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RESPONSES TO THE CITY OF SEAL BEACH 
Letter Dated January 10, 2000 
 
 
7-1 The Applicant has already undertaken coordination with the Orange County Flood Control 

District in establishing the alignment for the proposed water line and in conducting preliminary 
design of the pipeline. Since the water line as proposed would be partially located within OCFD 
right-of-way, additional coordination would be mandatory for the project to proceed. The 
Applicant is aware of improvements planned for Bolsa Chica Channel and has specifically 
designed the pipeline to be compatible with OCFD’s construction plans. 

 
7-2 The CPUC agrees that Alternative 4 (the North Seal Beach Wellfields) is not an attractive 

alternative from an environmental standpoint. The Draft SEIR describes the impacts associated 
with this alternative and, in doing so, demonstrates why use of other water sources is more 
desirable. However, future connection to the North Seal Beach Wellfields was considered a 
feasible alternative at the time the Draft SEIR was prepared and was one of the alternatives 
presented to the CPUC by the Applicant in the Proponent’s Environmental Assessment. The 
Final SEIR has been changed to clarify that the North Seal Beach Wellfields are not existing 
facilities. 

 
7-3 Purely economic considerations are not an appropriate topic for an EIR. An EIR is intended to 

focus on the impacts that a Proposed Project would have on the physical environment. Issues 
pertaining to the reasonableness of rates and charges are being addressed separately in the 
CPUC’s Proceeding in accordance with the Administrative Law Judge’s scoping memo (dated 
March 16, 1999). 

 
7-4 The correction to the text has been made as suggested, thank you. 
 
7-5 Noted. At this point, we do not know whether the pipeline would cross through any identified 

cultural resource sites. However, since nearby cultural resource site boundaries are not clearly 
defined, the SEIR acknowledges that it’s possible that cultural resources could be encountered 
during construction, potentially resulting in revised boundaries for nearby sites or the 
identification of a new site. 

 
7-6 Copies of comment letters received in response to the NOP have been included in Appendix 2 

of the Final SEIR. The Lead Agency uses this input to determine the appropriate scope of 
issues to be examined in the EIR. All issues raised during the NOP process are not necessarily 
addressed in the SEIR. 

 
7-7 As this request is not related to a significant impact identified in the SEIR, the SEIR cannot 

impose the City’s request as a requirement (i.e., as a mitigation measure). We encourage the 
City to consult directly with the SCWC on this matter. 

 
7-8 The discrepancy in the text has been corrected. 
 
7-9 Corrected as suggested. 
 
7-10 With regard to CO Hot Spots, it is assumed that the CO concentrations during construction 

would be very similar to existing conditions along the pipeline alignment. Currently, Bolsa 
Chica Roadway is at Level of Service (LOS) D, and a majority of the intersections are at or 
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near LOS F.  Bolsa Chica Roadway and associated intersections have three lanes in each 
direction and are all highly congested, especially during peak hours. 

 
If the construction ROW is restricted to one lane, a smaller number of cars would be idling at 
any given location (cars would be removed from lanes where construction is occurring). Instead 
of three lanes operating at LOS F, you have only one lane operating at LOS F. However, 
during construction, the traffic backup would be significant, dispersing the CO emissions over a 
greater area. Overall, the CO concentrations would be very similar to the existing conditions. 

 
In addition, Traffic Measure T-1 would help to reduce the congestion along the construction 
rights-of-way. Traffic Measure T-1 requires the Applicant to prepare a traffic 
control/management plan, which provide details regarding the placement of traffic control, 
warning devices, and detours. This measure would help to reduce traffic congestion along Bolsa 
Chica Road, as well as the CO concentrations. 

 
7-11 Comment noted. 
 
7-12 Figure C.2-3 has been modified in response to the comment. With regard to CNEL, the noise 

level units (Leq) provided in Table C.2-2 correspond with the units listed in all the local agency 
ordinance limits. In addition, the noise units also correspond with USEPA’s guidelines on 
recommended noise levels to protect public health and welfare (Table C.2-4). Further, the 
significance criteria also used the same units. The SEIR preparers believe that the noise units 
provided in Section C.2 are appropriate for identifying ambient noise levels and in evaluating 
impacts associated with the project. 

 
7-13 The comment has been noted and the referenced text has been revised. 
 
7-14 Thank you for your comment. 
 
7-15 Comment has been noted and the referenced text has been revised. 
 
7-16 During preparation of the Draft SEIR, Pei-Fen Tamashiro, Installation Restoration Coordinator 

for the 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.   

 
Database search results did not reveal any contaminated sites at the Boeing Company campus in 
the vicinity of the water line alignment.  In addition, the distance of facilities at the Boeing 
Company campus relative to the project alignments (separated by roads, parking lots, and office 
building), indicates a low potential to impact the project. 

 
7-17 The text of the Final SEIR has been amended to provide cities with an opportunity to review 

relevant documentation. 
 
7-18 The two referenced paragraphs are part of each preceding mitigation measure and should be 

indented to indicate this fact. The text of the document has been changed to reflect this. 
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7-19 Arrangements can be made for the CPUC to provide a copy of the requested report to the City 
of Seal Beach. 

 
7-20 The street name has been corrected to read “Westminster Avenue,” not “Winchester Avenue.” 
 
7-21 Arrangements can be made for the CPUC to provide copies of the requested reports to the City 

of Seal Beach. 
 
7-22 The Clean Water Act requires that all discharges from any point source into waters of the 

United States must obtain a NPDES permit. The reason for obtaining a permit is to protect 
public health and the nation’s waters. Best Management Practices used to ensure compliance 
with NPDES and construction permits typically include: 

 
• Straw mulch with tackifier to temporarily stabilize earth uncovered during construction 
• The application of bonded fiber matrix (with or without seed) to provide longer term 

stabilization of earth 
• Silt fences 
• Sand bags 
• Storm drain inlet protection and sediment traps. 

 
The applicant will need to implement all measures to remain in compliance with NPDES and 
construction permits. As requested the description of the regulatory setting in the Draft SEIR 
(Section C.6.1.2) has been revised to include Best Management Practices.  

 
The Applicant’s Environmental Commitments are discussed in Section C.6.2.1 of the SEIR. 

 
7-23 Noted. Whether a Native American should monitor construction is somewhat of a judgment 

call, rather than a clear requirement. Given the nature of the project, the extent of monitoring 
and the involvement by Native American monitors can be established based on tribal interest. 
Please note that the mitigation measure does not preclude the presence of Native American 
monitors. 

 
With the exception of Bolsa Chica Mesa, the proposed pipeline is completely located in areas of 
“built” environments.  Therefore, a Phase I survey of Old Bolsa Chica Road would be of no 
archaeological value. The alternatives were subjected to a “windshield” survey to verify the 
“built” environmental status of the pipeline alignment.  The paved surfaces and vegetation in 
such areas do not allow visibility of the ground surface and, therefore, Phase I surveys are not 
useful. As a result, it was concluded that the completion of a Phase I survey (which is different 
than a Phase I study) was not warranted. 

 
7-24 The CPUC can provide a copy of the referenced report to the City. Please remember that all 

information contained in the report regarding the locations of archaeological sites should remain 
confidential and should not be made available to the general public. 

 
7-25 Noted, thank you.  
 
7-26 The mistake has been corrected; the residential area is now referred to as College Park East in 

the Final SEIR. 
 
7-27 This error has been corrected as suggested.  
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7-28 Comment noted. This has been corrected in the Final SEIR. 
 
7-29 Comment noted. This has been corrected in the Final SEIR. 
 
7-30 Comment noted, thank you. 
 
7-31 Comment noted and change made as suggested. 
 
7-32 Please see the response to Comment 8-10  
 
7-33 The North Seal Beach Wellfields were included in the alternatives analysis because they were 

an alternative examined by the Applicant in the Proponent’s Environmental Assessment and, at 
least initially, this alternative appeared to have the potential to offer environmental advantages 
over the other alternatives. As the analysis in the SEIR demonstrates, this alternative would 
result in various impacts that are greater than the Proposed Project and for this reason it is not 
identified as superior to the Proposed Project. 

 
7-34 The text of the Draft SEIR has been corrected as suggested. 
 
7-35 Corrected as suggested. 
 
7-36 Comment noted. This alternative was originally described and analyzed by the proponent in the 

Proponent’s Environmental Assessment. The text of the SEIR has been revised to clarify that 
the North Seal Beach Wellfields are not existing facilities. 

 
7-37 Corrected as suggested. 
 
7-38 Corrected as suggested. 
 
7-39 Regarding the first comment (protection of the water line at the I-405/22) please see the 

response to Comment 8-10. 
 

Regarding the second comment (connection of water lines), mitigation measures are designed to 
mitigate potentially significant impacts to a less-than-significant level. It would be inappropriate 
for the CPUC to assign a mitigation measure that is not associated with a potentially significant 
impact. However, there appear to be good reasons to consider an emergency connection 
between the proposed pipeline and the existing Seal Beach water pipeline. The City of Seal 
Beach should consult with the SCWC directly on this matter. Finally, it should be noted that the 
applicant is also considering emergency interconnections between several other water 
transmission lines. 


