection to the inclusion of this criterion and 
have added it. The inclusion of this criterion has not altered the impact analysis as presented. 

 
13-103 This criterion was not included because the impacts were considered unlikely to be significant.  

However, the preparers of the SEIR have no objection to the inclusion of this criterion and 
have added it. The inclusion of this criterion has not altered the impact analysis as presented. 

 
13-104 This is difficult to predict.  Due to the shallow depth of trenching (seven feet), water flows 

entering the trench are unlikely to be greater than nuisance seepage.  Considering low flow 
rates and total volumes, it is likely that initial seepage rates will decline in periods ranging 
from a few hours to few days.   

 
13-105 As stated, chemicals will be lower than detection limits.  Please see response to Comment 13-

34. 
 
13-106 Please see the response to Comment 13-95. 
 
13-107 The section entitled, “Applicant’s Environmental Commitments” on page C.6-14 was provided 

for information and reference only, and does not take the place of the impact analysis.   
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13-108 Local staging areas along the right-of-way will not be needed for pipeline construction.   
Material and equipment needed for each day’s construction would be brought to the 
construction site at the beginning of each day and removed at the end of the day. 

 
13-109 The site of the soil stockpile and the sediment containment methods are administered by the 

construction contractor and overseen by the Regional Water Quality Control Board.  
 
13-110 The EIR preparers do not understand the conflict. The applicant has committed to the 

implementation of Best Management Practices (this is also a regulatory requirement); 
however, the specific BMPs were not identified in the Draft SEIR. Additional information on 
BMPs has been added to Section C.6 of the Final SEIR. 

 
13-111 BMPs will be identified in the NPDES permit which will be overseen by the RWQCB. These 

BMPs will be described in the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan required for project 
construction. Additional information on BMPs has been added to Section C.6 of the Final 
SEIR. 

 
13-112 Accumulated dust, dirt, and mud would be cleaned from streets and equipment.  
 
13-113 Please see response to Comment 13-33. 
 
13-114 Please see response to Comment 13-34. 
 
13-115 An estimate of the total volume of flushing water that would be necessary for testing and 

flushing of the pipeline is 1.87 million gallons.  This figure is an estimate based on a total 
pipeline length of 35,370 feet. The effects on receiving waters are unlikely to be significant 
because the chemicals present would be below detection limits. A more precise answer cannot 
be given because the composition and management of the effluent depends, in part, on the 
conditions of the NPDES permit.   

 
13-116 Based on the Bolsa Chica Plan of Works, Section 3.7, if on-site wells are viable, they would 

be expected to contribute 2,000 gpm and 750 acre-feet per year. This information is on page 
B-20 of the SEIR. According to the Plan of Works (Section 3.7.2.1), the Maximum Perennial 
Yield for the Bolsa Chica groundwater basin is approximately 17,000 acre-feet per year. 
Current well production was stated to be 4,000 to 10,000 acre-feet, or 60% of the maximum 
yield. Please note that the proposed groundwater well is not a part of the Proposed Project and 
the CPUC is not involved in issuing any approvals for this well. Please contact the California 
Coastal Commission and Orange County for further information. 

 
13-117 As stated above, the proposed groundwater well is not a part of the Proposed Project and the 

CPUC is not involved in issuing any approvals for this well. The only information available to 
the CPUC on this issue comes from the applicant’s Plan of Works (Section 3.7.2.1), which 
draws on the Geoscience Support Services report (1994).  This work assessed that: “based on 
the historical evaluation of sea-water intrusion within the known aquifers and the local fault 
characteristics, the selected well sites have relatively low potential for sea-water intrusion.”  
Please also see response to Comment 13-97. 

 
13-118 This issue is outside the scope of the SEIR.  The issue pertains to the construction of the 

proposed development of the Mesa.  Accordingly, please contact the California Coastal 
Commission or Orange County for information. 



J.  RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
 
 

 

February 2000 J-105 Final SEIR 

13-119 These measures have been removed from the SEIR because they do not specifically address 
issues in the analysis of hydrology and water quality. 

 
13-120 At this time, the extent of impacts on cultural resources is unknown. The area of Bolsa Chica 

Mesa currently identified as the reservoir and pump station site yielded little to no surface 
evidence of prehistoric resources, but every area surrounding this particular property has 
resulted in the identification of buried deposits. Based on known data for the surrounding 
properties, it is presumed that the reservoir and pump station sites will yield evidence of 
prehistoric remains.  For these reasons, Mitigation Measure CR-4 is recommended. 

 
13-121 Because of the area’s sensitivity, any pipeline route to the Mesa, as well as other reservoir 

locations, would also have the potential for impacting cultural resources.  
 
13-122 Once the pipeline and reservoir are constructed, the cultural resources would have been 

removed and the property considered cleared. Therefore, there should be no additional 
impacts.  

 
13-123 The preparers of the SEIR agree that an adverse effect on a wetland could be significant. The 

significance criteria in the Final SEIR have been modified.  The inclusion of this criterion has 
not altered the impact analysis as presented. 

 
13-124 The preparers of the SEIR understand that the “vernal pool” recently identified at the proposed 

site of the reservoir is more properly characterized as a seasonal wetland. It is the CPUC’s 
understanding that a delineation study for this seasonal wetland has been submitted to the 
California Coastal Commission and is currently under evaluation. Preliminary review indicates 
that the proposed pipeline would have no direct affect on the wetland; however, construction 
of the proposed reservoir would presumably displace the wetland. It is the CPUC’s 
understanding that the Coastal Commission will determine if the wetland deserves protection 
and, if so, what measures need to be taken to preserve the resource. Conceivably, the 
reservoir location may need to be changed (see the following response). We do not know 
definitively if the southern tarplant exists at the reservoir site (see Section C.8.1.1 of the SEIR 
for results of previous surveys). 

 
13-125 If the California Coastal Commission determines that the recently identified seasonal wetland 

deserves protection, the applicant might decide to change the proposed location of the 
reservoir (this is still speculative at this juncture). The disposition of the reservoir site is a 
decision for the Coastal Commission that must be made in the context of larger land use and 
environmental issues associated with the proposed residential development on Bolsa Chica 
Mesa. Since the Coastal Commission is the lead agency for this issue (together with Orange 
County), the CPUC will abide by whatever action the Coastal Commission may take regarding 
the location of the reservoir. 

 
13-126 The proposed wastewater collection facilities are part of the project examined in the 1996 

Recirculated Draft EIR for the Bolsa Chica Local Coastal Program. They are not part of the 
Proposed Project evaluated in the SEIR. Therefore, the SEIR did not evaluate any potential 
impacts associated with the locations of these facilities. Please keep in mind that the CPUC is 
not involved in approving the locations of the proposed wastewater collection facilities. 
Concerns about the locations of these facilities should be directed to the Coastal Commission 
or to Orange County. 
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13-127 Please see response to Comment 13-126 above. 
 
13-128 Please see response to Comment 13-126 above. 
 
13-129 This portion of the channel, from the Naval Base Golf course on the Los Alamitos Armed 

Forces Reserve Center south to Old Bolsa Chica Road, has concrete bottom and sides, and as 
a consequence no vegetation has become established in this area. The only types of vegetation 
that occur in the vicinity of this portion of the Bolsa Chica Channel are ornamental species, 
found in the yards of nearby residences and on the golf course. The only open areas adjoining 
this segment of the channel are the fairways and greens of the Naval Base Golf Course. Given 
the lack of vegetation along the channel sides and in the channel itself, and relatively small 
amount of water within the channel, this area serves as poor habitat for wildlife and thus 
disturbance to wildlife activities is not expected. A survey of these areas was conducted by the 
preparers of the SEIR for the purposes of the study. 

 
13-130 The commitment to replanting of the southern tarplant (Hemizonia parryi ssp. australis) is a 

Project Design Feature (PDF-6) of the proposed Wetlands Restoration Plan; however, specific 
locations for the replanting of the tarplant are not given in the 1996 Recirculated Draft EIR for 
the Bolsa Chica Local Coastal Program. Please keep in mind that impacts and mitigation 
measures for biological resources on Bolsa Chica Mesa that are described in the previous EIR 
remain in effect, and are applicable to those portions of the proposed pipeline that traverse 
Bolsa Chica Mesa. For details on how such mitigation measures will be implemented, please 
contact the agencies responsible for monitoring the implementation of these measures (i.e., the 
County of Orange). 

 
13-131 Please see the response to the preceding comment. No information regarding whether previous 

replanting efforts of southern tarplant have been attempted could be identified. Because this 
species has proven adaptable to some levels of disturbance and has successfully competed with 
non-native grasses (such as found on the Bolsa Chica Mesa), it may prove to be a species 
easily reestablished on the grasslands of the mitigation site. For more information, we 
recommend that the commenter contact the agencies responsible for monitoring the 
implementation of mitigation measures described in the 1996 Recirculated Draft EIR for the 
Bolsa Chica Local Coastal Program (i.e., Orange County). 

 
13-132 Thank you. The text of the document has been modified to correct this mistake. Federal 

agencies do have jurisdiction in relation to federal properties. Relevant federal agencies were 
contacted through the issuance of the NOP; however, none chose to participate in this CEQA 
review. 

 
13-133 The criterion is already provided.  See Section C.9.2.1. 
 
13-134 The text of the Final SEIR (see C.9.2.3) has been modified to reflect the impacts associated 

with noise, dust and air emissions. This is not considered a significant impact, however, 
because of the temporary nature of the impacts and because physical use of the park will not 
be disrupted. Construction, as it progresses, will have limited impacts to users of the park for 
a short period only. 

 
13-135 Access will be impeded, but not blocked. 
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13-136 The number of spaces that will be affected is unknown. It will depend on the progress of 
construction through the parking lot and the measures used by golf course management to 
provided temporary parking areas. 

 
13-137 The text of the Draft SEIR recognizes that construction will impair the enjoyment of the golf 

course. The CPUC agrees that loud noise is not compatible with recreational uses such as golf. 
However, this impact is not considered significant because of its temporary nature and because 
physical use of the golf course will not be restricted in any way. 

 
13-138 See response to Comment 13-137. 
 
13-139 The Draft SEIR provides mitigation measures considered appropriate for the temporary 

impacts that will occur to use of recreational facilities. As the analysis shows, the impacts to, 
for instance, use of the golf course will be temporary and limited. While inconvenient, these 
impacts are not significant because (i) they will be temporary, and (ii) access and use will 
continue throughout construction. Since the Applicant is required to seek permission before 
commencing construction on the premises of the Los Alamitos Armed Forces Reserve Center, 
the management of this facility will be able to impose any conditions they deem appropriate. 

 
13-140 Thank you, correction noted. 
 
13-141 In the area investigated, there are seven stations that provide paramedic and medic services:  

Fire Stations 17, 5, 48, 64, 65, 66, and 2 (Table C.10-1). 
 
13-142 Correction noted, thank you. 
 
13-143, 
13-144 and 
13-145 The CPUC believes that it has presented adequate significance criteria for impacts to public 

utilities. Most utility service providers have backup plans for short-term interruptions of 
service.  In addition, prior to construction of the Proposed Project, the utility service providers 
will be notified to minimize the potential of accidents that could cause temporary service 
disruptions. Also, contractors will be required to prepare construction plans designed to 
protect utilities and to provide those plans to affected jurisdictions for review, revision, and 
final approval. During operation of the project, temporary service disruptions would be mostly 
limited to damage caused by natural disasters such as earthquake or flood, which are beyond 
the control of the applicant or the CPUC. 

 
13-146 It is estimated that construction of the Proposed Project would generate approximately 120 

tons per day of soil and broken asphalt for 65 days, totaling 7,800 tons during the life of the 
project. It is anticipated that operation of the Proposed Project would not generate any 
significant amounts of solid waste. 

 
13-147 Solid wastes, including clean soil materials that may be recycled or relocated to sites that can 

use them, are not expected to adversely impact the capacity of any of the three major landfills 
currently serving Orange County.  This is because the vast majority of excavated materials 
will be used as backfill. 

 
13-148 It is not known how great of an increase in emergency response time could be anticipated for 

the worst-case scenario. However, Mitigation Measures T-1 (Section C.3) and PS-1 (Section 



J.  RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
 
 

 

February 2000 J-108 Final SEIR 

C.10) are designed to help avoid adverse impacts related to emergency vehicle access that 
could impede their effectiveness during construction of the Proposed Project. 

 
13-149 With implementation of Mitigation Measures T-1 (Section C.3) and PS-1 (Section C.10), it is 

not anticipated that paramedic response times would be affected to a greater degree. 
 
13-150 Mitigation Measures T-1 (Section C.3) and PS-1 (Section C.10) are designed to help avoid 

adverse impacts related to emergency vehicle access during construction of the Proposed 
Project. 

 
13-151 Mitigation Measures T-1 (Section C.3) and PS-1 (Section C.10) are designed to help avoid 

adverse impacts related to emergency vehicle access during construction of the Proposed 
Project. 

 
13-152 Sections C.2 and D identify several sensitive receptors to noise along the proposed and 

alternative route segments, some of which could potentially be more severely affected by 
interruption of utility service compared to those of other land uses. However, prior to 
construction of the Proposed Project, the utility service providers will be notified to minimize 
the potential of accidents that could cause temporary service disruptions. Also, contractors will 
be required to prepare construction plans designed to protect utilities and to provide those 
plans to affected jurisdictions for review, revision, and final approval.  During operation of the 
project, temporary service disruptions would be mostly limited to damage caused by natural 
disasters such as earthquake or flood, which are beyond the control of the applicant or the 
CPUC. 

 
13-153 See response to Comment 13-152 above. 
 
13-154 Applicant Proposed Measures 2 and 3, as described in Section C.10.2.2 of the SEIR, are 

designed to protect against service disruptions of utilities such as power lines (discussed 
above). A fund will not be established for replacement of equipment that are damaged by 
power surges. 

 
13-155 Comment noted, thank you. 
 
13-156 First, the project that is the subject of the Supplemental EIR does nothing to enhance or change 

the growth effects of the Bolsa Chica Planned Community. These effects were previously 
analyzed in the 1996 Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Bolsa Chica 
Local Coastal Program (County of Orange). Second, the current project is intended to wholly 
and solely serve the Bolsa Chica Planned Community. It cannot and would not serve any other 
areas of planned or proposed residential development. It would only serve the Bolsa Chica 
Planned Community that was previously subject to environmental analysis. Indeed, the City of 
Huntington Beach is at 90% buildout and the City of Seal Beach is at 98% buildout – the 
project would therefore not induce further growth. 

 


