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Please note that this letter had a number of attachments that could not be reproduced here.  The attachments are: 
 

• LA Times news article, “Bolsa Project Slashed Again?”, January 14, 2000 (3 pages) 
 
 

• California Coastal Commission Meeting Notice, including the announcement of the Bolsa Chica LCP Hearing 
 

• Court of Appeal, Fourth District, Division Two, State of California:  Cherry Valley Environmental Planning Group 
vs. San Gorganio Pass Water Agency 

 
• Correspondence from City of Huntington Beach Environmental Board to the City of Huntington Beach Planning 

Department, January 18, 2000 
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Please note that this letter had a number of attachments that are not reproduced here.  The attachments 
are: 
 
• L.A. Times news article, “Bolsa Project Slashed Again?”  January 14, 2000 (3 pages) 
 
• California Coastal Commission Meeting Notice, including the announcement of the Bolsa Chica 

LCP Hearing 
 
• Court of Appeal, Fourth District, Division Two, State of California: Cherry Valley Environmental 

Planning Group vs. San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency 
 
• Correspondence from City of Huntington Beach Environmental Board to the City of Huntington 

Beach Planning Department, January 18, 2000. 
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RESPONSES TO VAN BLARCOM, LEIBOLD, McCLENDON & MANN 
Legal Counsel Representing the City of Huntington Beach 
Letter Dated January 19, 2000 
 
 
8-1 It is certainly apparent that the provision of water by Southern California Water Company 

(SCWC) is a primary component of the Proposed Project; after all, the project is described as 
the construction and operation of the proposed water line by SCWC. The SEIR project 
description describes the delivery of water by SCWC to the Bolsa Chica Planned Community, 
indicates the amount of water to be delivered, and describes its intended use to serve future 
residential development on Bolsa Chica Mesa. Information on SCWC and its available water 
sources is presented in Section B.4 of the SEIR. Clearly, the SEIR acknowledges that SCWC 
will be the water provider. 

 
 The project is described as having two primary components for obvious reasons. SCWC filed 

two applications for Certificates of Public Convenience and Necessity with the CPUC – one 
pertaining to water service for Bolsa Chica Mesa and the other pertaining to wastewater 
service. The water line is emphasized in the SEIR because it is the only component of the two 
applications involving the construction of new facilities (the wastewater application involves 
only the designation of SCWC as a wastewater management agency, not the construction of 
wastewater facilities), and these are the only facilities that were not part of the project included 
in the Recirculated Draft EIR for the Bolsa Chica Local Coastal Program. 

 
 The Proposed Project is intertwined with the proposed Bolsa Chica Planned Community 

project. However, the CPUC cannot wait for the entitlement process for the Bolsa Chica 
Planned Community project to be resolved before acting on the pending CPCN applications. 
The CPUC is legislatively mandated to complete the CPCN process within 18 months after such 
an application is filed. The possibility that changes in the Bolsa Chica LCP may occur that may 
result in a change in the development project that the proposed water line is intended to serve 
does not change the fact that the CPUC has applications before it requiring action. It would also 
be inappropriate and speculative for the CPUC to assume what actions the California Coastal 
Commission may or may not take in the future regarding the disposition of development on 
Bolsa Chica Mesa. Moreover, while the CPUC must act on the instant applications before it 
within the timelines mandated by the legislature, the CPUC’s decision does not create 
irreversible momentum for the underlying and related land use decision that is before the 
California Coastal Commission. The applicant proceeds with the CPCN application process at 
its own risk. If the development on Bolsa Chica Mesa turns out to no longer be “substantially 
similar” to that described in the 1996 LCP, and is, in fact, reduced in size, it would not change 
the fully disclosive and conservative analysis of impacts presented in the SEIR for the two 
pending CPCN applications. 

 
8-2 Trenching through contaminated soil, if present, could result in voluntary clean-up action to 

remove and properly dispose of this soil. In the event contaminated soil is left in place below or 
adjacent to the pipeline, operational leaks or breaks could result in transport of contaminants.  
Where MTBE is present in contaminated soil it too may be transported. Downward migration 
to the first water-bearing horizon could result. Construction of the pipeline will not change 
(increase) soil percolation rates in soil undisturbed by trenching (adjacent to or below the 
trench). Impacts from unavoidable leaks would be less from the shortest alternatives 
(Alternative 1).   
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Impacts resulting from pipeline rupture due to fault movement is equal for all alternative 
alignments and the proposed alignment. 

 
Potential for unknown soil contamination cannot be predicted, therefore the potential is equal 
for all alternatives, except possibly Alternative 1.  

 
8-3 The preparers of the Draft SEIR have been careful to faithfully describe the perspectives of all 

of the protagonists where this information is relevant. The application and associated filings 
(e.g., testimony) have been received by the CPUC and will be duly considered in the light of 
all available information. The City of Huntington Beach has had an opportunity to make its 
arguments about being the logical water provider through testimony and during evidentiary 
hearing. It would be inappropriate for the Draft SEIR to pre-empt CPUC decision-making by 
attempting to deal with this issue. Although the preparers of the Draft SEIR understand the 
City’s concerns, there is nothing in CEQA that requires consideration of this type of potential 
policy conflict. This is a matter that can only be dealt with by the CPUC, having considered all 
relevant information in the administrative record for the proceeding. 

 
8-4 The author has mis-stated or misunderstood the analysis provided in the Draft SEIR. The 

criterion cited for the ‘deficient’ analysis has been wrongly identified. The analysis provided 
rests not on ‘planned growth’ but on the fact that the Draft SEIR supplements existing 
environmental analysis by considering the impacts specifically associated with provision of 
water service by SCWC.  

 
The analysis of growth-inducing effects is not deficient for two reasons. First, the project that is 
the subject of the Draft 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 will not serve any other areas of planned or 
proposed residential development. It will 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 will therefore not 
induce further growth. 

 
 At this time, a reduction in the permitted number of dwelling units on the Mesa by the Coastal 

Commission is speculative and therefore not appropriate for consideration in an EIR. If there is 
a need to reduce the size of the pipeline in the future, the CPUC will take whatever actions are 
appropriate in response to such a change in the project at a future date. 

 
8-5 This correction was made in the Final SEIR. 
 
8-6 Noted. The text has been changed to indicate that if contamination is found within a public 

street or other public property, the DTSC or the County Health Department and to other relevant 
agencies shall be notified. 

 
8-7 Noted. 
 
8-8 Noted. 
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8-9 No mitigation measures are necessary beyond the requirements of the NPDES and construction 
permits.   

 
The Clean Water Act requires that all discharges from any point source into waters of the 
United States must obtain an 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 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. Therefore, further mitigation is not required. The description of the 
regulatory setting in the Draft SEIR (Section C.6.1.2) has been revised to include Best 
Management Practices. 

 
8-10 Please see Section C.10.2.3 under the heading of “Construction Accident”. Although no 

mitigation measures will be required by the CPUC, under State law, the applicant is required to 
contact Underground Service Alert prior to ground-breaking activities to determine the location 
of utilities in the pipeline ROW and notify utility owners of excavation plans (Applicant 
Proposed Measure 2). In addition, Applicant Proposed Measure 3 discussed in Section 
C.10.2.2 requires construction contractors to prepare construction plans designed to protect 
utilities and to provide those plans to affected jurisdictions for review, revision, and final 
approval. 

 
8-11 Domestic Water Transmission Line:  SCWC proposes to use 18-inch diameter class 350 ductile 

iron pipe with 42 inches of cover. The standard for Huntington Beach would be to use PVC 
pipe and 48 inches cover. Greater cover protects the pipe from live surface traffic loading.  
Although ductile iron pipe is inherently stronger than PVC pipe and is capable of withstanding 
surface impact loads, corrosive soil reduces its service life. 

 
8-12 There is always a debate as to whether ductile iron or PVC is a preferable material for drinking 

water.  Based on our review, ductile iron is acceptable.  Regarding the depth of cover over the 
pipe, this issue is a design issue that should be addressed during the City’s design review and 
construction permitting process, and not in the Draft SEIR. 

 
8-13  The Plan of Works for Water and Wastewater (SCWC 1998) states that the cost of water supply 

is $8,650,000 and the cost of the water pipeline is $4,500,000. The comment has incorrectly 
included on-site water distribution that is not an element of the project being assessed in this 
Draft SEIR. 

 
8-14 The design drawings for the pipeline will need to incorporate any changes or new installations 

since the initiation of the water line project. The proposed pipeline is, in fact, a utility 
improvement, and any future improvements will also necessitate a design that accounts for 
existing utilities.   
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8-15 Totally buried reservoirs are not uncommon. DHS will require prevention and monitoring of 
seepage, but this is a permitting issue and is not included in the SEIR.  

 
8-16 The construction of the dividing wall will be addressed in the construction drawing details, and 

not in the SEIR.  However, this comment is noted for the designer. 
 
8-17 The sentence on B-20 (first paragraph of section B.6.3) has been revised as follows:  
 

“Hearthside Homes, Inc., has entered into an agreement with SCWC for operation and 
maintenance of the sewer system for the Bolsa Chica Planned Community on the Bolsa Chica 
mesa. The sewer system facilities proposed for the project include on-site sewage collection 
lines, a sewage lift station (to be operated by SCWC), and a sewer force main (also to be 
operated by SCWC).” 

 
 The original assumption in the Draft SEIR was that the OCSD would operate the lift station.  

There was, as this and other comments pointed out, a lack of clarity in the original text in this 
regard.  Since the preparation of the Draft SEIR, the proposed arrangements for operation of 
the lift station have been revised. The SCWC now proposes to operate the sewage lift station 
and sewer force main.  CPUC approval is required for SCWC to own and operate these 
wastewater facilities. 

 
8-18 The Bolsa Chica Plan of Works document submitted by the Applicant includes the current 

wastewater flows in its pump sizing calculation for the project. Based on a review of these 
calculations, the pumps appear to be adequately sized. However, the calculations shown on 
Table 4.1 of the Plan of Works indicate that the current peak dry weather flow is 1.88 cfs or 
844 gpm. We do not have any data available that would explain this discrepancy between the 
844 gpm incorporated in the Plan of Works and the 2,385 gpm referenced in the comment. 

 
8-19 This issue will be resolved in negotiation between the developer and the City; it is not 

addressed in the SEIR. 
 
8-20 In fact, the lift station will be maintained and operated by SCWC.  Wording in the SEIR has 

been changed to clarify this, as outlined in response to similar comments on the lift station. 
 
8-21 Thank you for this information. 
 
8-22 Section B.8.3 states that “automation may include hardwired telemetry or programmable logic 

controllers to enable SCWC personnel to monitor both an intake pump and sewer lift station’s 
operation remotely.”  This would be a SCADA system. 

 
 It is not possible to evaluate emergency response times for a proposed system. The preparers of 

the SEIR reviewed the emergency response capabilities of the SCWC and deemed them 
appropriate and feasible. The capacity and capability of the SCWC to plan, manage and 
implement an emergency response system is a consideration for the CPUC in its decision-
making rather than a matter for the SEIR. Indeed, there has already been substantial testimony 
by interested parties, including the SCWC, before the CPUC on this matter. There is sufficient 
information for the CPUC to consider this factor in its decision-making. 

 
8-23 Section B.8.3 on page B-37 has been clarified to indicate only one sewer lift station. 
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8-24 Comment has been noted and the appropriate section of the SEIR has been modified. 
 
8-25 The intent of the referenced section is to merely provide a general description of the proposed 

construction activities involved in the project.  Mitigation Measure T-1, defined on page C.3-
12, indicates that traffic control/management plans for construction of the pipeline shall be 
reviewed and approved by each of the affected local jurisdictions. This approval would include 
work hours, construction staging, and methods for construction activities through intersections. 

 
 The specific backfilling requirements of the City of Huntington Beach have been noted and 

communicated to the Applicant. 
 
8-26 Mitigation Measure T-6 is intended to ensure existing bike route continuity during construction.  

The exact location of alternative bike routes would need to be coordinated with and approved 
by the affected jurisdiction. The preparers of the Draft SEIR recognized that in some instances 
existing bike lanes might need to be temporarily closed. It should be noted that bike lanes 
currently exist on only a short segment of Bolsa Chica Street. In most areas of the pipeline 
route, bicycles must share the road with motorists. 

 
8-27 Mitigation Measure G-1 will be implemented in areas where fault rupture may occur. This 

measure would include additional research to determine fault location, and may include fault 
trenching and detailed trench mapping where appropriate.   

 
8-28 Implementation of Mitigation Measure G-4 will more fully characterize soil corrosivity along the 

full length of the alignment. Based on these results, design recommendations to minimize corrosion 
potential to the pipeline can be made. 

 
8-29 The first sentence has been revised to include the words “pipeline and related facility damage due 

to” before the word “fault”. Thank you for the comment and the suggestion. 
 
8-30 The text of the impact statement and mitigation measure has been modified to acknowledge the 

risk to related facilities, such as the booster pumping station, from strong ground shaking. 
 
8-31 The Plan of Works, Section 3.7.2, states that an initial geohydrologic study was conducted.  

Although no conclusive data for the specific sites were available, the study predicted potential 
for obtaining good quality water within selected aquifer zones. Ozonation for colored or 
odorous water was mentioned as part of an anticipated water treatment process. In Section 
B.6.2, page B-20 of the SEIR, the treatment facility to be established is a nano-filtration/ 
chloramination system.   

 
 Cost information has not been provided because it was not considered relevant to the evaluation 

of environmental impacts. 
 
8-32 The CPUC agrees that it would be beneficial to have emergency connections with nearby cities 

for mutual aid. SCWC has indicated that it intends to pursue emergency interconnections.  
 
8-33 Comments noted. A discussion of the potential impacts on roadway capacity and residential and 

commercial property access is discussed in Section C.3 Traffic and Circulation. It is 
acknowledged that there is a potential for some increase in traffic accidents resulting from this 
kind of construction project. The preparation of traffic control/management plans can help 
reduce the occurrence of traffic accidents. 
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It should also be noted that an important consideration in the identification and analysis of 
alternatives was commuters to the Boeing facility. The needs of this facility, and issues 
associated with commuter traffic, were therefore considered in the Draft SEIR. 

 
8-34 Since there are no environmental impacts associated with the designation of a wastewater 

management agency for future development on Bolsa Chica Mesa, there is no need to consider 
alternatives. Please note that the application for SCWC to be designated the wastewater 
management agency for the Bolsa Chica Planned Community project is not an application to 
allow the construction or operation of wastewater facilities, but simply to allow SCWC to be 
the owner and operator of these facilities. Generally, an EIR would not be needed for such an 
action; however, SCWC requested that the individual water and wastewater CPCN applications 
be considered together by the CPUC; therefore, the wastewater application is described in the 
SEIR although no impacts are attributed to this application. 

 
 The differences between the proposed pipeline and the Environmentally Superior Alternative 

are noted. We believe that these differences should be apparent to those who read the SEIR 
carefully. In this respect, the reader is directed to Tables C.5-1 and C.5-2. 


