
RECON 
An Employee-Owned Company 

April 5, 2019 

Govemof s Off iceot Planning & Research 

APR 12 2019 

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 

Reference: Vallecitos Water District 2018 Water, Wastewater, and Recycled Water Master Plan Final EIR 
(RECON Number 7322) 

Dear Interested Party: 

The attached Responses to Comments for the Vallecitos Water District's Water, Wastewater, and Reclaimed 
Water Master Plan Program EIR are be:in.g provided in advance of the District's April 17, 2019 Board of 
Directors meeting. The Board of Directors meets every first and third Wednesday of each month at 
5:00 p.m. All meetings are h eld in the District's Board Room located in the Vallecitos Water District 
Administration Building, 201 Vallecitos de Oro, in San Marcos. The public is welcome to attend. The agenda 
is posted on the District's website the Friday before the meeting. 

California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15088 (a - c) states: 

(a) The lead agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons 
who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response. The Lead Agency shall 
respond to comments received during the noticed comment period and any extensions and 
may respond to late comments. 

(b) The lead agency shall provide a written proposed response to a public agency on 
comments made by that public agency at least 10 days prior to certifying an environmental 
impact report. 

(c) The written r esponse shall describe the disposition of significant environmental issues 
raised (e.g., revisions to the proposed project to mitigate anticipated impacts or objections). 
In p articular , the major environmental issues raised when the Lead Agency's position is at 
variance with recommendations and objections raised in the comments must be addressed in 
detail giving reasons why specific comments and suggestions were not accepted. There must 
be good faith, reasoned analysis in r esponse. Conclusory statement s unsupported by factual 
information will not suffice. 

This notification is in compliance with Section 15088(b), as noted above. Please contact Robert Scholl, P.E., 
Senior Engineer - Development Services, at (760) 7 44-0460 if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

f/,;L/ 2 f::J>'----
Michael Page .:7 
Principa l, Environmental Division 

MLP:sh 

Attachment 

1927 Fifth Avenue, San Diego, CA 92101 I 619.308.9333 I reconenvironmental. com 

SAN DIEGO I BAY AREA I TUCSON 
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p Letters of Comment and Responses 

VALLECITOS WATER DISTRICT MASTER PLAN FINAL PEIR 

LETTERS OF COMMENT AND RESPONSES 

The Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the 2018 Water, Wastewater, 
and Recycled Water Master Plan (2018 Master Plan) by the Vallecitos Water District 
(VWD) was circulated for public and agency review from October 22, 2018 to December 7, 
2018 (State Clearinghouse [SCH] No. 2017111082). During the 45-day public and agency 
review period, comment letters were received from the agencies, organizations, and 
individuals listed in the table below. These letters are located in the following pages, with 
responses to comments provided adjacent to the individual comments in each letter. Where 
responses to comments required minor revisions to the Draft PEIR, these revisions have 
been provided in strikeout and underline within the Final PEIR. No substantial revisions to 
the impact analysis were required as a result of the comments received on the Draft PEIR. 

Letter Author Page Number 
A Governor's Office of Planning and Research RTC-2 
B California Deoartment of Transoortation RTC-5 
C County of San Diego Planning and RTC-9 

Development Services 
D Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians RTC-12 
E San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. RTC-14 
F Golden Door/Latham & Watkins RTC-18 
G Michael Hunsaker RTC-42 

RTC-1 
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LETTER 

STATE OF CALlFORN"IA 

GOl'ER.,OR'S OFFICE of PLA.N1'1NG AND REsEARCH 

Letter A 

-~ ~ * '=. 

~-~-1 
~11-1'<'~ 

;'.0)11,.,'!\'DC. EIROWNJR. 

""'""' Dl=rtiR CO\'~ll:,IOR 

A-1 

Ib:o:robc:r0.2018 

Rob.=1:Sehotl 
V:illcci:o:s Wai,::~ Distric:1 
20-! Vallecitos De Oro 
S:>'1 M.i.-,;os, CA 92069 

Subj~t Vall«it~ Water Distric1 201$ W.:,,l<"t", Was1~. :md Recycled Wat~Mas!Cr Pia~ 
SCH#: 2017111032 

D= Robert Scholl: 

Th,e enclosed eom.11em {~) on )'QUI' Or..1ft EIR wa;, (were) rei:er."Cd by 111¢ St!l.tt" Cl,:uringho\1$C afu!x th-e-c:tld. 
of?hi; 8l~rc revie••, periixl. which closed<m D,;,;,;mber 3, 2013:. ,ve lll'C f-orw.rdmg t!lesc commo:t'!~ 10 you 
~..a= they p:m-ide inf=n::itio:i or<ai:.e i~ tlm! should be~ in yow f!.."llll cnviro:irnattal --
The California E,wimnmental Quafay Ae:t does not require Lead Agend-::s to .espom!. to Jan: eo,,..mel.'!ts.. 
Howirn:r, 'IV'l: =i::rage you tQ im:o.,,orn~ .l:esc,:i.dditiaml ==~ int<:> ym,r fuJal. aii,ironmenW 
t:ocum,;:n\ and to consider them priOr to !.;!king fuw a,,;-.to~ on the J)t'Qposed projeet. 

Pl= <:{)<1= the S1.1:e ae~ lit (915) 445--0613 if)(lll. b:i.ve.any<l_nl:$ti<mScc:rnce.~ 1.M' 
c:w<iroruru:1n:i:I ra-vifw pro= rr~.,_ h:;n"C a q=;ioo rega:-dittg tb~ abo-.-e--:1emed project, please refer 10 
!he ll:ll-d~t S~to: Cle:i~ mm:ilx:r (,Wl7l l l0S2) ~ben =meting lhis office. Sr~~ 
&:o~Morg;m 
D~r. S1a:e Cl=inghcuse 

""'= cr:: R=im:es Agency 

14D□ !01hScreet P.O. sl)~3il44 s.i.cramroto, Ca!ifumra 95812·30+4 
1-9i6-J2Z·231B FAX 1·9:16-558-3164 www.opr.a;.gov 

A-1 

RTC-2 

RESPONSE 

This letter acknowledges that the V allecitos Water District (VWD) 
has complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for 
draft environmental documents pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The comment letter from the 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) attached to 
this letter from the State Clearinghouse has been responded to 
separately as Comment Letter B. 

,: 

~ 



LETTER 

i) - . 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

G0VER.t\l0R'S OmCE of PIANNING AND REsEARCH 
..--~ i * = 
., ... 8 
·.,,."Ii~~ 

1:.0:.mNDG. BROWN JR. ~Allx 

0=• Gc~cit.Wlt 

A-2 

Dccember4,2018 

Rcb>en ScboU 
Vallecitos Wate~ Dimrict 
201 Valleciios De Oro 
San Marcos, CA 92059 

Subjcet: ValL--citosWaterDistrlct20!3 Wate1', Wasw.v.ne-. and Recycled W:iuerM.asterPLa.n 
SCH.#: 20171110&2 

Dear Robert Scholl; 

The State O'Car..oghoi.se submittc:d the above named Dnift EIR to selected state ageocies for teVir:w. The 
review period cl05ed on December 3, 2018, and no state agencies St1bmincd C(l-rnments by that date. This 
let.erac-know!edges llhai ycu have cccr:plied with Ille Stare Clearinghouse review requirements for draft 
envimnm.cnc:il doeu.mcnts, pursuant to !he California Envirnnmcntal Quality Act. 

Please call t!:te Stme Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if yo-u. b:lVe any questions reg:mil.'lg !he 
environmental review process. If~"O!l have a questio-11 sbour. !he abovc-=.mcd project, please !cl"er to the 
!erc--digit State Clca.--inghouse Wllllber wlleu c~ctillg lilis office. 

~~ c;?.M~,g~ ; 
Director. Stzte Clearinghouse 

1400 IOtil Stre-et P.O. Bo:. 3044 Sacramento, Callfornla 95812-3044 
1-916-322-2318 FA.\1-·916-558-3164 www.opr.ci.gov 

A-2 

RTC-3 

RESPONSE 

This is the original letter VWD received from the Governor's Office 
of Planning and Research. This letter has been superseded by the 
letter VWD subsequently received that is bracketed as Comment 
A-1 above. 



SCH# 2017111082 

LETTER 

Document Details Report 
State Clearinghouse Data Basa 

Project Title VaUecilr>s Water District 2018 Water. Was:ewater, Md Ree-Jdecl Water Masrer Plan 
Lead Age-,icy Vallec:ftos Water District 

Type- EIR Draft EIR 

Qff(;fiption The 2018 Vallec.los Waler Dislriet Master Plan evaluates the exl$t:!r'!g: am, Mu2 needs fol' 1-r.i~, 
wastewater and IOOjdei: water services, am:! Includes a w:Jfilies ph.!l Md Capital impro\'l!mel'lts 
program IO =mmoclate these needs. The Mas:ar Flan addresses many local and ~fOPal iQ;uas., 
11,dudir'l!,j lmpOrted water Sl1pp!y. wateramserv.llion, loc:aJ wacer wpply ®Velotm".e<1¢. $1E1a"><ice area 

growth. and wastewa.-ercb;:,osal capacify. The ClP ;irovide$ propercapacey 10 1/WO's w.iter :md 
wastewater systems 10 serve Its antic:l;la1:ed =tomers lhroogl'I 2035. 01'e Cl? Fwject, th& 01arr.o,id 
SlphOll Replacement Project:. has been evaluated. at the project le-.el wflhin. ltie PEIR Supplement fur 
Iha 2018 Master Plan. 

Lead Agency Contact 
N~me .Robert Sch:>n - Valled:OS Water O<Stricl 

Phom: (760) 744-04,SO _, 
Adr:fmss 20~ VaDecjtos De Oro 

cay San Man:os 

Project Location 
County San Diego 

Ciry San Ma= 

Regiott 
Lat/Long 33"8'30"N/117'8'33'W 

C=S~fs 
Parcel Ne. 
Township 

Proximity to: 
Higf,way$ 18 -Railways NCTO Sprinter 

..... 

Watarways- san Marcos Crook 
&;hoo4 lv%$i1;1n Hills HS 

1.MdlJff v:;iriDus 

-
Slate CA Zip 92069 

- -

Project I=uos Ag:icullural l.300: f.Jr Qualify: Archa901ogic-H!storie; Blolagie:al ~,.m:es; C>.lmulative BF.eds: Flood 
Plal:ir.:lo«!Ing: Forest lan,:1/;:lr,e H=d'; GeologJdSe\smit: Growth JriducinQ: !..and~ Mi~ 
NoEse; Pop\JlatioriiHouslr,g 6ahm(:e; f>ubr1e SeN!ees; R9creallo~ SOif 
Erosiori/"Cor:ipadion/Gradtng; T~rt!o.is; Ttamci'Cr!'Wlai!orl; Vagetatioo; l,11.,\:;i;ter Quality; 
WelbndJRiparian; Aest!le~cNfSU:8! 

Relliewlng Resour:ces.A(lency: ~t of F'!Sll a,-,,s WildlJfe. Regkrn 5; Oepartmelll: or ?arks ant'l Rm;;reaWrr. 
Agoncies ~r.t ofWmer ResiJllfCeS: Catifornia Hi!;;hway Patrot C;a:lwns, Olsttic( 11: ~. 

Recy.:r.i,g alld Rec:overy; State Water Rescurees Cootrof Boero, Olv!Slcm of Orir~ W~ Slate 
Water Resow-ces Ccntrcl 6-oam, DMson of Financial Assisaance; Regional wamr Owility C0rilm1 
ewra, R!!gion 9; Department of Toxic S~-es Con!rol; N31Ne American Heritage Commission; 
Public Utilities Commlss!on 

Oats RliCflffllfi 10/1912018 S!11t! ofRtWlew 10i19/201S EndofRevfew 12/03'2018 

l>k,r,.. ~in"""" fio>T,-J,. ..-,.i, 1rn'" 1...,,,m.-.on, ;.,r,.-,.,.~ i.,, 1..,.,1__...., 

RESPONSE 

RTC-4 

• 
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B-2 

LETTER 

filfflotC:<ll 1/:2!!/~!.~.!,!!;Cllli!Afil_-i_D;.IM,~.lUAllilli.,I~~ 

DEPARTMENT OF TR4.NSPORTA TlON 
OISTRKI 11 
4050 TAYLOR STR.Er.'T. MS-240 
SANDIFGO.C','\ 'l211C 
PHONE ({,19) 688~960 
FAX (6-llJ)O&'H2<;l9 
TTY ill 
W\YW.dQl".c.,._g(I" 

December S, 2018 

Letter B 

EDMIJr<!!:lG. BROWN l<-~<'t 

@ 
U.•.b"$1Ci)lttt'f1'<rr!"" 

<1S.t:tif-.i,:W.,-,·ofLl.'i-. 

11-SD-5. 15. 7R 
PM VAR 

Vallecitos Water D-istricr 2018 Water, Wastewater, and Recycled Water 
Master Plan 

SCH#2017lii082 
Mr. Robert Scholl 
Vallecitos Water District 
201 Vallcdtos de Oro 
San Marcos. CA 92069 

Dear Mr. Scholl: 

Thank you fuT including the Califumia Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the 
environmental review process for the Draft En,.-iromnental Impact Report for the Vallccitos 
Water District 2018 Water, Wastewater, and Recycled Water Master Plan IOCl'!lte<l near Interstate 
5 (I-5), lnterstate 15 (I-15) and State Roi.>tc 78 (SR-78). The mission ofCa1trans is toproYide a 
safe, sustainable,. integrated and efficient transportation system to enhance California's economy 
and livability. The Local Dcvclopmem-Intergovemrnental Review (LD-IGR) Program reviews 
land use projects and plans to ensure consistency with our mission and state planni-ng pricritit.::s. 

Caltrans has the following comments: 

Traffic Control Plan/Hauling 

The California Dcpartme:r:,t of Transportation (Caltrans) bas discretionary authority with respect 
to highways under its jurisdiction and may. upon application and if good cause appears, issue a 
special permit to operate or move a vehicle or combination of vehicles or special mobile 
cq'\ripment of a size or weight of vehicle or load exceeding: the maximum lirnit.ations specified in 
the California Vehicle Code. The Calrrans Transport:trion Perrlri.ts Issuance Branch is rcsponsihle 
for the iSS1.1ance of these speciai transportation permits for oversizeloverwcigh; vehicles on the 
State Highway System. Additional information is provided onlinc at: 
http:/iwww .dot.ca..gov/L-afficopslnennits/inde.x..html 

If a special permit is needed for hauling, a Traffic Controi Plan is to be submitted to Caltran.s; 
District 11, including all inierclwiges along I-5. I-15, and SR-78 that will be used for the hauling 
route. at least 30 days prior to the strut of any construction. T ra.ffic shall not he unre.'L,;onably 
delayed. The plan shali also outline suggested detours to use during closures. including routes 
and signagc. 

· p,.,~~ <1 urfc. o:m<t/.mJf!k. ;,,,<11'W(!{ 1mrJ ,-J]kL"f'II ,,.,,,,.,_,,,,., ,:,•,:~n, 
'" ~,rhc,tc~ C<Tltfo,,,i~ ·, <"CQOQ"'.V cmd h·,rbi!,n·" 

B-1 

B-2 

RTC-5 

RESPONSE 

Introductory comment. Responses to specific comments in this 
letter are provided below. 

VWD will apply for a special transportation permit for any Capital 
Improvement Plan (CIP) project that requires hauling on the State 
Highway System. Such a future application would include 
submittal of a Traffic Control Plan at least 30 days prior to the 
start of construction. The permit application and/or Traffic Control 
Plan will address potential impacts to highway facilities and the 
traveling public from detours, demolition, and other construction 
activities as applicable. 



B-3 

B-4 

B-5 

B-6 

B-7 

B-8 

Mr. Robert Scholl 
December 5, 2018 
Page2 

LETTER 

Potential impacts to the highway facilities (l-5, 1-15 and SR-78) anci traveling public from the 
detour, demolition and other construction activities should he discussed and addressed before 
work begins. 

Hvdrolo!!V and Dr.ainaae Studies 

Based on Figure 3-2 the Phase I Outfall is anticipated to cross the I-5. More de'"..ailed 
information is needed regarding the proposed drainage crossing the srate right-of-way 
(R/W). 

Please clarify on page 3-17 in the section "Outfall Subprojects LO-DI and LOD-D2" if 
existing 54"' and 30" pipes will be upgraded or will remain in place at their current 
conditions. 

Right-of-Wav 

The ongoing Caltrans 1-5 North Coast Corridor (I-5 NCC) project along 1-5 is ln the area of this 
projects' proposed Outfall in carisbad crossing i-5. Any work near the construction zone may 
require coordination with the Catlrans construction contractor. 

Please clarify if the proposed sewer line C[P crossing SR-78, as in ·Figure 3-l, will be 
encroaching onto state R'W. 

Vallecitos Water District shall prepare and suhmit to Caltrnns closure plans as part of the 
encroachment permit appliC&ion. The plans shall require that closure or partial closure ofI-5, I-
15 and/or SR-78 be limited to rimes as to create the least possible inconvenience to the traveling 
public and that sigt1age be posted prior to the closure to alert drivers of the closure in accorda.;.ce 
with Caltrans requirements. Traffic shall not be unreasonably delayed. The plan shall aL<::o 
outline suggested detours to use during the closures. traffic, including routes and signage. 

The Highway Closure Pian. as part of the encroachment permit, should be submitted 10 
Calt'rans at least 30 days prior to initiating installation of the crossings. No work shall 
begin in Caltrans RJV..' Wltil 2n encroachment permit is approved. 

Any work performed vvithin Caltrans R/W v.ilt require discretionary review and 
approval by Caltrans and an encroachment permit 1.,1:ill be required for any work within 
the Ca!trans R/\V prior to construction. As part of the encroachment permit process, the 
applicant must provide an approved final environmental document including the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) detennination addressing any 
emironmental impacts with the Caltrans' R/W. and any corresponding technical studies. 

-p,,,,~.z«if,:,, $>1Slu/l>a:l,/c, "'~ ,,mi effu:ienl tr.ms~lir,,i !J,\lilC':>I 
lf>;,r.~-.-,, (;,,J;f.,,,,;,,•$ l'ttHIQ"'Y tmd U,-,,t,;J/,;• •• 

B-3 

B-4 

B-5 

B-6 

B-7 

RTC-6 

RESPONSE 

The Phase 1 Outfall has been addressed at a program level. 
Additional project-level environmental review will be requrred, 
including detailed hydrology and drainage studies for the drainage 
crossing of the I-5 state right-of-way. Environmental documents 
prepared for the I-5 North Coast Corridor Project will also be 
reviewed. 

Page 3-17 of the Draft PETR has been revised to state the following: 

Outfall Subprojects LO-DJ and LO-D2 (Gravity Section D), 
These subprojects would include replacing appro:ximately 12,800 
feet of exi.sting sewer pipeline (7,900 feet for LO-DJ, and 4,900 feet 
for LO-D2) that would convey wastewater flows from Palomar Oaks 
Way westerly along Palomar Airport Road to Armada Road, where 
the pipeline would head south-westerly in the canyon to Interstate 5, 
as shown on Figure 3-2. The e:xisting 30-to 39-inch diameter pipes 
would be replaced, while the e:xisting 54-inch diameter pipes would 
remain in place. The size of the replacement pipeline would range 
from 36 to 48 inches in diameter depending on the final vertical 
aliP,nment chosen. Subproject LO-DJ would be constructed in Phase 
1, and subproject LO-D2 would be constructed in Phase 5. 

VWD will coordinate with the Caltrans construction contractor 
regarding any future work on the proposed Outfall in Carlsbad 
crossing I-5 that would occur near the ongoing I-5 North Coast 
Corridor Project. 

SP-23, Pacific Street and Descanso Sewer Replacement, would 
cross beneath SR-78, within Caltrans right-of-way. No impacts to 
surface features within the Caltrans right-of-way are proposed. 

No freeway closures are expected due to implementation of Master 
Plan CIP projects. In the unlikely event that a freeway closure is 
requrred, VWD will prepare and submit Highway Closure Plans to 
Caltrans as part of the encroachment permit application, consistent 
with the requrrements listed in this comment. Highway Closure 
Plans will be submitted to Caltrans at least 30 days prior to 
initiating installation of the crossings. 



B-9 

Mr. Robert Scholl 
December 5. 2018 
Page3 

LETTER 

Please see Section 600 of the Encroachment Pennits Manual for- requirements regarding utilities 
and state RJW: 
http:l/v...,·w_dpt.ca.govJtraffimpsfoo(dm .• -...lC'hamer 6.pOf 

If you have an.y questions. please contact Kimberly Dodson. of the Caltrans Development 
Review Branch. at (619) 688-2510 or by e-mail ,;.ent to Kimberly.dodson@dot.ca.gov. 

Sinmcly. //_-• /4 
11//p 

JACOB ,,(R:\-1STRONG. Branch Chief 
Local Development &-id Intergovernmental Review Branch 

-p.,.,wid,,;,-"'f~. ,..,,1a1,.,..;,1e. vm:g,rrol'<i mtdef/1~ ,r:,.,,_,p,,rt,;t'.=":',,mll 

'"""~""r~ c.,r,fo,.,,;t1: ,.,-,;,iori~ 11/W !iw:hility •• 

B-8 

B-9 

RTC-7 

-------------------------- -·---

RESPONSE 

VWD will apply for and obtain an encroachment permit for any 
work that would occur within Caltrans right-of-way. The 
encroachment permit application will include the certified Final 
PEIR with technical studies. The encroachment permit will be 
submitted consistent with guidance provided in Section 600 of the 
Encroachment Permits Manual with respect to utilities and state 
right-of-way. 

Conclusory remarks. No response is required. 



B-10 

LETTER 

From: TM!, Simon@DOT 
Sent Friday, Decembef- 7, 201.S 2::24 PM 
To-: Dodson, Kimberly@OOT <kimber~.-.dodson@dot.ca.gcv> 
Cc: Al•Jafri, Abu-Bakr@DOT <abu-~kr.h.al-jafri@dot.ca.go"> 
Subject: RE: Valledtoo Water District 2018 Master Plan DEIR Functional ReviewerStaffdeadli~ extended to December 

5th 

Kimberly: 

Vellecito Water District is advised to ful!ow chapter 17 of the Plan Prepar.rtioo Manual and Chapter600 of the Permit 
Manual t'or designing facilities within CT Right-of-way. 

Simon 

B-10 

RTC-8 

RESPONSE 

VWD will design project facilities that would be located withln 
Caltrans right-of-way consistent with the requirements of Chapter 
17 of the Plan Preparation Manual and Chapter 600 of the Permit 
Manual. 



C-1 

C-2 

MARKWAROCAW = 

November 30, 2018 

Robert Sdloll 
Senior Engineer 
vanacitos Water District 
201 Vallecitos De Oro 
San Marcos. CA 92069 

LETTER 

<!Tmmfu nf ~mt ~iegn 

Pt.ANN'.100 & DEVELOPMENT SERVICSS 
5S100'llcR!.ANDA~~sum;310. S/o«OIEGO. C0.9ZIZ3 

(e561~•F1>:~&~ 
ffl\W~cai;r:,,.lp:js 

via e-mail to: ra;choll@v)Nd com 

Letter C 

KATHLEEN A. FLANNERY ---

REQUEST FOR COMMENTS ON THE NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF A DRAFT PROGRAM 
ENVfRONMENTAL lMPACTREPORTFORTHEVALLECITOS WATER DISTRICT2018 MASTE.RPLAN FOR 
THEVALLECITOS WATER DlSTR!CT 

Mr. Scholl 

ihe County of San Dlegci (County) reviewed the Valledtos Water Distrk:fs (VWD) VaQecilos Water Dismd: 2018 
Master Plan (Projed:), dated October 22, 2018. 

The Courrty appreciates the opportunity to review the Project and offers the following comments for your 
consideration. Please note that none of these comments should be construed as County support forttiis Project. 

TRANSPORTATIONfTRAFFIC 

1. Based on the liSt of Capital Improvement Program (CIP) projects identified in the Master Plan and PEIR, 
County-maintained reads and facilities will potentiany be impacted. lnciuding but not limi!ed to: 

a. Deer Springs Road (P-16 & P-56, SP-31) 

b. a Norte Parkway and Reese Road (P-400) 

c. Rock Springs Road (P-100. SP--05) 

d. San Pablc Drive {SP-15) 

e. Twin Oaks Valley Road {P-SOO) 

2. Any pavement, curb/gutterfsidewalk, culverts, utilities, traffic control-related infrastructure, as well as any 
other irm"astructure within the County-maintained road right~-way that is damaged by any VWD CIP 
project Shall be replaced to its original ccnd"llion or better to the satisfaction of the County Department of 
Public Works ({)PW). Such activities may also require an encroachment and/or excavatbn pennit in 
consultation with the County. AfTf roadway excavation must also be conducted in accordance wilh the 

C-1 

C-2 

RTC-9 

RESPONSE 

Introductory comment. Responses to specific comments in this 
letter are provided below. 

VWD will coordinate with the County Department of Public Works 
(DPW) prior to roadway impacts to ensure the road would be 
reprured to the satisfaction of County DPW. 



C-3 

C-4 

C-5 

C-6 

C-7 

C-8 

C-9 

Mr. SchoJI 
November 30, 2018 
Page2 

LETTER 

County's Pavement Cut Policy. The County requests that the VINO coordinate with County DPW prior to 
any modification of.the County-maintained roads. 

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

1. Based on the list of CIP projects identified in the Master Plan and PSR, they do not conffid with current 
Counly CIP's; however, they have the potential to overlap andfor be localed adjacent to future County 
CIPs b-J the DPW CIP Division. This includes, but is not limited to, the County's potential widening of 
Deer Spnngs Road, which would overtap with the vWD CIP projects P-16, P-56, and PS-3. The County 
requests that the VVVD coordinate with the- COUl"lty DPW during the design and planning stages of their 
future CIP projects to ensure any potential confficts are avoided wi!h future County DPW proje¢ls. 

LANO WATER QUALITY DIVISION 

1. The 2018 Master Plan includes a C!P whicfl proposes new- facilities and upgrades to existing facilities, 
induding reservoirs, pump and flft stations. snd transmission mains and other pipelines.. Grading and 
trenching proposed for these projects must be evaluated for potential impacts to existing septic systems 
and reqllred reserve area IOcated within 100 feet of grading/trenching activities. Gradingltrenehing must 
maintain the S.foot hortz<intal setback from leach fines. seepage pits. and reserve area for every one foot 
of grading cut or b"ench depth (maximum setback of 100 feet) required by the Department of 
Environmental Health. Contact Craig Caes, Supervising Environmental Health Specialist. at 858-694-
2551 orCrak:.Caes@sdcounty.ca.gov forfurtherinformatiOn. 

PARKS AND RECREATION 

1. The County's Department of Parks and Reaeation (DPR} would like to note. in Chapter 3, Pro;ecl 
Description, FIQl.lre 3·1 CIP Project Location idenlffies a Sewer Pump Station CIP as WW-3- however, 
the projed: is not identffied in Table 3-1. 

2. As identified in Figure 3-1, Water Reservoir CIP Projects R-3 and R-9 are located immediately adjacent 
to the County's Escondirlo Creek Preserve and Sewer Pump Station CIP WW-3 is located immed"ialely 
adjacent to the County's Diamond Trail. OPR requests that the VWD consult with OPR regarding these 
projects prior to implementation. For these projects, VWD should consider the- location of construction 
staging- areas snd the staging areas' and project's impact to County..owned/managed properties. 

3. The fo6owing ClP projects identified as part oflhe WvD Master Plan Programmatic EnVironmental lmpad 
Report (PEIR) (Figure 3-1) are located in unlnoorporated County communities within the \/VVO seiVlce 
area: WIN-3, PS-3, PS-5, PS-7, P-54, P-600, P-16156, P-42. CPR requests that VWO consult with DPR 
regarding these and other projects within County Jurisdiction as they are being planned for 
implementation. For projects within County jurisdiction. VWD should consider: 

a. Planned County Trails and Palhways: QPR requests that VWD consult with OPR on the possible 
implementation of the planned community trails oi which CJP projects maybe in the vicinity. 
Projects like lhese are an excellent opportunity to enhance community trail conneciicms. Please 
see COSD Community Trails Master Plan for details of tile exact locations of planned trails. or 
contact Meg Diss. County Trais Coordinator. at Margaret.Diss@sdcgunly_ca_goy for more 
inl'crmation. 

b. Existing County Community Trails and Pathways: As part of projects wlthin the County's 
juriscf!Ction. DPR woukl require the replacement in kind cf any existing trails thatwi11 be impacted 
as a result of CIP projects. DPR requires consultation prior to the closure or reroute of any trails 
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VWD will coordinate with the County DPW during the design and 
planning stages of future Master Plan CIP projects that may overlap 
with future County CIP projects in order to avoid any potential 
conflicts. 

Grading and trenching to be conducted for Master Plan CIP projects 
would be evaluated for potential impacts to existing septic systems 
during subsequent environmental review at the project-level. Future 
Master Plan CIP projects would incorporate the design 
considerations listed in this comment as necessary during the 
project design phase. 

CIP project WW-3 has been removed from the 2018 Master Plan 
and, therefore, has also been removed from Figures 3-1, 4.2-2, 4.2-3, 
4.2-4, 4.2-5, 4.3-1, 4.5-2, 4.5-3, 4.7-1, 4.7-2, and 4.8-3 of the PEIR. 

CIP project WW-3 has been removed from the Master Plan. 
However, VWD will coordinate with County Department of Parks 
and Recreation (DPR) prior to implementation of projects 
immediately adjacent to the County's Escondido Creek Preserve and 
Diamond Trail and any other County-owned/managed properties. 
Coordination will include locating construction staging areas in a 
manner that would reduce impacts on these County-owned/managed 
properties. 

Introductory comment requesting VWD consult with the County 
DPR for projects located within unincorporated County 
communities. See specific responses regarding consultation below 
(RTCs C-8 through C-10). 

Implementation of planned community trails within the vicinity of 
future VWD CIP projects is beyond the scope of the 2018 Master 
Plan. 

VWD will coordinate trail impacts with County DPR to address trail 
concerns and adequately mitigate impacts, which will include the 
restoration of trails surfaces impacted by construction. 
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within the project area. Please ccnsult the County Trails Coordinator at the address above for 
information on existing trails and pathways. 

C-10 c. Stagmg Areas (General): :Prior to selection of any construction staging areas within lands owned 
or managed by OPR. DPR requires consultation with WJD to reduce impacts to County
ownedfman:;iged properties. 

C-11 The County appreciates the opportunity to comment on this Project We look forward to receiving future 
documents related to this Project and providing additicna1 ~i~ni;e. at your raquest lf you have any questions 
regarding these comments, please contact Timothy Vertino, Ulnd Use I Environmental Planner, at {858) 495-
5468, or via e-rr.ail attimolhy.vertino@sdcounty.rn gnv. 

SiRCerely, 

1./Ul~ 
Eric Lardy, AICP 
Chief {Acting), Advance Ftanning DwOOl 
Planning & Development Sel"Yices 

E-mailoc:: Darren Gretter, Chief of Staff, Board of Supervisora, District 5 
Met Mll1sleln, Group Program Manager, LUEG 
Jeff Kmak. Land Use / Envirorunental Planner. DPW 
Kimberly Jones, Land Use! Environmental Planner, DPW 
craig C3es, Land Use Supervisor, DEH 
Mary Bennett, Administrative Analyst. DEH 
Margaret Diss, Program Coordinator, DPR 
Marcus Lubich, Sr. Parle Project Manager, DPR 
Emmet Aquino, Park Project Manager, OPR 
Sharon Ippolito, Administrative Analyst, POS 

C-10 
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VWD will coordinate with County DPR regarding the location of 
construction staging areas within lands owned or managed by DPR 
to reduce impacts on County-owned/managed properties. 

Conclusory remarks. No response is required. 
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RINCON BAND OF LUISENO INDIANS 
Cultural Rc~ourf.':es Dep_artmcnt 
On.: G0"crmncnt Ccnt~r La111e \'alley Ccnt.::r. C.1iiforn;:i 920R2 
(760) 297-263 5 Fa:,: :(760\ 692-1-198 

November 19. 2018 

Vallecitos Water District 
Robert Scholl 
201 Vallecitos de Oro 
San Marcoo, CA 92069 

Letter D 
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Re: Vallecitmt ,vater District: 2018 Water, \V a.<den-ater, and Recycled Water Master Plan 

Dear Nir. Sclloll, 

This letter is written on behalf of the Rincon Band of Luiseiio Indians. We have received your 
notification regarding t~ above referenced project and wetlranl: you for the opportunity to cons.ult The 
ickntified locmi:on is v.'lthin the Territory of the Luiseiio people, and is also within Rincon 's specific area 
ofHistoric int ... ~-L 

Em~dded in the Luiseilo territory are Rinoon"s history. cultare and identity. We have knowledge of 
cultural resources within close proximity to the propooed project area. \Ve recommend that a cultural 
study be .::onducted for this project to include an archeological record search. We ask that a copy of the 
cultural study be pro\.ided to the Rincon Band. In addition.. ~e request consultation at this time in order 
to learn more about the project and any potential impacts to cultural cesouices. 

If you have additional questions or (.,"OJlC!ams please do not hesitate to contact our office at your 
convenience at (160) 297-2635. 

Thank you for the opportunit~· to prote:ci. and pr.:servi:: oirr cultmal as.scl:s. 

Sincerely. 

(l)J.QJ---
Th.."""1iny Colocho. RPA 
Tribal Historic Preservation Offia..."r 
Rincon Cultural Resources Dqmrtmerrt 

B,::, ~<Jazzctti 
'!ii;,a,!Cbam:111 

Tisbm3ll Turner 

""" Oaain<'oowl 

Sieve Stallings 
C<:wdM::robc:r 

Laurie E Gonz:ekz 
COW1d1Mcmt,,,-

Alf.:,mo Kolb 
a,,a.'l.i!Mcmb=-
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Introductory comment. Responses to specific comments in this 
letter are provided below. 

A cultural resources survey was prepared for CIP Project SP-10: 
Diamond Siphon Replacement Project. This cultural resource 
survey included a record search for the entire VWD survey area 
that was evaluated in the Draft PEIR. This cultural resources 
survey was included as Appendix D of the Draft PEIR. 
Implementation of mitigation measure Cul-1 requires site-specific 
records searches and Mitigation Measure Cul-2 reqtrires a survey 
be completed for additional projects under the Master Plan. 

As documented in Section 4.3.3.3 of the Draft PEIR, VWD 
successfully completed AB 52 consultation with the Rincon Band of 
Luiseno Indians: 

VWD attempted to contact the Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians via 
telephone on April 17, 2018, and via letter on May 2, 2018. VWD 
engineer Robert Scholl spoke with Destiny Colocho on June 8, 2018, 
who provided a confidential cultural sites exhibit indicating that 
there are seven cultural sites within and immediately adjacent to the 
VWD service area boundary. Of these, two cultural sites may be in 
the vicinity of future work. 

Section 1.2.3 of the Draft PEIR states the following regarding 
environmental review of future actions: 

... when a subsequent CIP project is proposed for construction, the 
District (as Lead Agency) will examine the project to determine 
whether its effects have been adequately addressed in the PEIR. If 
the Lead Agency determines that the project is within the scope of the 
program examined in the PEIB, that no new or more severe effects 
not already examined in the PEIR may occur, and that no new 
information shows that new mitigation measures or alternatives are 
required, the Lead Agency may approve the project as being within 
the scope of the PEm, and no additional environmental 
documentation would be required (14 CCR 15168(c)(J)-(2)). 
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D-3 (cont.) 
If the subsequent project would have effects not analyzed in the 
PEIR, then further environmental review would be required 
pursuant to the CEQA Statues and Guidelines for those effects. 

VWD (as Lead Agency) will conduct AB 52 consultation with the 
Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians for future actions if it is determined 
that a subsequent project would potentially have effects on tribal 
cultural resources that were not analyzed in the Draft PEIR. 

D-4 Conclusory remarks. No response is required. 

RTC-13 
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~: ~► San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. 
,. t.r '"" .. ., 
0 -

Environmental Review Committee 

~ <, 
"f'E": _,,o 4 December2018 

0.t:oc1cflri\.. 

To: 

Subject: 

M:r_ Robert Scholl 
Vallecitos Water District 
201 V allecitos de Oro 
San Marcos, California 92069 

Draft Program Environmental Impact Report 
Vallecitos Water District 2018 Master Plan 

Dear Mr. Scholl: 

I have reviewed the-cultural resources aspects of the subject DPEIR on behalf of this committee 
of the San Diego County Archaeological Society. 

Based on the infonmrtion contained in the DPEIR., we have the following comments: 

l. On page4.3-10, Subsection4.3.2.3, Local, lists only San Diego County's Resource 
Protection Ordinance (RPO). It should also include the San Diego COunty Historic Site 
Board (HSB), which receives nominations to the County's historic landmarks list [As a 
disclosure., I currently serve as Chair of the HSB.] That list i.nc!udes only resources within 
the unincot"pQrated areas or o-wned by the County. So, likev;ise, this subsection should also 
cite the historic landmarking, boards, commissions, etc., of each of the jurisdictions in which 
the District operates. 

2. Table 4.3-1 is a list of cultural. resources potentially impacted by the CIP project Please add 
an indication in which jurlsdiction(s) each of them falls. 

3. The paragraph at the top of page 43-15 discusses various ways in w9ich archaeological and 
historical sites may be directly impacted. The discussion should be expanded to also address 
indirect impacts, such as exposi."Ig sites to public visibility and access. 

4. Mitigation measure Cul-1 refers to performing records searches to determine if the vicinity of 
a CIP project has been previously surveyed. Cul-2 also refers to when a survey would be 
required. Please note that surveys more than 5 years old are typicallY not considered reliable 
so, in such cases., a nw-· survey is required. Any outstanding mitigatibn measures would 
potentially also require updating based on a new survey. ' 

5. Mitigation measures Cul-2 and Cul-3 are a bit vague in their req~ents for archaeological 
and Native AmeriC2n monitoring. Presumably the Phase I study would include 

P.O. Box 81106 San Diego. CA 92138-1106 {658} 538--0935 
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Introductory comment. Responses to specific comments in this 
letter are provided below. 

A discussion of the County of San Diego Local Register of Historical 
Resources (Ordinance 9493) has been added to Section 4.3.2.3 of the 
Draft PEIR. This includes a discussion of the role played by the San 
Diego County Historic Site Board in reviewing nominations and 
malting recommendations for listing of resources under this 
ordinance. 

The locations of cultural resources are required to remain 
confidential. In addition, the majority of the proposed work will 
occur within VWD right-of-way, which is not subject to regulation 
by the local jurisdictions. No revisions to Table 4.3-1 have been 
made per this comment. 

The following statement has been added to the impact analysis for 
both historic and archaeological resources: 

Because the CIP projects would be located within e:risting street 
rights-of-way that are enclosed within steel plates and/ or asphalt at 
the end of each work day, indirect impacts such exposing sites to 
public visibility and access would not occur. 

The introductory paragraph of mitigation measure Cul-2: Phase I 
Cultural Resources Study has been revised as follows: 

In the event that a current and valid report (completed within the 
last five years) is not available, or if the entirety of the CIP project 
site has not been professionally surveyed (see Cul- I), a Phase I 
Cultural Resources Survey study shall be completed by a qualified 
cultural resource professional. 
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Subsection B of Mitigation Measure Cul-2: Phase I Cultural 
Resources Study has been revised as follows: 

In the event that known or previously undetected archaeologi,cal 
resources are identified during the Phase I study then such resources 
must be recorded or updated onto Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) 523 forms in accordance with all applicable 
regulations. In addition; any addressed resources must be 
evaluated for significance and eligi,bility for inclusion in federal, 
state, and local regi,sters of significant resources. This evaluation 
shall be undertaken by a cultural resource professional who 
minimally meets the SOI Professional Qualifications Standards for 
Archaeology. In the event that such resources are found to be 
historical resources pursuant to CEQA, potential adverse impacts 
must be analyzed as stated in PRC Sections 21084.1 and 21083.2(/.), 
and appropriate measures must be generated to avoid or 
substantially reduce potential impacts on archaeological resources 
as necessary, including data recovery excavation and/or 
construction monitoring. 

Mitigation Measure Cul-3: Procedure for Unintentional 
Disturbance of Cultural Resources has been revised as follows: 

If historical resources are identified during a Phase I Cultural 
Resources Study and cannot be avoided, construction monitoring by 
a qualified archaeologi,st and a Native American monitor, if 
requested during AB 52 consultation, would be required. If 
subsurface cultural resources are encountered during GIP project 
construction, or if evidence of an archaeological site or other 
suspected historic resources are encountered, all ground-disturbing 
activity shall cease within 100 feet of the resource. A qualified 
archaeologi,st shall be retained by VWD to assess the find, and to 
determine whether the resource is significant and requires further 
study. 
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Potentially significant cultural resources could consist of, but are 
not limited to, stone, bone, fossils, wood or shell artifacts or features, 
including structural remains, historic dumpsites, hearths and 
middens. Midden features are characterized by darkened soil, and 
could conceal material remains, including worked stone, fired clay 
vessels, fauna/ bone, hearths, storage pits, or burials and special 
attention should always be paid to uncharacteristic soil color 
changes. Any previously undiscovered resources found during 
construction should be recorded on appropriate DPR 523 forms and 
evaluated by a qualified archaeologist retained by VWD for 
significance under all applicable regulatory criteria. 

No further grading shall occur in the area of the discovery until 
VWD approves the measures to pealee! mitigate the resources. Any 
archaeological artifacts recovered as a result of mitigation shall be 
da,,,s!ed !a curated at a qualified scientific institution approved by 
VWD where they would be afforded long-term preservation to allow 
future scientific study. Curation fees are the responsibility of VWD. 
Upon completion of monitoring. a final results report with resource 
data and analysis shall be completed and submitted to VWD and 
the South Coastal Information Center. Should no resources be 
encountered. a letter report may be submitted to document 
completion of construction monitoring. 
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recommendations for some or all portions of a project area where monitoring would be 
required. However, other than the abiliiy of the project archaeologist to make 
recommendation for treatment of any discovered resource and diverting work ID the vicinity 
of a cliscovezy (though the text fails to state that the monitors have the authority to cause 
that), and a statement that artifacts nshall be donated to a qualified scientific institution", 
various specifics are missing. One example is the generation of a report within a timely 
rmmner. Finally, the archaeological collections aren't just donated. There is a cost associated 
with proper scientific curation and the District needs to acknowledge its responsibility to 
provide for curation fees. 

More specific comments can be made when the environmental documents for individual projects 
become available. SDCAS requests being provided those documents for review during their 
public comment period. 

Thank you for including SDCAS in the distribution of this DPEIR. 

cc: RECON 
SDCAS President 
File 

Sincerely, 

~9:.~· 
Environmental Review Committee 

P.O. Box81106 • San Diego, CA 92138-1105 • (858)538-0935 
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Conclusory remarks. No response is required. 



LETTER 

Letter F 

12610 High Slulf Drive-

s.,n ~o. CalfomAI 9:2:130 

Tel: +1.S58.5Z.5-1.00 Fm:: +1.SSS.s:zl.645./ 
www,tw.c,.,; 

LATHAM&WATKI NS'" FlRM / AFFILI.\TE OFFICES 
B,e;jing l,10$;<;,w 

F-1 

D=mber 7. 2018 

VL\ EMAIL AND HA.,'i"D DELIVERY 

Robert Scholl 
Vallecitos Water District 
201 Vallecitos ~ Oro 
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rscholll@v...,·d.ore. 
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Re: 1l'le Golden Door's Comments on Dis:trict_'s_l)r,ut 2018 Nlaster Plan and Draft 
P.ogram Envlromnental Impact Report 

Dear 11.'Ir. Scholl. 

As you know, we represent the Golden Door Properties. LI..C ("Golden Door}, a 
V allecitos Water District CU$tOmer in Division 1. We \\e..-ite in regard tO the 2018 Water, 
Wastewater, and Recycled Water 1faster Plan f':2018 1-laster Plan") and its associated Draft 
Program Environmental Impact Report ( .. DPEIR"). 

We are extremely concerned ,vith the District's preparation of~e 2018 Master Plan and 
DPEIR. Specifically, the District appears to have ignored the issues raised in the Golden Door's 
comments on the DPEIR"s NoYember 15.2017, Notice of Preparation (Attaclunent A). The 
District remains the only m:ban water district in the State to forecast a perpetual water supply 
deficit in its 2015 Urban Water 1fanagement Plan ("2015 'lJV;1,.{Pj_ A proper 2018 ?vfuster Plan 
·would inform District customers about the cin::umstances surrounding that water supply deficit 
and set goals to .alle\.iate justifiable concerns. ff, as the District has p!'e;!,,iously stated, there is no 
deficit, the District should provide clear information that definitively resolves the deficit shown 
in its 2015 UVlMP. However the 2018 Master Plan does no such thing! The documents ignore 
the District's projected water supply shortfall and fail to analyz.:: a nwn"per of other potentially 
significant impacts. The 20 l 8 Master Plan and its DPEIR are inadequa;te. 

Below we have identified specific issues that must be addressed in the 2018 ~iaster Plan 
and analyzed in the DPEIR. This list is non-exhaustive and we reserve-the right to comment on 
these and other aspects of the 2018 J\1aster Plan and DPEm in the futur/!. 
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Introductory comment. Responses to specific comments contained 
in this letter are provided below. 
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A. The 2018 Master Plan is Based On Stale Data 

The 2018 M(lSter Phm is based almost exclusiwly on daJafrom 2014 or earlier and 
cannot provide realistic -insight into the current need for water supply or infrastructure. For 
example, in calculating the unit Wctier demands, the 2018 :Master Plan uses "water meter billing 
records for January 2008 through June 2014 . ., 1 Projected water demand is based even more 
narrowly on the 2013-2014 Fiscal Year.2 Moreover, although the District must limit itself to 
planning for approved projects. the 2018 Master Plan takes this limitation to an extreme and 
omits all developments approved after June 30, 2014. 

Beyond being outdated. the 2018 Master Plan also relies on unrepresentative data. The 
2012-2015 period was the driest in California in at least 1200 years. 3 Metered data obtained 
from this period ,:-;annot properly be used in evaluating projected water demand. During this 
extraordinary dry period. the District, the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, 
and the State Water Resources Control Board all instituted mandatory and voluntary water 
conservation measures.4 Additionally, "\,'\VD customers have demonstrated a strong propensity 
to respond to calls for water conservation."5 As such. during the drought period, water usage 
may have decreased as much as 40% due to conservation efforts. A<:c-0rdingly, data gathered 
from this time period already includes substantial conservation efforts and cannot properly 
support demand projections or responsible planning. The 2018 Master Plan must be revised to 
include data or information from after the extreme dry period ended, othcn.visc all planning is 
unreliable as it assumes conservation measures that may well no longer be in place. 

The DPEIR must also be revised to clarify that the 2018 Master Plan does not reflect 
cU1Tent ,vater supply or demand. For example, the DPEIR states" According to demand 
projections in the 2018 Master Plan, as of 2017 VWD had an average daily potable water 
demand of 14.8 million gallons per day.""6 This is a gross mischaracterization of the 2018 :Master 
Plan which does not contain a scintilla of data from 2017. Instead the 14.8 million gallons per 
day ("MGD'') figure can be found in the 2018 Master Plan, clearly labeled as "[b]ased on 
District billing records for Fiscal year 2013/2014.''''7 The 201 S Master Plan therefore cannot 
characterize the 2-17 v.-ater demand as it incorporates no 2017 data. 

1 2018 Master Plan, § 3, p. 3-L 

z 2018 Master Plan, § 5. p. 5-22, Table 5-11. 

3 See, e.g., Daniel Griffin & Kevin 1. Anchukaiti:;. How rm usual is the 2012-1014 California 
drought?, 41 Geophysical Research Letters 24. 901 7-9023 (Dec. 3. 2014).) 
4 See. e.g., Vallecitos Water District Ordinance No. 195. 
5 2015 UWMP, p. 9-1. 

6 DPEIR, § 3, p. 3-10. 
7 20!8 Master Plan,§ 5. p. 5-22, Table 5-l L 
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The Draft PEIR analyzes the programmatic implementation of the 
2018 Master Plan. Section 1.2.3 of the Draft PEIR describes the 
programmatic nature of the impact analysis by stating the 
following: 

... the Master Plan includes potential GIP projects, such as pipeline 
replacements, pump stations, and other infrastructure. In 
accordance with Section 15168(c) of the CEQA Guidelines, when a 
subsequent GIP project is proposed for construction, the District (as 
Lead Agency) will examine the project to determine whether its 
effects have been adequately addressed in the PEIR. If the Lead 
Agency determines that the project is within the scope of the 
program examined in the PEIR, that no new or more severe effects 
not already examined in the PEIR may occur, and that no new 
information shows that new mitigation measures or alternatives are 
required, the Lead Agency may approve the project as being within 
the scope of the PEIR, and no additional environmental 
documentation would be required (14 CCR 15168(c)(J)-(2)). 

The Executive Summary describes the purpose of the 
environmental impact analysis presented in Draft PEIR as follows: 

This PEIR examines the potentwl environmental effects from 
implementation of the 2018 Master Plan, including information 
related to existing environmental site conditions, analyses of the 
types and magnitude of potential individual and cumulative 
environmental impacts, and feasible mitigation measures that could 
reduce or avoid environmental impacts to a level less than 
significant. 

This comment does not address the adequacy of the programmatic 
environmental impact analysis of implementation of the 2018 
Master Plan, but rather questions the availability of water supply 
resources and the accuracy of the 2015 Urban Water Management 
Plan (UWMP). Consequently, this comment does not identify any 
inadequacies with the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft PEIR and 
does not require a response. However, as a courtesy to the reviewer, 
VWD has provided a response to this comment. 
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B. The 2018 Master Plan DPEIR Fails to Consider the District's Pe[])etual 
Water Supply Deficit Projections 

The District faces a pressing issue in determining how to address the long-term water 
supply deficit projections in its 2015 Urban Water Management Plan ( .. U\VMP.,)_ The text of 
the 2015 U\VMP explains that ""IfVWD water demands deveJop as called for in its Draft 2014 
l\.-'iaster Plan,. theTe will be a significant shortfall in projected supplies_..,s These numbers were 
derived based on metered data during drought years. 

Included below are tables from Chapter 7 of the District's 2015 U\V1-1P showing a supply 
deficit in each scenario (nonna1, single dry, and multiple dry years) and for every- year for which 
projections are provided_ It is important to note that these deficits are calcuJated using data from 
a period when heavy conservation efforts were already being exercised due to the drought Page 
9-13 of the 20 I 5 tJWMP discusses State mandated reductions in water usage of 20% below 
baseline usage (baseline usage ·was determined using actual water usage between 1999 and 2008 
calculated to be 199 gallons per day per capita ("gpdc")). Page 9•14 goes on to conc1ude that 
''the actual capita daily v...ner use for the fiscal year ending in 2015 is 117 gpcd." T/Jeref ore, 
a.dual 20 I 5 water usage in the JIWD 1''f1S reduced from tire lOOB basdine by 40%, likely d11e to 
Ure sig1dficmzl conservation efforts. 

Per pages 4•2 and 4-3 of the 2015 UWMP, future water use projections (including those 
used in the tables below) were based on the unit ,..-arer demands in the 2014 Master Plan. The 
2014 Master Plan \\-llS never finalized, but a September 21, 2016 VWD Staff Report 
(Attachment C) makes clear that the unit water demands (also knov,/11 as water duty factors) 
were incorporated into the 2014 Draft Master Plan and were based on disuict meter records from 
July 2008 through June 2014. As noted abo,·e. between 2008 and 2015 water usage in the VWD 
dropped 40% .. likely due to conservation measures. Therefore. this significant conservation, as 
much as 40%, is already included. it1 the supply deficit projections listed below, which are based 
on the v.-ater duty factors. 

The figures in the tables pulled directly from the 2015 UWMP show the amount of water 
supply deficit for each scenario and year in red. 

8 2015 lJWMP .. p. 7-3. 
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This response addresses Sections A and B of the comment letter 
together. Section A states that the 2018 Mater Plan used data 
almost exclusively from 2014 or earlier, and Section B argues that 
the 2015 UWMP forecast a water supply deficit. The response 
begins by addressing the question of a water supply deficit in the 
UWMP, followed by a presentation of demand data utilized in the 
Master Plan showing demand projections are within supply 
projections. 

Table 7-2 of the UWMP described a supply deficiency if no 
conservation were in effect. Therefore, the "difference" on the 
bottom row of Table 7-2 is the amount of water that would need to 
be conserved, and has been conserved, by VWD customers. To 
provide further clarification, the 2018 Master Plan utilizes updated 
water demand projections that were not available during 
preparation of the 2015 UWMP. These water demand projections 
take into account historical and projected conservation efforts that 
result in lower actual water use than the 2015 UWMP's projected 
supply totals from Table 7-2. The following table compares the 
2018 Master Plan's Table 5-11 demand projections from 2020 to 
2035 with the UWMP's Table 7-2 supply projections for the same 
time period: 

Year 2020 2025 2030 2035 
Master Plan Demand (MG/J.'I"} 6L212 6L782 6,920 6L990 

2015 UWMP Supply (MG/vr) 6,914 8,011 8,794 9Ll98 

The additional data utilized for the Master Plan that was not 
available at the time the 2015 UWMP was prepared shows that 
demand is forecasted to be lower than projected supplies in the 
2015UWMP. 
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These tables demonstrate that demand exceeds supply in all of the 2015 lr'\VMP's 
projections. These tables are straightforward. easy to understand and extremely concerning. 
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Nowhere in the 201& Master Plan are the water supply or demand projections put so clearly. In 
fact, the 2018 Master Plan does not provide ans projected .. ,1a1er supply figures. 

The 2018 Master Plan demand projections appear to be iOO)nsistent ·w:ith the 2015 
U\VlvIP. 2015 UWMP Table 7-2shov,1s demand as l 0.644 million gallons per year ("MGY') foT 
2020.11.187MGYfor202S, 11,569MGYfor2030,and 12,330MGYfor2035_ However, 
demand in the 2018 Master Plan (Table 5-11) is inconsistent with these figures, displaying 
projected demand in MGD as opposed to MGY. making comparison difficult (though not 
impossible). 

Demand: 2015 UWl\.IP in MGY 

i~Si:J"pply•totliil:.., '""''~· ,., ·""' ,., 
' .. "i~.'·'.·~-·-.·''''6''',··.';••·>.~-t'.''f!.,_(j.1<>(; 6,914 8>011 8,794 9,198 f'u,.om;;Ta e, ~~r:c·::·; ·· -·-

r~~~=~,t~tlii:~tfo;/ 10,644 11,1s7 11,569 12,330 

t~D~E~l;;t¼]Qlfff (J,no) {3,1?GJ (2_.ns; (-?,1a21_ 

Demand: 2018 Master Plan in MGD (ADD = Average Day Demand) 

rai/1<,~·HOomo!>dP<~(onp,,r,oe~ 

i,n,t<a -,~ 
"" ~-u.;,...,,~ 

a, 

~-• 
,u 

_µ.J 

,.. 
11,Q 

,_ 
"' 

,.,,. 
30 ""' ~, 0,21,i. ., 

By multiplying the MGD figures in the 2018 Master Plan by 365 to achieve a MGY 
figure, comparison is possible (although so difficult as to tmdennlne the document's utility as an 
informational document). As the chart below demonstrates. the projected demand calculated in 
the UWlVIP and the 2018 Master Plan a-re significantly different. 
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2018 \ilaSttr Plan Demand Converted to MGV and Commreil to UWl\ilP Dem:md 

2018 MP I 5.402 

2015 
UWMP 

6,205 

10,644 

6,789 

11.187 

6,935 7,008 

11,569 12,330 

The District prm,ides no explanation forttw: difference in numbers between the 2015 
UWMP &td the 2018 Master Plan. According to District staff. projected demand in the 2015 
UW~IP '"as determined using water duty factQrS derived from "actual use~ within the Di1>1.rict 
relying onthe never-pub]ished 2014 Draft Water. Wm-ewater. and Recycled Wat,e,r Masu:r Plan. 
It is not deanvhether the 2018 Master Plan relies on those same factors. If it does rely on ti1e 
same factors.. the 2018 :Master Plan must discuss the expected shortfall in supply as demonstrated 
in the 2015 UW:MP. yet such a discussion is nowhere to 00 found On the other hand. if the 
Di.rjnct•s 2018 Master Phn is amending the water duty facton;. Te'\,;sing the 2015 1 :'WMP"s 
supply and demand projections, or changing assumptions in any way. the 2018 Master Plan 
sbculd e:..1>licitly stat.., how and why those assumptions have cliang-0d. Furthor, th,e 2015 UW11P 
must also be amc:nded and any approvals relying on it must be nullified and again go through the 
appropriate processes for approval. 

If demand projections lurve not changed since tire 2015 U\\'wfP. the 2018 Master Plan 
and its DPEIR fail to analY7e the impacts of resolving the District's water supply deficit. Other 
than general measures., the 2018 ~iaster Plan contains no ooru:rete description or plan to resolve 
the projected shortfall in supply. Instead, the 2018 ~'last« Plan makes concerning statements 
such as: 

1. "(A]l the time ofpublii;.hing this master plan,. there run;iins uncertainly regarding 
the California Bay Delta and the proposed conveyance program"'which would 
strengthen regional water delivery. 9 

2. Discussing options for improving water supply and reliability
0 

the District states, 
"'[b]3S'1ld on th,i: assessment of altemativeS.. there is no clear or obvious path 
forward for the District at this time. As such. the District will continue to 
corn:ider other water supply and reliability options and continuing ocmsenration 
efforts."10 

Moreover. in a Water Supply Assessment ("\\'SA) approved by the District for the 
Newland Sierra project,. the District approved "'Cons.n--ation Required'" as the sole method for 

~ 2018 Mastct' Plan.§ 4. p. 4-2. 
10 Id., at p. 4-31. 
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addressing the forecast supply deficit Although the Newland WSA implemented "Conservation 
Required" for each gallon ofv."llter supply deficit,. the WSA did not describe how such significant 
cutbacks----as much as 36% District-wide-would be achieved. The 20!8 Master Plan's DErR 
fails to explain or analyze how the District will meet a 36% conservation target and any potential 
environmental impacts from such methods. Most alanning is that this 36% oonservation target is 
required on top of the 41J<'/o conservation that was already occurring and rolled into the UWMP 
projections during the sustained drought period. 

Should significant cutbacks be necessary, it v.till be far easier if the District does not have 
to shut off or ration water to thousands of new residents who \l,'OU!d not otherwise be dependent 
on the District for water. Because the 2018 Master Plan and DPEIR fail to identify the potential 
consequences of the District's supply deficit. they also fail to address the consequences on 
current or future residents. .'\ny future project approvals in the District need to consider such 
consequences. 

C. The 2018 l\faster Plan and DPEm Fail to Function As Informational 
Documents 

The DPEIR · s primary purpose is to serve as an informational document for decision 
makers and the public so that environmental impacts are thoroughly undersrood prior to project 
development. The DPEIR. cannot S¢l'VC ns nn infonnntionnl docum.ent because neither it. not the 
2018 !\faster Plan illuminate what impact the District-s plans and capital improvements will have 
on the significant supply shortfalls identified in the 2015 U\%1P. These shortcoming are 
discussed throughout this comment 

Glaringly, the inconsistent usage of measurements across documents (MGD ""S- MGY vs. 
AFY vs. ADD, etc.) make the document incomprehensible to any reader attempting to discern 
the actual state ofv.-ater in the District. From our review of other water district planning 
documents. we understt.nd that acre feet per year is standard industry practice. Hov,:ever. the 
UWJ\.1P primarily uses million gallons per year, though occasiona11y also uses acre feet per year. 
The M"aster Plan primarily relies on million gallons per day for its chara, but: also uses acre feet 
per year. For example,, on Page 1-3 of the 201 S Master Plan. the water supply from the 
Olivenhain Municipal Water District and Claude "'Bud~ Lewis Desalination Plant is described in 
acre feet per year, but then ·wastewater is described in million gallons per day. Use of 
nonstandard measw-ements means a reader must calculate for themselves the conversion from 
measurement to measurement 11 The 2018 Master Plan and DPEIR must be revised to propedy 
serve as clear informational documents. 

11 Attachment D shows the byzantine sorts of con-.-ersions a potential reader would need to 
reference when comparing the District's documents... 
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As described in Response to Comment F-2 above, the 2018 Master 
Plan accurately projects water demand. The Draft PEIR used 
appropriate units of measurement. As described in Response to 
Comment F-2 above, the Draft PEIR analyzes the programmatic 
implementation of the 2018 Master Plan. Therefore, the Draft PEIR 
serves as an information document for decision makers and 
additional environmental review will be required at a project level 
prior to the construction and operation of all future CIP projects, 
with the exception of the Diamond Siphon Project. That project 
was evaluated on a project level within the Draft PEIR. 
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D. The 2018 :a.taster Plan Provides Facilities for Unplanned Development 
Projects 

The District's 201 S U\VMP provides supply and demand projections (co-pied above) for 
the District through 2035_ These demand figures were determined by de1:eloping >\-"31:er duty 
factors (which were. nonsensically, approved subsequent to the 2015 UWMP's approval) based 
on actual water usage and applying. the duty factors to planned land uses in the \'3.riOus 
jurisdictions within the District's service area. Because these projections are based on planned 
land uses, the 2018 Master Plan canoot plan for facilities to serve new, unplanned development 
projects or unapproved agricultural uses. Despite this, the 2018 Master Plan plans for fucilities 
to serve as-of-yet unapproved agricultural uses within the District. For calculating: rural 
residential unit water demand, the District apparently rolls in agricultural uses for every acn:. 12 

This results in inaccurate and inflated calculations for areas where agricultural uses would not be 
permitted. Specifically, in the Newland Sierra WSA. the District approved calculating 
agricultural uses on 1.900 acres of rural residential land at the project site for 800-gallons of 
water per a<:re desplte the fact that much of the land is pre-approved mitigation land that may not 
be developed (including for agriculture) under the 201 I GPU. Planning for agricultural uses in 
areas that are not currently approved for such uses is gmwth-inducing and must be studied in the 
DPEIR 

To the extent that the District"s 2018 Master Plan relies on or assumes future area 
de\·eiopment that is projected but that has not been fully permitted (or to the extent that other 
District documents OT projections make this assumption). the District should be a\vare that many 
San Diego County development projects are currently being challenged For ex:ample., as 
referenced in a November 30, 2018 letter addressed to the District (Attachment B), existing 
Newland Sierra project approvals have been suspended. and work in funherance of future 
approvals should also be suspended. Any further v,;ork by County staff on the Newland Sierra 
project would be an improper use of taxpayer funds. and no further ·work on the project should 
proceed tmtil and unless San Diego County voters vote in favor of the General Plan amendment 
that allows for the project Further. to the extent that the 2018 Master Plan or its DPEIR relates 
to. echoes, re1ies on is tiered off of the numbers included in any of Newland Sierra's planning 
documents, it is improper and must be revised 

E. The 2018 Master Plan Pro,rides No Mechanism to Ensure Future Project 
Compliance 

The 2018 Master Plan assumes that open space ·would be watered, and use 200 GPD per 
acre. However, the 2018 lvlaster Plan includes no mechanism to ensure that future projects 
calculate their water demand using the official unit water demand_ For example, the Newland 
Sierra Project calculated its water use assuming that open space and fire breaks u•tmld not be 

12 See, e.g., Vallecitos Water District Staff Repon. Re: Approval of a Revised Water Supply 
Assessment and Verification Report for the Newland Sierra Specific Plan (July 6. 2016) 
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The water duty factors utilized in the 2018 Master Plan are based 
on the approximate water use for each land use category as 
measured from January 2008 to June 2014, as modified for 
consistency. VWD utilized the approved land use at the time of the 
June 30, 2014 cut-off date for the preparation of the 2018 Master 
Plan to determine the projected water demand for each acre of land 
within the VWD service area. Most of the area (1,908 of the 1,986 
acres) within the Newland Sierra project footprint is slated for a 
land use of Rural Lands by the County of San Diego's GPU 2011. 
VWD finds that this land use has an approximate water demand of 
800 gpd/acre. The GPU 2011 did not slate this for open space land 
use; it slated this area for rural lands, and therefore VWD's use of 
an 800 gpd/acre water demand for this area is practical. 

The 2018 Master Plan does not condition future development. 
However, as described in Response to Comment F-2 above, the 2018 
Master Plan was developed in response to an accurate estimate of 
water demand. 
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watered. The 201 S Master Plan should explicitly require development to use the unit water 
demands it provides. 

F. The 20181\fa.-.ter Plan Fails to Pro1-ide Sufrn:ient Facility lnfonn:;rtion Under 
CEQA 

Under CEQA, ~[a)n accurate and complete project description is necessary for an 
inte1ligent evaluation of the potential environmental impacts of the agency·s action,"'13 Page S- l 
of the DPEIR states that of all the capiral improvements, only the Diamond Siphon project v.-ould 
be approved for immediate construction on tbe basis of the DPEIR. However. over 20 other · 
improvements are slated to be built before 2025. with many others planned thereafter. The 
DPEIR and 2018 Master- Plan include scant information about the details and impacts: of these 
capital improvements. The DPEIR must confirm that each of these improvements and Ul.ciiities 
v.ill also be properly and thoroughly environmentally reviev.-ed rather 1han smlply tiered off this 
DPElR. 

G. The DPEIR Fails to Analyze Fire Safety Impacts 

The 201 S v,;Jdfireseasoo is the most destructive wildfire season on record in California. 
In late 2017, the Lilac Fire burned thro1.1:,nh northern San Diego County. an area which is no 
stranger to wildfire. These horrific events serve as a stark reminder of the need for fire 
protection and suppression measures-especially in our rural communities that the Districr: 
ser•es. The DPEIR does. not analyze the availability of water for fire suppression or preventative 
v.'3tering, especially in High Fire H3zard Severity zones,. despite the Golden Door having raised 
this is:me in its comment letter to the DPEIR's Notice of Preparation. The DPEJR must be 
re-.•ised to analyze tl1e risks to fire protection from dead and dying vegetation that may he caused 
by any v.ater s:upply eonsen.'3.tion efforts that are needed to address the District's forecast water 
supply deficit or other conservation targets. 

H. The DPEIR Fails to Analyze Urtmn Decay Impacts 

Potential for urban decay is an issue that should be considered in an agency's 
environmental review under the California Environmental Quality Act ("'CEQA"). 14 Here the 
potential for decreased water supply could lead to urban decay as businesses may be forced to 
close or relocate ,vithout adequate water supply or the ability to plan for certain water supply in 
the future. The Golden Door relies on water from the District for its guest operatiOl'lS and as a 
supplemental source for its agricultural operations. Many other businesses in the area likely 
depend on the District"s water supply as well. Again. despite the Golden Door"s January 5, 2018 
comment letter. the DPEIR fuils to address these potentially significant impacts. 

n City of Redfcmds ,,. County of San Bemardioo (2002) % Cal.App.4th 398, 406. 
14 (See Joshua Tree Dawn town Bus .• 41/ilmce v. rry. of .'ion Bernardino (2015) l Cal.App.5th 
677.) 
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As described in Response to Comment F-2 above, the Draft PEIR 
analyzes the programmatic implementation of the 2018 Master 
Plan. With the exception of the Diamond Siphon Project, all other 
CIP projects will be subject to proper and thorough environmental 
review, which will involve tiering off of the PEIR. Those topics that 
require additional analysis at a project level will receive that 
analysis. 

As described in Response to Comment F-2 above, the 2018 Master 
Plan utilized accurate water demand projections and the 2015 
UWMP determined that adequate water supply would be available 
to serve VWD customers. Consequently, implementation of the 
Master Plan would not reduce the availability of water for fire 
suppression or preventative watering. Adequate supplies would 
exist for fire hydrants located throughout the Master Plan service 
area, and the project would not impede local fire departments 
located within the VWD service area from acquiring water for fire 
protection services. 

As described in Response to Comment F-2 above, the 2018 Master 
Plan utilized accurate water demand projections and the 2015 
UWMP determined that adequate water supply would be available 
to serve VWD customers. Therefore, there is no potential for the 
Master Plan to result in urban decay. 
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Thank you for your time and attention to this matter. Please feel free to contact me at 
(858) 523-5400 or christopher.aarrett@lw_com if you v.uuld like to discuss these matters further. 

Best regards, 

~µ.,, 7#. tfa-= 
Christopher W. Garrett 
of LA THAM & WATKINS LLP 

cc (email): 
Kathy Van Ness, Golden Door 
Jeffrey G. Scott, Vallecitos Water District General Counsel 
Tom Kumura, Twin Oaks Valley Community Sponsor Group Chair 
Bobbi-Jo Dobush, Latham & Watkins LLP 
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Conclusory remarks. No response is required. 
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JanuaryS,2018 

VIA EMAIL Al"'i"D FEDERAL E._XPRESS 

Robert Scholl 
Vsllecitos Watc:r District,. Senior Engineer 
201 Vallecitos De Oro 
San Ivlarcos. CA 92069 

l.wl"OHl~Sioftf0r,yo 
S;m D~go.c~110,1'l!ll 921JO 

--.-~1·-'185S.s.lS5-IOO F:t< •tS5B523.s-:ID -m-
F11'1'..., f #-Fi'IU:.'i'E OFFICl::S 
S.,,,~i,:rr~ Moocow .. ~ !ol«i,;h 

""~ r~.,,...v""' 
e.u,se1, C<-an.., CJun:-,• 

~Cl:y •= 
Cta,;,go l'l",i,>~h _, -o.:.,~c!!:rt Sorl°"<J~ ·~- S.,,F«mt,>00-,_,, ,~, 
Hor,iKo~ St\aogh<l1 ,_ Sl!,tm'-hiJcy _, 

S"9~;1<1,. 
u,~.on~elOO To:iyo 
14.>(!nd ,,..,,,~~.oc .,. 

Re: Comments on the District's 2017 Master Plan Notice of Preparation 

Dear Mr. Scholl. 

.A.s. you know, we represent the Gold.."Tl Door Properties, LLC ("Golden Door), a 
Vallecitos Water District customer in Divis.ion l. We write with regard to the Notice of 
Preparation ("NOP'; forfue Vallecitos Water District's 2017Water, Wa:.'tell.'llter, & Recycled 
WatCT Master Plan ("'2017 M&'1:cr Plan'}. 

We have been disappointed in the District's outreach to the public about the !\,:laster Plan 
and opportunities far participation in file environmental review process. The District did not 
mail the NOP to District customen. or po,,'1: ihe NOP oniU public ~bsite until after it held a 
Scoping Meeting on December 7, 2017, and less than 30 days prior to 1he deadline for written 
comments. The District is the onlymban water district in the State to fore,::ast a perpetual water 
supply deficit District customers should have the opportunity to Mare their concerns. about the 
supply deficit- and pot.ential cotm:n>ati.on m~s - and provide input ahou:tpotential impact,; 
so that the District can study them as part ofits capital improvement pl3I'lning process. Because 
oflhe District's deficient public noti.fi.c8ti.on,. it may recei\•e comments from Di;:;trict customers at 
later junctures in the environmental review period that raise nev.· issues and require recirculation 
of the District's environmental document in order to provide adequate environmental analysis. 

Belmv we have identified several issues that should be analyz-ed in the draft 
envi.rornncntal impact report ("DEIR') for the 201 7 Master Plan. 

A. The- 2017 Master Plan DEIR Must Consider the District's Perpetual W:rtw 
Supply Deficit Prnjedions 

The District faces a pressing issue in detennining how to address the long-term water 
supply deficit projeciioru; in its 2015 Urban Water Management Plan (''UW?vIPj. 
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Included below are tables from Chapter ; of the District ·s 2015 UW~-1 P sl1owing a supply 
deficit io each sccoario ( ncmnal, single dry. and multiple dry years) and for every year for which 
projeetioos are provided.. The figures sh,.mn in red .as the "Dilf~\.--e" ~nt tbi: amount of 
water supply deficit for each scenario and year. 

f~~~! ,~~~,~ ii~iJl;j1~~J 
6,914 I S,011 I 8,794 I 9,198 

io,644 I 11,181 I 11,569 i 12,330 

-,-,"i''"'~'''-"'''''I I - I - ' -·59~ ... ~~,~ .. :";:,,c,.,/;t,v, {3,730) (3.1rsi (2,77:.,) ! {.,,1321 

~!!~~~;,)<~:-
11,9S5 12,3,s 

9,7951 

13,225-

t<1.03,7i r <>-44G1 t l3,ca9> I (3,420, 

U,,70 12,'10 U,1.93-

(~37) {3)}30) \3,<112) 
-------- 1--------

..:,691 9',SU. 9,95!l: .... ·-
ll,!16 :U,633 13,464 

(3.S2S) {3,115) (3,305) 

s,.52;? !:1,763 10"1$ 

.U,SS I 12,992 ,..,, 
t3,.641} I (3,229) {a,~l) 
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These tables demonstrate - \\<-ilh simple arithmetic - that demand exceeds suppl.yin all of 
the UWMP' s projections. According to District staff, demand was determined using water duty 
factors derived from "'acrual us.':~ within the District. It is important that the 2017 Master Pfan 
maintains. consistency with these duty factoIS-wbich i.,-ere approved by the Oistci.cfs Board of 
Directors in September 2016. 

In addition. the 2017 Master Plan and its DEIR must analyze the impacts from resolving 
the District's water supply deficit -whether tln-ough mandatory cutbacks, purchasing additional 
supply, or other mea:.-ures. In a Water Supply A:ssessment ("WSA1 approved by the District for 
the Newland Sierra project,. the District approved "'Conservation Required" as the sole method 
for addressing the ~ast supply deficit Although the N ewiand \VSA implemented 
"Conserv&ion Required"" for each gallon of water supply deficit, the- W'SA did not describe how 
such significant cul:backs- asmuchas36%, District-wide-would be achieved. The 2017 
Master Plan's DEIR should ana:I:yzc all potential mcthods ofreaching1hc level of"Ccnsen,·ation 
Reqain:d" needed to address the District's supply deficit and all potentfal em-ironmental impacts 
from such methods. 

The District may also indicate it will make up for part or all of the projected perpetusI 
supply deficit by purchasing new supplies. Similarly, the impact,; of such purchase and 
necessary infrastructure related to storage and distribution must be studied. 

If the District-s 2017 Master Plan amends the water duty fu.ctors, m,ises the 2015 
UWNIP's supply and demand projections, or imposes conservation measun:s CD" accounts for new 
supply sources to make up for the U\-\i'JIAP' s peipetual supply deficit, 1.he 20 15 UWMP must also 
be amended and any approvals. relying ontt must 00 nullified and again go through the 
appropriate prooesses for approval. 

B. The 2017 Master Plan Must Be Limited to Providing Facilities for Planned 
Growth 

The Districrs 2015 UVlMP pro,,-ide;s supply and demand projections (copied above) for 
the District through 2035. The$e dem11rtd tigutes were ~ by developing water duty 
factors. (although appro;redsubsequatt to the 2015 UWMP's approval) based on actual ~-ater 
usage and applying: the duty factors to planned land uses in the '\-'ilriOUS juri..«Iictions within the 
District's service area. Beoause1hese prqjections a.re based on planned land uses, the 2017 
Master Plan cannot plan for :facilities to serve new~ unplanned development projects, such as 
Newland Sierra, that have not been approved. 

C. The2D17 Master Plan DEIR Must-Analyze GHG lmpadlf 

Reducing greenhouse gas ("GHG') emissions in an effort to curb the impacts of global 
climate duui.ge is important to the Golden Door and is ~ \'11:ith :its guiding philosophy and 
commitment to sustainability and envil'onmcntal stewardship. The DETR for the 2017 Master 
Plan must analyze all potential GHGimpacts and propose sufficient mi~<>ation. The emissions: 
evaluated must iooludc those generated by energy needed to store and transport waier. They 
should also include emissions from decreased vegetation (mcluding landscaping, agriculture. and 
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parklands) resulting from water cutbacks required to address rhe District's forecast supply 
deficit. .A.nalysis of decreased vegetation should include both vegetation that will be allowed to 
<lie due to limits on water supply as w,ill as new vegetation that \\ill not h:l planted due to lack of 
\'\"at.;rsupply. 

The DEIR ·s GHGanal.3-'Sis should also consider consistency with state, regional, and 
local plans for GHG emissions reductions. These include S.AJ.'IDAG's Regional Tramportati.on 
Plan!Sust:ainable Communities Strategy, climate action plans from land use agencies -within the 
District's service area, state plans and goals, and otherplon.i. 

D. The 2017 Master Plan DEIR Must Analyze Impacts to Biological Resources 

The 2017 Master Plan DEIR-should anal)ze impac~ to wildlife and other biological 
resource,;,. including analygjs of oons:istency with the draft North County Multiple Species 
Conservation Program ("'NC MSCP'"), which is intendcl as a regional plan to protect Wlldlife. 
The DEIR 's analysis should evaluate not only the direct impacts of oons:truction af District 
facilities,. but alSQ the indirect impacts on biological. resources from development projects 
intended to be served by the District's facilities. Further, water supplyavailabilitynecessaryto 
maintain the vegetation that is home to sensitive animal species :should be consi.dexed 

E. The 2017 l\.bstcr Plan DEIR MustAnai,tt Impacts to F'ire Safety 

The recent fires around Califomia,, including the Lilac Fire in northem San Diego 
County, are a stark reminder of the need for ii.re -protection and snppression mea,,71re;; -
especially in our rural eomrmmities. The Master Plan DEIR should anal)'-ze the availability of 
war.er for fire suppression, especially in High Fire Hazard Severity zone& The DEIR &lould al.."1 
analyze the risks to fire protection from dead and dying vegetation that may be caused by water 
supply cutbacks needed to address the Districfs forooast water supply deficit. 

F. The 2017 l\.faster Plan DEIR MustAmly.ze Urbm Decay ImpaCH 

Potential for urban deolyis an issue that should be considered in an agency's 
environmental review under the California Environmental Quality Act (""'CEQA ). (SeeJtnlma 
Tree Downtl'IWn Bus_ Alliance \.". C~: of San Benwrtlino (20 I .5) I Cal.App.5th 677.) Here the 
potential for decreased water supply could lead to urban decay as businesses may be forced to 
close onelocate 'without adequate water ;mpply or the ability to plan for certain water supply in 
the furure. The Golden Door relies on water from the Dimict for its guest operations and as a 
supplemental source for its agricultural operations. J\.·1any other businesses in the area likely 
depend on the District's water supply as well 
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-"l8\IY$,,C.1R ·-· 
LATHAM,..WATKlNS'-" 

Thank you for your time and attention ro this matter. Plea._~ feel free to contact me a1 
(858) 523--5400 or christopher.garrett@lw.com. if you would like to diseuss the$e matters further. 

cc (email): . 
Kathv Van Ness. Goldc!i Door 

Best reg.ml,;, 

(!/,~7rt.9a= 

Christophel" W. Garrett 
ofLATIL.:\.\1 & WATKINS LLP 

J~• G. Scolt,. Valfocitos Water Districl G-.meraJ Collllffl. 
Tom Kumum.. I v..in Cab Valley Community Sponsor Group Chair 
,\ndrcw D. Yancey. Latham & Watlcins LLP 
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No;,"ttnber 30, 2018 

,VIA U.S. MAIL 

Glenn Pruim, General Manager 
Vallecitos Water District 
201 Vallecitos De Oro 
San Marcos. CA 92069 

LETTER 

IW,OH'W'Blvff~ 
$;,,,CX.g,,.~IWT',:,921.lO 
T~l •je.'185iB,;¢0 r,.,_ +!QS8Xl~$/l 
__,w,~rts 

/'11':P,o:;._.:;:,u.o.rea,:i=,ces 
Be,~ !.'.O',C<a,, 

imttm Mlll'll!:h 

°""'""™ ,,;..,,,v~,i, 
O...ru,i,·Clv ~~C,,u:,fy 
o,;,~e;, ;:.,,,,;,. 
O.bm R>,~ 

o:)o<<ldorf R"""' 
i'=~cr SilnC~ 
Han't',Uf'I,: Sltnf=o= 
>lo"':!Con,r. S.:,i:.,i 

~Uaton :5hang!>a, 

~~ SU.:.,,,1-':!ll.y 

to,;;,,~ sn;:,,~..,, 
"1.x!.Od T<\11\,>l 

Mi~ W•<h•n~.DC 

Re: Notice to Responsible Agenci;;:s - CaiiforniaNathY! PlfJ11! Societ:v et al. v_ County 
afSan Diezy et al. (&'m Die.:o Superior Court Ca..-:e No. 37-2018--00054559-CU
TT-CTI,) 

Dear iu. Pruim: 

We represent Pel:i.tionera California Native Plant Society et ul. in the above--0apiioned 
challenge to the County of &l:n Diego's ( "County") approval of the Newland Sierra development 
pr,qject and associated certification of the project's Final Em"i:ronmental Impaot Report. 

Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21 !67.65, subdh,;:Sion (c), ma: m:e providing 
this notice to yon and other potenti.allyresponsibl.e or trustee agencies and pubJic agencies 
having jurisdiction over affected natural re$Outees. On October 26, 2013. P-etiti.oneIS California 
Native Plant Society et al. filed a Verified Petition for a Writ of Mandate and a Complaint for 
Injunctive and Declaratory Relief in tbe Superior Court of San Diego County(Case No. 37-
2018-00054559-CU-TI-CTL) challenging the County's adoption of a resolution amroding the 
San Diego Genml. Plan ("'General Plan} andcertificationofthe Final Environmental. Impact 
Report for the Newland Sierra project A copy of the Verified Petition for Writ of~fandate and 
Complaint for Injunctive and Dcdaratory Relief is enclosed 

Please note that the General Plan amendment. adopted by resolution of the County Board 
ofSupervisors1 in order to allow for the Newland Siena project,, never br::cmne effocli'\--e because 
it has been su,.-pended pursuant to California law. (Elections Code § 9144.)~ Other related 

l A Resolution of the San Diego County Bow:d of Supervisors Adopting Genernl Plan 
Amendment (GP A} PDS20 lS--OP A-15--0D l. 

1 ResoltdiOnl; generally beoome effettive JO day,:afte. adoptioo. Wlles,: referred.. On October 17, 
20 IS. before the resolution adoptmg the GencrnI Pim1. amendment could bccc,me effecti\'C,. apprornnatcly 
117.DOO signatures gathered on.a petition le>refe:rlhc rcsoluti.e>n te> an election by the votcnwcre 
submitted to the Connty Registrar. The County Rcgistnrrccrtilicd the votes onNovcrnlx:r27. 2018. The 
petition must be prese,nted to the County Board of Supm.'isrus for consideration at their next scheduled 

lJS·!lOC$\J04-'2ll~ l 
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project approvals were, by their ov.n term;,.., contingent on adoption of the General Plan 
amendment. Because the General Plan amendment never became effective and has now been 
.mspcnded. these other approvals never took effect. In other wot&. existing Newland Sierra 
proj.::a: approval,; have been ~,fod,. and work in -furtheranoo of future approvals should also 
be SlliJ>ended. Axry fwiher work by Corm.ty staff on the Newland Sierra project would be an 
improper use of taxpayer :fimds., and no further work on the project should proceed until and 
unless San Diego Comtty voteB vote in favcr of the General Plan amendment that allows for the 
project. 

Enclosure 

Very truly yours, 

~(¥b, 'UI. ~ 

Christopher \lit. Garrett 
ofLATHAM& WATKINS LLP 

cc: Thomas E. Montgomery, County Colll.'lffi 
Claudia G. Silva, Assistant County Counsel 
William Witt. Senior Deputy County Counsel 
Joshua M. Heinlein, Senior Deputy Cotmty Cowsel 
Mai::k D11Jon, Esq. 
David Hubbard, Esq. 
JolmB~Esq. 
Arona Prabhala, Esq. 
Jan Chatten-Brown, Esq. 
Josh Chatten-Brov.n,, Esq. 
Edward Schexnayder, Esq. 
Bill V;<1lite, Esq. 
Taiga Takahashi., Esq. 
Samantha K. Sci.klrula, Esq. 

mffling in Decemberoflh.is year, where the Super<.irors will \'ott= onwh.:ther to rescind :SpPrO\--als fer 
this project or refer the app:ovab, including the re~olution adopting a General PU!ll mnendment,, to 
County votm. (Elections Code §- 9144. "If a petili® prutestJng Ou: tuloptlutt Bf an. ortfinruu:e is 
~ lo Ou: board tifmpcri.isors prio7 u, Ou: cffct:INc date oftlu! a,tlinance. Ille tmlin.ancc shall be 
m.spen@dand the supervisors shall :re.:onsiderthe ordlllance.-) 

IJS..!)OC~lG44~ll:>ll I 
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DATE: SEPTEMBER 21, 2016 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS TO: 

SUBJECT: MODIFICATION OF UNIT WATER DEMANDS AND WASTEWATER 
UNIT GENERATION FACTORS (DUTY FACTORS) UTILIZED FOR 
ESTIMATING WATER DEMANDS AND WASTEWATER FLOWS 

BACKGROUND: 
Unit water demand and wastewater unit generation rates have been utilized by District 
staff to estimate all development projects' water demands and wastewater flo'NS. These 
unit rates (duty factors) were last adopted by the Board on February 16, 2011 during the 
preparation of the 2008 Master Plan. These duty factors have recently been analyzed 
and revised as part of the draft 2014 Master Plan's preparaoon. The revised duty 
factors were discussed with the Board during Master Plan workshops on July 15, 2015 
and January 27, 2016. The revised duty factors were also utilized in the 2015 Urban 
Water Management Plan that was adopted by the Board of Directors on June 15. 2016. 

Recently, there have been a number of potential developments that have requested 
analyses of their projects· impacts to the District's systems in order to develop financing 
models which include payment of capital facility fees and securing financing for capital 
facility fees. Due to the timing of the 2014 Nlaster Plan adoption (which includes 
updated duty factors). staff is bringing forward for Board consideration adoption of the 
modified unit 'tlVater demand and wastewater unit generation rates at this time. 

DISCUSSION: 

The unit water demands, also known as water duty factors. represent the average daily 
water demands on a per acre basis for various approved land use categories within the 
District. Similarly. the unit wastev.rater generation rates, which are alSo known as 
wastewater duty factors, represent the average dally wastewater generation rates on a 
per acre basis for various approved land use categories. The modified water and 
wastewater duty factors are shovm in Exhibit A. The duty factors were created using 
several sources: 

• District water meter records from July 2008 through June 2014 
Wastewater flow records from the District's flow meters instatled throughout its 
collection system 

• Comparisons between District water meter records and wastewater flow records 
Comparisons to duty factors utilized in previous District master plans 

The duty factors serve as the basis for analyzing and estimating development projects· 
impacts and ultimately appropriate capital facilities fees. Duly factors are combined with 
a development project's proposed land use to generate water demand and sewer flow 
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estimates. This analysis is typically performed in a Water and Sewer study for each 
development project. 

Staff is currently \vorking on Water and Sewer Studies for several developments. If the 
modified duty factors are approved by the Board, then these would provide upcoming 
development with consistent estimates of v-rater demand and \vastewater generation for 
applying capita! facility fees and securing financing_ This would also allow staff to utmze 
the same duty factors for the Water and Sewer Study that developers' consultants use 
in their on-site infrastructure studies and that the Distriefs consultant uses in Water 
Supply and Verification Report preparation. 

RECOMMENDATION: 
Approve the new unit wate; demands and unit wastewater generation rates ubTrzed for 
estimating water demands and wastewater flows, as shown in Exhibit A. 
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Water Conversion Factors 

V1;1h,1mc 

I unit of water= l00cubic feet (Ncf"J = 748 gallons "g' or "g;;I"} 

1 aae-foot rar or~A.P'}=amount of water mvering to acre of area !about the size ofa football field to 

a depth of l foot)= 43,560 cf= 435.6 units" 325,851 gallons 
l MG= 1,000,000 gaUons = 1,337 units= 13.37 AF 

l kAF= 1,000 AF=435,600unlts= 325,851,000g;allons= 325.9 MG 

1 MAJ ( or "Maf")"' 1,000,000 AF" 435,600,000 units= 325,851,000,000 gallons= 325,851 MG 
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RECEIVED I Letter G I 

Via: hand delivery 

Robert Scholl 

Vallecitos Water District 

201 Valledtos de Oro 

San Marcos, CA 92069 

rscholl@vwd.org 

DECO 7Wf8 

VA.Ltecrros 
WATER OJSlR.Icr Michael Hunsaker 

115 Equestrian Court 

San Marcos, CA 92069 

Re: My comments on the Draft 2018 Master Plan and Draft Program Environmental Report 

Dear Mr_ Scholl, 

The preparation of a MW? and PEIR are meant to be as guides for planning for the future development 

of the VWD. It isto be a snapshofin time from which plans furnew infrastructure are formulated while 
keeping making provisions for maintaining and upgrading the facirrties that we have. Unfortunately, the 
plan and report are substantially out of date and does not make virtually any firm provisions for any 

meaningful plan. In fact, the MWP and the f>E1R are more than 2 years behind schedule and is rooted in 

data less than 4 years old. 

Growth Projections Systematic Errors 

While SANDAG has required that its population projections be used in all growth projections for 

planning, their projections have proven grossly inadequate by large margins; notably, a County-wide 

projection of 1% when pcpulc1tion for the State hc!S averaged over 3%. Further, the fastest growing 

region in the state is North San Diego County and the city of San Marcos in Pilrticularin the center of the 

VWD. GrO\-vth in this city alone has far outstripped all projections and is actually reaching its 2D50 

ultimate build out. 

Arry Mast.er Plan is supposed to capture the reality of one point in time and then correct-for the 

projection errors of the past. But the lengthy process typkal1y means that the plans- are: out of date as 

soon as they are approved. The current VWD MWP and its EiRare singularly out of date as the growth 

projections were taken from 2009-2014: a period that included the Great Recession and the worsening 

drought. These factors temporan1y dep-ressed growth in water use and hOUSing building. 

The date attached to it represents the latest date from whkh data is gathered and incorporated. Except 

this plan has been mislabeled. The latest data is from 2014. FoUowing the former logical dating 

procedure It should be the 2014 Master Water Plan. However this plan is called the 2018 Master Water 
Plan after the date it was presented to the public even though ft:wiU be almost 2019 before it can win 

questionable approval. The plan is about 2 ½years behind schedule for no apparent reason. The delay 

magnified the errors and seems designed to ignore and not address the greatly accelernted growth and 

the growing drought issues aggravated by that growth. 

G-1 
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Introductory comment. Responses to specific comments in this 
letter are provided below. 

It should be noted that VWD does not have land use authority and 
provides water service based on projected land uses. The 2018 
Master Plan evaluated in the PEIR proposes infrastructure to meet 
future demand based on projected land uses within the VWD 
service area. Master planning requires that an agency use a cut-off 
date for data to be used in future projections. VWD used June 30, 
2014 as this cut-off date, and utilized SANDAG population 
projections available at this time for future population growth and 
water demand projections. It should be noted, that there have been 
no major updates to any of the general plans of the land use 
agencies since June 30, 2014. Therefore, the SANDAG population 
projections utilized in the 2018 Master Plan are not out-of-date. 
SANDAG population projections for future growth are an 
established data source utilized throughout the San Diego region. 
Furthermore, VWD's current population of 105,741 is well within 
the 2015 to 2020 SANDAG population projection range of 98,000 to 
110,000, which shows that SANDAG growth projections are 
accurate to date. 



G-3 

LETTER 

If any plan is seriously out of date, it must by State raw be updated to bi:! valid. This plan needs to be 

redone to serve as a finn foundation for planning. 

While the SAN DAG projections and the VWO projections assume a manageable 1% growth, the 

compound effects even ignoring the recent over development are significant. Assuming a conservative 

4% growth for the VWD area versus a 1% for a period of 4 ½ years the difference in growth {and 

infrastructure needs) means a real growth of l!l% versus 4.6%. The shortfall in planning means that over 

4 times as much capital investment must be made to keep even• if the plans are properly done every 
five years. 

But in truth we have fallen far further because of bad policies, hyper development and substantial under 

collection of reasonable capacity~ predominately over the last four years. The last MWP -..vas for 
2008. Using the same computation as above for a period often yea C'S using the 4% versus 1% growth 

rate, the new developrrient Infrastructure shortfall become a need of 48%, not the more manageable 

19% for every four year correction even at 4% growth. For a ten-year lapse at 1%, the projected growth 

becomes 10.5% for an atrocious planning shortfall of 38%. This lapse in planning has produced severe 
strains. 

As to the projections in draft MWP, it shows a growth from 2015 to 2020 from about 98,000 to 110,000. 

2.3';' ... The calailations then extrapolate this growth will continue to 2025. The figures in the draft reduce 

the projected growth 1.4% by the miraculous belief that wm slow to below 1% after 2025. Reriance on 

SANDAG's notoriously and wildly inaccurate projections deerly requires better analysis. 

Water Supply Deficits 

The 2015 UMWP shows stark projections of inadequate water supplies in the future. Many pie-in-the

sky options are discussed but details are missing. A PElR is formulated to consider all options and their 

environmental impacts will be. If various options are listed and not analyzed in detail, it fails to meet the 

most basic requirements of an EIR. For example if Lake San Marcos is to be used for water storage. some 

fonn of feasibility should be considered as a separate option. The list iS not even comprehensive of the 

barriers. In the Lake San Marcos case, the lake has been contaminated for decades. According to the 

EPA, contamination can readily spread beneath the surface into the lake bed and the soil surrounding 

the lake. The logical conclusion is that if Lake San Marcos is to be used fur storage of either treated 

waste water or storm water it must be dredged to bed rock and surrounding land on which there are 

homes. The cost and the community pr-oblems of destruction of middle income property owners must 

be analyzed. 

This PEIR fails on many counts, but the avoidance of addressing them adequately in an absolute must. 

Many 8R's have at Je;st nine cfriferent scenarios examined. Just listing the diffkulties is not acceptable. 

The burden of proof lies with the District. 

Inconsistent Water Demand Projections 

G-3 
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Please see Response to Comment F-2 for a discussion of why the 
2018 Master Plan utilized accurate water demand projections and 
how the 2015 UWMP determined that adequate water supply would 
be available to serve VWD customers. The 2018 Master Plan does 
not consider Lake San Marcos as a viable water supply option, and 
states the following on Page 4-18: 

Opportunity to use Lake San Marcos is very limited given the current 
water quality challenges, private ownership, and on-going litigation 
issues. Therefore, use of the Lake is not being considered at this time 
by the District. 

This comment does not provide any other examples of how the Draft 
PEIR is deficient. No further response is required. 
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While the growth projections of SAN DAG are bad, water demand growth is worse. Below are projections 

from the 2015 UMWP. 
Total Water Consumption 

2010 Water Consumption - 5,314 MG 

2014 Water Consumption - 4,349 MG (drop blamed on drought conservation) 
2015 Water losses (not consumption)= 125 MG 
2017-18 Water Consumption-
Projected 2020 Water Consumption -10,173 MG {134% increase in 6years for an ,mnual increase of15%) 
Projected 2035 Water Consumption -12,705 MG {+125%- less than 1% peryearwas projected) 
Projected 2050 Water Consumption -12,520 MG (-1.5 %- less than -.075 per year was projected) 

Residential Consumption 

2014 SFD- 250 gpd/SFD 
2014 Apartment- 200 

Jrrigation 
2015 lrrigation - 616 MG {Total for calendar year) 

2016-17 Landscape lrrigation YTD- 819 MG (Annual projection - 3,276 MG) 

2017 Landscape Irrigation YTO- 1,007 MG (Annual projection-4,028 MG - 23% increase) 
2018 Landscape- Irrigation YTD -1,179 MG (Annual projection -4,716 MG• 17% increase) 

if irrigation is growing while we are falling behind elsewhere and if landscaping has been considered a 
waste of water, why is this rapid growth allowed. Are plants mor-e worthy of water than human beings? 
Is the expanded growth of parks to inflate the value of nearby high density development a motivation 

for changing tactics for investor interests? Wtry the change in priority when cutting back on landscaping 

irrigation was the only way to conserve before.Again the plan is silent on a 

Such rapid growth in water demand is evidence of overdevelopment. Further, neither the VWD or the 

SDCWA are anticipating new water sources. Even the storm water runoff projections will only work if 
there is r.i:in-which apparently unlikely to happen. In this cira.nnstance, the bald statement that we will 
"conserve" to make up the difference is an egregious empty statement. Again the purpose of a plan is to 
outline programs to make the developments conceived in the plan. Why is the plan silent on the most 

pressing issues for a water district? 

Waste Treatment Issues 

The infrastructure strains that have been allowed to build are very evident in waste treatment. Our 

present capacity has become marginalized. As the MWP correctly notes, waste capacity is most critical 
after rainy days as rain water enters into our sewer system priman1ythrough manholes. lhe manhole 

entries are being exacerbated by the inadequate storm drain systems. Flooding in the regions of Mission 

Road, Armorfite Drive and San Marcos Blvd. have occurred. Whe;i \-Wste treatment capacity is 
overstretched, flooding becomes more frequent as the capacity to sunfive heavy rains becomes less. 
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The 2018 Master Plan accurately accounts for water demand for all 
water use types. Please see Response to Comment F-2 for a 
discussion of why the 2018 Master Plan utilized accurate water 
demand projections and how the 2015 UWMP determined that 
adequate water supply would be available to serve VWD customers. 

The wastewater spill that occurred on February 28, 2017 that was 
cited in this co=ent was not the result of an overflow. The spill 
was caused by a Techite pipe that cracked due to back pressure 
under normal operating conditions. VWD agrees with this 
comment's assessment about the Techite pipe that was installed in 
the 1960s, but must clarify that Techite pipe is indeed listed in 
Table 7-1, which specifically calls out 130 total feet of "unknowrr' 
pipe (not "almost half of the pipelines" as claimed in this comment). 
VWD does not subsidize development projects by not charging them 
to handle their impacts. On the contrary, development projects are 
required to upgrade infrastructure as necessary to handle their 
added water demands and wastewater flows. When development 
projects utilize infrastructure that was constructed by VWD, the 
developer reimburses their fair share of the cost through Capital 
Facility Fees. Therefore, this comment does not identify any 
deficiencies with existing wastewater facilities, and no revisions to 
the Draft PEIR are required. 
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Flooding from our sewer lines is a public health hazilrd which cannot be tolerated. Our waste treatment 

capacity should be able to handle the occasional heavy 6" rains: {which occurred in the 70's which broke 

the drought) with the stated safety factors. 

Yet apparently it cannot 

A moderate 3.24" rain on February 28, 2017 [just last year] produced a major failure. All of our waste 

treatment storage and treatment faalffies were filled to capacity as the Staff struggled to cope with the 

emergency with admirable diligence and dexterity. As a last resort to handle the overflow, a pressurized 
emergency overflow pipeline to the Endna Waste Treatment was activated. It burst. The rupture spilled 

438,000 gallons of waste into an isolated canyon. Of that amount at least 99,000 gallons was released 
into the environment. 

This old pipeline was made of a questionable material called Techite. Techite was popular in the sixties 

and seventies pipelines. It is constructed of layered fiberglass. This construction requires careful quality 

control As the originator licensed more manufacturers to produce this pipe, not an maintained 

sufficient quafrty control to the -point that even lightly pressurized tines burst. The bursts were 

unpredictable and often catastrophic.. The standard practice for the industry was [and still is] to replace 

the entire pipelines and sue the mantlracturer for the deficiencies. OVer 80 water districts sued the 

manufacturer and their licensees. 

But the VWD did none- of these. I received conflicting reports on the repairs being done with either more 

Techite or a more dur.;ible and common material. Using more Techite is improb:iible and dangerous 

whi!e using other materials ignoTeS both the ongoing dangers and the .idded problems of coupling 

dissimilar materials together The report on the break only came months after the break {May 3, 2017) 

buried in the consent calendar. Usually such a break is reported in a press release the day after the 

break, but not this time. A later report attributed the break to improper bedding for the pipe wtt:h it 

resting on solid rock. 

Perhaps the following quote from the Sacramento Business Journal By Celia Lamb - Staff Writer Nov 
13, 2005, 9:00pm PST Updated Nov 10, 2005 wm be illuminating; 

Techite pipe failures have led to more than 50 lawsuits ~ainstthe manufacturer, 
said Jeff Ca:ulield, an attorney who has represented some of the water OISbicts that 
sued. Collapsing Techite sewage pipelines messed up cities from Orange County to 
Fairbanks, Alaska. 

"Materials installed only 30 years ago shouldn't have to be replaced already,• Nichol 
said. Placer County has some steel pipes that are at least 80 years okl, he added. 

The 8 Dorado Irrigation District has experienced several breaks along a 13.5-rnile 
water main serving Pleasant Valley, Diamond Springs and cameron Park. Since 
Techite can't be mended with other types of pipe - it makes failure more likely in the 
remaining Techite sections- the B Dorado d",strict had to use lengths ofTechite as 
a stopgap repair. [Emphasis added], 
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"The problem has just ballooned in the last 30 months," said El DOfcldo Irrigation 
District attorney Tom Cumpston. "There's a certain amount of useful life in this pipe, 
and it reached the end." 

Techite pipe failures ha1te Jed to more than 50 lawsuits against the manufacturer. 
sald Jeff Gaufield, an attorney who has represented some of the water districts that 
sued. Collapsing T echite sewage pipelines messed up cities from Orange County to 
Fairbanks, Alaska. ' 

"Materials installed only 30 years ago shouldn't have to be replaced already." Nichol 
said. Placer County has some steel pipes that are at least 80 years old, he added. 

The El Dorado Irrigation District has experienced several breaks along a 13.5--mile 
water main serving Pleasant Valley, Diamond Springs and Cameron Park. Since 
Techlte can't be mended with other types of pipe - it makes failure more likely in the 
remaining T echlte sections - the El Dorado district had to use lengths of T echite as 
a stopgap repair. 

'The problem has just ballooned in the last 30 monthst said El Dorado Irrigation 
District attorney Tom Ctlmpston. "There's a certain amount of useful life in this pipe, 
and ii: reached the encl." 

NowTechite is once again in use after instituting far more rigorous quality controls. But the MWP 

ignores the issue altogether on this aging pipeline and its reporting on materials is in.i~uate. In fact, 

the reporting is both uninformative and disturbing. Techite is not listed ln the materials used. While the 

problems with Ted1ite largely originated in the past {mostly the seventies and eighties), the materials of 

"unknown" newer piping peaked in the first decade of 2000. Almost haff of the pipelines are of 

"unknown" material. All plumbing is supposed to pass rigorous standards. How could have such 

discrepancies exist? Why does the VWD not know ff materials in the pipelines meet specifications? Why 

were pipelines built of unknown material? 

One possible answer is that this period of marked the construction of major developments. The 

developers were often allowed to build their own pipelines; but, the construction was to pass rigorous 

standards which included materials used. Could the rupture of this emergency bypass fine be covered up 

in order to use available money for building new infrastructure of new developments? 

The MWP listing of pipeflne materials ignores the Techite pipeline material altogether. So why this 

subject avoided? Why are there no emergency replacements of the Techite pipelines and why has the 

subject not even raised? A detailed response on the matter is warranted which I have yet to see. I look 

forward to the detailed explanation. 

So why has the pipeline not been replaced? San Diego weather has a history of occasional large rain 

storms, what if a 5" rainstorm hits the District? Or a 6"? Which is more important• public safety or the 

building of infrastructure for big money interests? 

Another stratagem the WJD follows is to subsidize developers is in the building of massive projects to 

handle expanded pipelines and sewer systems required for future growth and not charge investors 

unifonnly for them. These improvements are included in the Capital Improvements Plan ("OP") which is 
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updated every year in support the MWP. The forwarding looking document covetS al! aspects of District 

requirement including replacement of aging infrastructure and pipelines and storage are major issues. 
Any new pipeline would logically be properly sized to support all the associated future expansion to 

avoid the expenses of constamfy repfacingthe lines. For fairness to all ratepayers, the new 

developments must share in the cost of the pipeline as when they require new servke as part of their 

capacity fees and individual sham of the pipeline aipadty. If a pipeline is built ahead of time the 

investors should recompense the community which paid for it in advance along wfth incurred interest 

(which typically almost more than doubles the cost}. 

Cost amnesia is when the new developers tap into these enlarged pipelines, and the VWD does not 

bother to char&e the developers for their portion of the pipeline's capacity and repay the all the costs 

{indudfng bond finance charges}. Refiam:e on the current OP for building ahead and ignoring the past 

investments for them the existing ratepayers paid in a lapse of good government. 

The VWD has devised a unique and inverted procedure to address this issue. If the developer builds a 
pipeline across its property 0\.-ersized for its needs in order to accommodate future development, the 

investor can apply for a rebate. But ff the investor builds his own pipeline and the District cannot even 

tell what the pipeline material is, how can a fair rebate be calculated? Will it be based on VWD costs if it 
had built the pipeline or the developer's .ictual expense? If the builder takes shortcuts and the rebate is 
not transparently 

The subject gets further muddied as the VWD has embarked on a disastrous program to allow for 

deferred payments for capacity fees. Toe stat:ed original intent was to minimize investor capital costs by 

saving investors from high interest rates. The risk also transferred all risk to the ratepayers in the event 

of developer bankruptcy. However this procedure has morphed in some cases into a means to avoid 

payrnerit where the fees are not paid until the last unrt is build in a totaJly dari< behind dosed door 

negotiations. If an investor gets a rebate and the pipeline cost is not covered by proper capital fees and 

not added to the specific project, how is any rebate reasonable or proper? 

The Staff ha5 torl me that veiy few rebates have been made. Should not all rebates and their 

calculations be made in public and approved ofby the W/0 Board rather than by a behind dosed doors 

process? 

Inadequacy of Zoning Criteria 

G-6 The infrastructure deficiencies in growth projections are exuberated by dearly faulty assumptions in 

predicting growth by the means of using zoning as a basis. First, density bonuses render such 

calculations too low. These bonuses are being applied to high density projects with distortions in water 

usage factors a:nd an explosion of high density multifamily development is underway which utilize these 

bonuses. The high apartment water consumption data has bei!:n undervalued. The basic data has been 

ignored. The highest density considered in the stlldy was 40-50 apartment units per acre. The data was 

supposed to show that a value of ZOO gallons per apartment was appropriate, but the data showed over 

10,000 garlons per acre - above the 50 unit supposed maximum. 
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Projects with density bonuses are addressed by VWD via a Water 
and Sewer Study that address the individual project's impacts on 
VWD's infrastructure and makes recommendations for capital 
improvements to mitigate those impacts. 

It should be noted that the majority of mixed-use projects within 
the VWD service area do not have a residential component of 
approximately 50 dwelling units per acre range. The average 
residential component of mixed-use development within the VWD 
service area is about 12 dwelling units per acre, which supports a 
mixed-use water duty factor of about 3,000 gpd per acre. 

Regarding water use for schools, actual account data was utilized to 
determine the water duty factor of 1,400 gpd per acre for school 
land uses. VWD only uses the 5 gpd/student as a comparison to 
this duty factor to make sure it does not result in too small of a 
duty factor. 

Regarding agricultural use of water, many farmers within the VWD 
service area utilize groundwater pumped from wells. These wells 
are not considered as a VWD water source. Therefore, 
implementation of the Master Plan would not affect the well water 
utilized by farmers within the VWD service area. For those farms 
who do utilize VWD water sources, the 2018 Master Plan utilized 
accurate water demand projections and the 2015 UWMP 
determined that adequate water supply would be available to serve 
VWD customers (see Response to Comment F-2). 

It should be noted that VWD does monthly meter reads, not every 
two to three months as stated in the comment. 



LETTER 

As future growth is for higher density developments, the data shows clearly that the discrepancy 

beh-veen planning and the probable growth: will widened. Over the recent years, a substantial shift in 
residential density occurred in water consumption patterns. Up to around 2014, the average occupancy 

per single family dwelling was 2.2 and family apartments were also 2.2. With the Great Recession US 

Census figures show that while the occupancy of apartments has remained unchanged, the SFD's have 

risen to almost 3.2.1he Great Recession, scarcity of high paying jobs for young adults, increased medical 
costs and aging requiring seniors to either move in with their chlldren or the children ltve with them, and 

students with high student debts have all forced more multi-generational living patterns which do not 

work well in apartments. 

Furthermore, SFO's have iridividual meters and billings which provide occupants with control and 

sensitivity to higher water and sewerseivice awareness and control. But the water use was remained 
virtually the same for SFD's and apartments with only a small increase for the SFD's. Notably at the 
beginning of the drought water waste from leaks in apartments and SFD's were measured in the 12-17% 
range. With the recent drought with restrictions primarily hitting SF D's, the SFD leakage rates have 
dropped dramaticaOyto 1-3% according to a panel of experts at a seminar at CSUSM symposium last 
year. The small1 more densely populated homeowners have permanently cut back on water used for 
irrigation, they use laundry services and dishwashers more efficiently (fewer partial loads), and can 
detect and repair leaks easily. Apartment occupants seldom see any bUlsfor water and are ra.rgely 

immune from the substantial restrictions on irrigation. 

The future holds more increases in disparity between high density apartments and SFD's. SFD 
landscaping irrigation was considered a waste of water. Now such irrigation is considered a virtue for 
high density apartments which have both luxuriously green landscaping and grassy public parks built for 
them nearby- at public expense. The State allows more water hungry landscaping for both apartment 
complexes and parks by changing the transpiration rate of landscaping from a .7to a LO factor- a 50% 

increase that the WJO alrows to exist. Apartments seldom have washers; so the total water use of 
apartment residents does not iodude this consumption and the data does not include this significant 
additional use. Thus, the MWP data is flawed once again. 

The greatest flaw in the consideration of water usage factors and growth is the nonsensical computation 
of water usage for mixed-use projects which involve commercial and residential components. The usual 
procedure is to divide the commercial elements into separate components and then sum the individual 
uses. A single apartment will use 200 gpd of water while a SFD is assumed to use 250 gpd. Most large 
developments are in the SO residual units per acre categoiy {not even considering the density "bonuses) 

with commercial operations around 15,000 sq. ft. or less of commercial space. The residential space 
alone will be over 10,000 gpd/acre as the data dearly shows. Commercial space would go for about 
1,200 per acre. Yet the figure used in the study is a "blended" factor of only 3,000 gpd. Such 
developments will require which is dearly inadequate and egregiously underestimates the true 

magnitude and "unsustainability" of these mischaracterized "sustainable" projects. 
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Note that in the existing MWP data for usag-e factors the two highest density categories did not even 

exist. Clearly, the plan ignores the emergence of high density mixed use projects evidenced by its own 
data. 

State law particularly in the celebrated Copistrano Tax Payers Association vs San Juan ClJpistranocase 

requires that any measure used for estimating water use must be reasom:ibfy accurate and fees must 
match the cost of service. While the Copristono case involved mostly arbitrary and inflated tiers., the 

Wi!D has utilized unfair charging of subsidized rates for both the building of capacity infrastructure and 

their share maintenance of the entire system that everyone else pays. Further, the District held back 

vital information. As results of the San Juan Capistrano case, tiers were for the promotion of 

conservation and had to be transparent. Here the VWD is charging most ratepayers extra to minimize 

the cost to new investment projects. Charging extra to others is still illegal if capacity fees are 

inadequate. 

The Davia Village Apartments case study which follows will show how high density developments 

receive substantial subsidies from unfair practices in transferring capacity fees onto others. 

Note the additional use of water for adrled development for more schools and parks is not <1ddressed at 
all based on data. While considerable data is easily available on school head counts and water use for 

decades, the proposed plan merely pulls a low figure out the air (S GPO/student}. Clearly the evidence 

has been lacking, and the legally required rigor in evidence driven metrics has not been followed. 

Another recent move of the 'Nl/0 is leading directiy to th~ concept of granting special exemptions for 

agricultural pursuits. The VIND lS proposing an entirely new rate structure which calls for higher prices 

for water in exchange for immunity from any rationing. The data for water consumption for agricultural 

operations understates the actual water consumption. Namely our largest {but not all) agriculture use 

artesian wells. The water is sufficient in local areas where viable aquifers are present. But the 

groundwater is disappearing as the needed recharging from rainwater disappears. The new 

dewlopments will not have access to this disappearing resource. The drought planning in the 2015 

Urbane Water Plan ('"UMWP" IS seriously in doubt. Further, this plan incoherently assumes that water 

conserved relining the American Cana! will still be available as the drought will lessen the flow of water 

increasing evaporation losses white decreasing the water to be saved. 

The increasing price of water is driving more and more small farmers out of business. 1he drought will 
drive up prices of water for everyone. The small farms will be singularly hard hit o1s these farmers 

typically hard hit because of the unfair allocation of water costs onto those farmers who live on the land 

they crop. The VWD has stated (without any proof or data} that the first 20 units of water consumed by 
these small farmers will be considered to be for residential use. Special ag rates then kick in. But the 

water rationing proposed is zeroed in on SFD's. Rnes are to be $500 per overage unit/billing cyde. The 

next rationing will probably on residential use and limited to 125 gpd or around 6 units/month. The 

other 14 units would entail a fine of $500 each comes to $7,000 per unit. Most small fanners do not 

make $84,000 Per year. 

RESPONSE 

RTC-49 



LETTER 

It should be noted that there is often a disparity to billing cycles and meter reading. Often a meter is 

only read eNery two or three months with monthly bills using a formula for interpolating for each biH in 

between readings. Thus if a leak occurs just after a reading, it may to he detected and notified to the 

resident for at least two months. Not all meters within the District have the new meter with automated 

radioed usage data. So how often are readings actually done and how are belated infoTJJliltion relayed 

to the residents? How wm the fines be assessed? 

Sacramento's coming dictates will center on homes with separate meters - the SFO's. Most apartment 

resident will be immune at first, but theywil.l ultimately be required to have individual meters. IN SB-7X, 

the SFO's were singled out for harsh "a;mservation". On January 1, 2016 SB-7 was passed which changes 

the rules for high density developments by requiring submetering. I have been informed twice by Staff 

that the \/WO does not provide submeter readings. I have it on good authority that the VWD has been 

submeterlng on at least mobile home parks and seen bills with VWD bills. However, the biggest issue is 

that according to SS-7 is that submetering was to take place on projects built after January 1, 2018. But 

some well-connected projects will anticipate this action. Older apartment complexes which are not in 

the financial position to tear out walls wm go bankrupt only those with advanced knowledge of what 

Sacramento will be doing. In this case, the bill requires that only the master meter will pay a single fixed 
fee - the ready to serve fee. This fee is normally used to pay off bonds and perform maintenance to the 
entire district. Only if the single fee of a Master Meter matches up to the nominal capacity of the 

submeters will this be fair. However, as will be seen, this is situation is far from the case and investors 
are profiting. 

Marijuana fmpfications 

G-7 water prices ara rising and the drought will drive those prices hard. SOon only a single crop will be 

financially viable: marijuana Marijuana consumes considerable water and electricity. Food is a 

sustainable agrictliture, marijuana is not. We are living in an expanding desert. Marijuana is not a 
Sl.litabte desert t:rop. Politicians: who value drug monevoverthe health of our communities too often 

chose to balanre their books by higher taxes with short tenn benefits and long term problems. To date, 

the taxes have not been up to projections, and the medical t:osts of addiction are growing fast. less than 

2% of the growers have bothe.ed to register and keep more of their booty for themselves and evade 

taxes. 

G-8 

Water and f'opulatkm 

The VWD has been unstinting in its promotion of the Newland Sierra project which places a 

development with the entire population of the City of Del Mar in a rural, rocky location. Where do we 

get the additional water for a project of this size when we wi11 not have enough water for the population 

we have today?The Newland Sierra project increases population by over 6,000. Yet this single 

development produt:es more growth and water consumption assumed by the MWP for entire period of 

Phase 1 of2016-2020 and every one of the other 5-year periods through Phase 5 and its ultimate build 

out. 
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This comment does not provide any evidence that marijuana will 
soon be the only financially viable crop, nor any evidence that 
marijuana cultivation, both legal and illegal, will deplete available 
water supplies. Consequently, this comment does not identify any 
inadequacies with the Draft PEIR and does not require a response. 

Future development of the Newland Sierra Project is uncertam at 
this time. Although the County Board of Supervisors certified the 
EIR for the Newland Sierra Project in September 2018, the County 
Board of Supervisors subsequently decided to place approval of the 
project on the March 3, 2020 ballot. Furthermore, the 2018 Master 
Plan did not evaluate the Newland Sierra Project since County 
approval of the project had not been established by the planning 
cut-off date of June 30, 2014. The 2018 Master Plan estimated 
water demand for the Newland Sierra project site based on the 
2011 County of San Diego General Plan Land Use Map that was 
certified prior to the planning cut-off date of June 30, 2014. 
Furthermore, the 2018 Master Plan utilized accurate water 
demand projections and the 2015 UWMP determined that adequate 
water supply would be available to serve VWD customers (see 
Response to Comment F-2). 
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Lake Mead Thresfrokfs and Devastating Drought 

Synopsis~ 

The Colorado River provides 75% of all of San Diego's Water. According to the Bureau of Reclamation, 

on January 1 ,2020 a first stage restriction wilf be placed on this water wi'th a second more severe 

1,::,~1, .. uu-11 Ill urt:::.Ulillltttl 01 ~ll<U. ycGJ. i::n::v,n,ul'l:>-Ul 1.<11\l: Mt:dU Ut:u::111111,c U\,:! IJ~C,:, IUI ::,m,11~,: 

declarations and restrictions. Lake Mead levels have been kept artif".x::iaffy high by Mexico, States and the 

MWD to forestall the triggers by storing water in Lake Mead while af:so emptying lake Powell to the 

north. Under current regulations, once a restriction is declared, vel)' little of the water can be puHed out 

by the owner, thus, the present owners will have to pull their water out in 2019 to save it. tf they do 

withdraw their stored water, the dam levels will be driven to the point that the important 

hydroelectricity of Hoover and Glen canyon dams will be lost creating a severe energy shortage. The 

MWO has greatly accelerated its withdrawing of its water. 

Law of the River 

Seven western states and Me,dro are dependent on the Colorado River whicl! has limited water 

capacity. Water rights and the management of the river, its dams and lakes are controlled by the Bureau 

of Reclamation ('"BOit"), a treaty with Mexico and a seven-state compact known as the uLaw of the 

Rivel"'. The River is divided into the Upper and lower Basins. The Upper Basin covers Wyoming,. 

COiorado, Utah and New Mexico. The Lower Basin consists of California, Nevada and Arizona. Mexico 

gets its water from the lower Basin. 

The water was spflt up in 1922 with delegates from the seven states. A treaty with Mexico in 1945 cedes 

rights that were thought to be surplus water beyond expected growth i demand. California has been 

taking out "surplus water"' until 2003 with a modified agreement. Unfortunately, the water calculations 

were based on unusually wet years. It do not foresee the explosive population and agricultural growth 

over the most recent three decades and any drought. Rain pattern studies much later based on 

sediment analysis covering 12,000-15,000years (dependent on location} showed a distinct pattem of 

alternating wet and dry centuries. No wet century lasted much over a hundred years, but some dry 

years last considerably longer. One drought lasted 300years and the worst was 800years. 

Even now, the wet years of the previous century are used impropertyfor predicting the probability of 

drought. The large Lake Mead reservoir behind Hoover Dam and Lake Powell behind Glen canyon Dam 

stored up the surplus of the past century and has been sfowlydrained dry. The water drain, naturally, 

has been accelerated by the 21st Century drought whlch started almost to the year 2000. our current 

drought is only two decades old and is already the worst in the last 1,200 years. At some point, severe 

shortages have to result and that is coming soon hastened by overdevelopment and wasteful water 

practfces. 

The elevation of the surface level of the water contained in Lake Mead detennines whether a water 

shortage is declared by the SOR in accordance to the current agreements. Progressively more stringent 

drought restrictions are triggered at three successively lower levels. The first trigger point is 1,075 feet. 

When the lake is below this level at the end of the calendar year on the mo ming of January 1st, Arizona, 
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Please see Response to Comment F-2 for a discussion of why the 
2018 Master Plan utilized accurate water demand projections and 
how the 2015 UWMP determined that adequate water supply 
would be available to serve VWD customers. The Water Authority 
has assured VWD of water availability. This comment does not 
identify any inadequacies with the Draft PEIR and does not require 
a response. 
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Nevada and Mexico suffer water restrictions {Tier 1}. The 1075 level has been breached on several 
occasions recently and fortuitous rain Olupled with artifidal props brought it above the trigger level by 

January 1st. The Lake is currently at 1,078.1 ft. lier 2 isat 1,050 feet with more severe cutbacks with 

some restrictions on California. With Tier 3 at elevation 1025 the shortages have major impacts on 

SOuthem carifomia's vital Hoover and Glen canyon Dams power generation, salinity issues and the 
unavailabirity to handle any further drought without dire consequences. 

The first tier trigger is meant to be a wakeup call before more severe measures are required. Some 
water agencies have been calling for stronger restrictions now. To gain time to negotiate a new drought 
reaction agreement between the CoJorado Basin States and Mexico, Lake Mead levels have been 
artificially kept above 1075 on January lStfor several yea~ by emptying the upstream Lake Powell 

reservoir and "storing" t"banking"} water in lake Mead. In fact Mexico has been "temporally" storing 
over 1,500 kafthere for years. Presently 1,507 kAF are available fur removal at any point at their 
disaetion. Technkally all the water in Lake Powell belongs to the Upper Basin with the lower Basin 
(mostly California) benefiting from the "surplus" stored there. 

Water years are defined differently for various purposes.and have .considerable impact on drought 

restrictions. For the V'.W, the water year is the fiscal year {currently 2018-9). For the general analysis of 

the rain years, the Bureau of Reclamation ("BOR") uses October 1st to-September 31st. For the Colorado 
Treaty trigger levels, it is the calendar year. 

take PaW!;!I! ::ind La.ke Mead arf'! the essential reservoi~ and hydrOPk>rtrk e:@rwrntnr. fnr Smrthem 

califomia and Arizona. The reservoir storage as of the November 19, 2018 from Bureau of Reclamation 

weekly reports are summarized below {water volumes are measured in kaf or thousands of acre-feet): 

Reservoir I Full Capacity Current %Full Peak Current 
Storage Elevation Elevation 

Lake Mead I 28,229 9,942 38 1,219.6 1,079.16 
take Powell r 26,200 10,582 44 3,700.0 3,587.35 

Entire Basin J - 27.!.468 46 

Last year, the entire lower Basin W.Jter in storage at this date was 32,449 kaf (54% full) for a 15% drop in 
one year of our remaining storage water -wtiich includes surplus water that is stm "banked" in Lake 

Mead. 

lake Powell is being subjected to high rat-e releases for October and November of this year to deanse 
the sediment-laden rh,er bed (and coincidentally prop up Lake Mead}. Lake Powell is expected to drop to 
39% of capacity at the end of the current water year based on average rain and snow levels. This 
reservoir produces considerable hydroelectric power which is threatened by any further drops. Further, 
levels in Lake Mead and take Powell S"..orage ideally must be equalized to maintain power production in 

both locations which can be done as long astnere is no sustained drought. 

loss of these dams' power will produce real headaches for carbon-free power production as the Lake 
Powell turbines are the only means to handfe the massive swings in unreltable solar power production. 
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Fossil fuel plants can take days to ramp up while Lake Powell takes hours. The loss of these two 
hydroelectric power plants and the previous loss of San Onofre makes Community Choice Aggregation's 
(where cities can build "sustainable" soiar power-) a complete disaster with Sempra free to charge 

heaw1y for importing fossil fuel from politically engineered I shortages from too much reliance on 

unreliable solar power coupled with inadequate water and power storage capacity. 

Without take Powell, Lake Mead would have been completely dry in 2005 resulting in at least 75% of 
San Diego water disappearing. 

Banked Water in Lake Mead {data from various sources): 

MWD 500 
Arizona 601 
Nevada 330 
Mexico Not 

reported 

For lake Mead the "dead pool" of water that is notav..llable to Ci'.!lifomia occurs at a Hoover Dam 

eleVotion of 895 where remaining storage is 2,576 kaf. This dead pool is a result of the construction of 

the dam's lowest outlets. However, this water is available to Nevada's new desalinization plant through 

.its new exclusive "bathtub drain" taking its water from elevation 860 - the very bottom of lake Mead. It 

dumps the concentrated waste back below the reservoir. Desalinization. processes of fill types pnxluce 

fess water and with larger power consumption as the contamination levels rise. 

Mexico is in an awkward situation. They have the rights to 10%ofthe original rainy years water flow of 

1,500 leaf, but 94% of the water comes from the US - only 6% of river water is from rain and snow in 

Mexico. About 85% comes from runoff from the Rockies. Mexico was granted a generous deal. 

MoreoYer, it also has been drawing additional water ftom the Rio Grande River groundwater basin 

belonging to the US at the Texas Border and discharging contaminated waste water back into the river 

creating worsening water conditions and drying welts for Texas. Adding insult to injury one ofti'te 

significant polluters tSthe Levi Jeans manufacturing piant where American jobs were exported. 

Considerable water is required to dye and process jeans. 

San Diego, of course. is currently suing Mexico for the Tijuana waste fouling our beaches :and offshore 

water. 

The awkward situations have: apparently provided pressure on Mexico to extend tne "temporary" 

storing of water (originally "'allowed" due to some flooding damage in Mexico where they lost storage 

capacity}. In a severe drought the water will he worth easily $2,500 per acre4oot [By one report 1 

rece-ived from a viSiting Denver resident indicated that the spot price of water went in :et least one 

occasion to $40,000 an acre-foot 1. I rather expect that all parties loathe to lose that much fl\0111:!Y ifit 

can be avoided. 
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While publicly many agencies hold that Lake Mead will not go below 1075 at the end of this year and 

that we will have plenty of water for 2019, the drought predictions on Januat)' 1st,. 2020 vary from 57%-

100%. That said, a recent report from the Bureau of Reclamation ("BOR") projects that Lake Mead will 
be at 1070 feet at the start of2020 and then sink to 1,053 feet during the summer months !f 2019 has at 

least average rainfall and mowpack. If llOt, the drops wilf be more severe. 

The drought estimates vary depending on the data set used. The BOR projects a 52% chance of a lier 1 

trigger next year and 61% the year after. However, they use a data set based on rain and snow records 

that extends from 1908-2017. The data set indudes all of the record heavy rainfall In the 20th Century 

and only 17 years of the current drought As the extra heavy rain years are included, the predictions are 

heavily biased and are at odds with the hydrological sediment record which indicates that the most 

likely scenario are that the drought will continue for at least eight decades more. If a more restricted 

and relevant drought record set is used for analysis, the probability for breaching the 1075.0 level on 

Jan. lSt will be over 80%. In fact, we h.lve just suffered through the worst dry year on record. As the 

Bureau of Reclamation states in its latest Annual Operating Pion for 2018: 

Inflow to Lake Powell has been below average on 14 of the past 18 

years (2000 through 2017). This 18-year period is the lowest in over 

100 years of record keeping on the Colorado River. 

For the entire State, the geological record indicates these same years represent the worst dr'Ought in 

1,200 years. One study showed that when an especially dry year occurred, in only 5 of22 such events 

has the following year been able to produce enough water to erase the deficit and actually increase the 

storage. Thus the odds are clearly more likely tD be higher than 85% for a drought alert being called on 

January 1st. 2020. 

The hoopla that we have plenty of water in 2019 masks the stark reality that everything falls apart in 

2020. 

For an excellent report on the looming water shortage read The Nevada Independent writer Daniel 
Roth berg's report published AUgust 16, 2018 -"federal Officials Predict Shortage for Lake Mead in 2020, 
Adding More Pressure on States for Drought Plan". Here is an excerpt from the article: 

In recent yean;, the Southern California-based MWD has stored a 
portion of its large Colorado River allocation in Lake Mead to 
keep the reservoir elevations above a shortage Jevel. The water 
pro"ider has been pushing for a basin-wide Dmught Contingency 
Plan, in part,. because it would allow the agency to store "surplus" 
·water in the lake during times of shortages. 

That would benefit the reservoir by keeping the elevation as 
higher. 

But there• s a catch. Under the current rules, absent a Drought 
Contingency Plan,. MWD [and others] would not be allowed to 
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take out several feet [ of elevation] of stored "vater in the {Lake 
Mead]reserYoll". As a result,. its incentive is to take stored water out 
of the lake before a shortage is declared so that it does not lose it 

If there is no drought plan next year~ MVID v.-ill ltkely start 
removing huge amounts of stored water :from the reservoir~ a move 
that could make a shortage in 2020 even more dramatic. 

A new drought response plan was expected "momentarily" in 2016 and continually reported to be 

eminent ever since. However, alleged political infighting in Arizona has dimmed chances for a qtifck 

resolution. And as late as this recent September, the chances for an agreement according to the Asst. 

Sec. of the SOR are considered .,fragile". Further, a constitutional crisis is the offing. Almost all of 

cartfomia's liver water is owned by a handful to people. They have senior water rights. California 

changed the ownership of water in 1914 to a permitting system where new users had to pay for 
permission to use water, but the water is owned by the state. But the private owners who had 
ownership rights before then retained their ownership. A interesting court case is ongoing even now on 

that issue which can make any agreement contingent in California's case as to how to deal with a 

property right and the public taking of any of those rights. Such cases can lite.rally take decades to 

adjudicate. 

Any water stored in the basin cannot be retrieved in meaningful amounts by any of the agencies storing 

water there after the end of 2019. The MWD will not want to lose the water and its revenue. Mexico has 

real investment to consider. But the MWD has had a singular disregard for San Diego County and a 

fixation on the financial po5ition of Los Angeles and itself. 

The attached Bureau of Reclamation Lower COiorado River reports show that the MWD has alreadv 

been steadily drawing down more and more water from Lake Mead. The logical conclusion is that at 

least the MWD does not expect a new agreement to be reached on January 2020, and the danger is that 

All the extra temporary water by ill parties will be withdrawn ne>tt year leading to a catastrophic water 
disaster. 

!f the current year is the expected continuation of the drought and if the banked water ls ramoved, Lake 
Mead levels would dip well below even elevation 1050 to below 950-at which point Lake Mead can no 
longer produce power. As the current operating plan is to equalize storage in Lake Powell and Lake 
Mead to keep power going in both Jocations, we essentially lose both dams "sustainable .. power at 
once. 

Last October, Wr/D Board Director Setty Evans noted that the MWD is currently storing 500 kAF in Lake 

Mead and that each 100 kAF corr~ponds to a foot in elevation of that lake. The VWO GM also noted in 

October that the MWD will be changing the mix of purer State Water Project {"SWP") water to river 
water from 75% SWP and 25% river water to 66 2/3% SWP to 33 1/3% river water. The transition was to 

be completed i-n November. Thus the MWO is saving purer water for itself and tA while drawing down 

Lake Mead water even faster. 
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In fact, the MWD has been seriously drawing down Lake Mead. The following figures are from.the 

weekly BOR Lower Colorado Water Supply Reports. The first line entry is a projection of the total water 

was the expected to be drawn over the entire calendar year of 2017 just by the MWD. Note ail that the 

remaining line entries are updated projections are fort he end of the current calendar year of 2018. 

D.ite Total MWD Draw 
{kaf) 

6/ll/17 488 
9/17/18 666 
10/1/18 687 

10/22/18 736 
11/5/18 161 
11/13/18 782 
11/19/18 799 
11/26/18 816 
12/3/18 .I 838 

Thus the MWD has already begun removing its "banked" water. It logically foUows that they expect a 

drought shortage emergency to be declared on January 1st, 2020. 

If we lose too much water, the vital Lake Mead power allocations are as follows: 

Consumer % 
MWD 28.S 
Nevada 23.4 
Arizona 19.0 
Los Angles 15.4 
S. Cal. Edison 55 
An others 8.2 

Almost 40% of an electric pov-.rer is used in San Diego County ts used to transport water hundreds of 
miles and treat it. Power will be at a premium. How will the reported settlement offer of the SDCWA and 

MWO going to be crafted? Will it be tailored by Speciat Interests, Los Angeles, or others? 

The MWD increased demand on the Colorado Riverwtll not be long to be unnoticed by all other parties 

which will spark a run on the reservoir "banks". lfall the banked water is removed, the elevation in Lake 

Mead would much lower than 950and Lala! Mead power stops. Severe water shortages will be created. 

All new residential construction must cease. Even the proposed Lake Vicente stored energy project 

would no longer be able to function efficiently {if at all} making San Diego's sustainable energy project 

(CCA's) an appalling waste and failure. 

According to all San Diego water agencies, we will have plentyofwaterfor2019 - a misleading 

statement as this water wm be suppTied by draining di;y all our river water reserves producing a probable 

dlsaster for the start of 2020. The misrepresentation appears to be a deliberate to avoid it becoming an 
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embarrassing factor for poflticians promoting major future developments (with oceans-of taxpayer 

money and water for their new infrastructure) to "fight" the "Affordable Housing Crisis"' with generous 

allotments of water capacity that does not exist {so called "paper water"). 

All our remaining water- including the major new unincorporated rural developments such as Newland 

Sierra -will be supplred purloined water from residents who will bear all the additional burdens. 

The shortage emergency will come in Jess than 12 months. And we are not preparing appropriately. 

Who will profit from this true crisis? Wi!I the new housing be sustainable r the beginning of large 

corporate housing monopofies? 

We are supposed to be fighting Climate Change and the attendant drought. Yet we are not doing 

anything that will materially impact the very serious drought issues that make all other issues irrelevanL 

Davia Village Apartments Exampfe 

G-10 Any submetering of apartment complexes wil! be a disaster unless the single Master Meter ready to 

serve charges match the fees to be collected for the average water usage. For high density 

developments, that wm often not be the case. 

The VWD has altered the <:akulation of capacity fees. In the past, the VWD Staff matched up the 

metering with the uses dictated by the stated capacities of meters and the uses. It ensured that the two 

matched dosely. However, when a development has an "affordable housing" component iniffi! phase 
of development, the buflder can specify what water and wastewater capacity it wants to buy before any 

submission of what iS to be built. Once these fees are paid, the matter is not examined later. The gap 

begs gaming the system. 

What can happen is illustrated using the Davia VIiiage Apartment CQmplex example. I am only 

considering the residential use in detan. Note that soon afterthtS project was built, the project was 

purchased and renamed the Marc San Marcos. 

During the Planning comm!SSion healing in San Marcos, the extraordinary statementwa.s rmide that as 

al! units would be rental units and that all units were therefore "affordable". In fact the units ore all 

market rates and relatively expensive although the amenities are superior to most. They also have 

w.rsher/dryer units for each apartment. 

This is a high-density mbced use project proposed in 2014 on land that was previm,isly zoned for 

commercial. The project ultimately built416 apartments. 15,000 sfof commercial, a public private park, 

and extensive landscaping. It did not have to build any Affordable Housing units as the developer argued 

that since all the apartments were rental, they we~ an affordable. The City accepted that argument and 

the investors did not even have to make in-lieu fees. The complex is in dose proximity to Palomar 

Community College and is expected to provide conslderable student housing. Considerable concem was 

also expressed in hearings about possible overaow<ling to inflate profits. The developer and investors 

offered a safeguard. Annual autfits would be performed on the tenants and the project would pay a fine• 

of $2,000 per resident above the Federal and State fimits. Later after the project was built and a n group 
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VWD does not treat affordable housing any different from a 
capacity fee standpoint. VWD presents an evaluation of water 
demand based on the example provided in this comment below. 

A two-inch meter has a capacity of 8 EDUs, or 4,000 gpd of usage. 
The only way to reach a calculated demand for 40 two-inch meters 
for 416 apartments would be if each apartment averaged almost 
400 gpd of usage. The Master Plan found that the average high
density apartment uses approximately 200 gpd. Based on these 
calculations, a 400-unit development would use 80,000 gpd, or 160 
EDUs of capacity. Furthermore, brand new apartments with state
of-the-art water conservation features could use less than 200 gpd. 

The Marc San Marcos project cited in this comment purchased 12 
two-inch meters (not 11) for domestic use, which equates to 96 
EDUs. They also purchased four additional irrigation meters that 
totaled 15.5 EDUs, and inherited 17.5 EDUs purchased by the 
previous property owner. Therefore, the property described in this 
comment has a total capacity of 129 EDUs. VWD believes that this 
capacity is reasonable based on the development's water use 
projections, and the fact that they will be using state-of-the-art 
water conservation features that would further reduce water usage. 
If the properties total water use consistently exceeds this capacity, 
VWD has the right to audit their use records and require additional 
capacity fees or a surcharge as appropriate. VWD would also audit 
the use records of other properties with affordable housing units 
and require additional capacity fees or a surcharge as appropriate. 
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of investors took ownership [the project is now known as Marc San Marcos}, the City removed the 
requirement for the audits. This action begs: the logical conclusion that-overcrowding was to be allowed. 

Still another cone.em was traffic congestion as the students would have to cross the heavily travelled 

Mission Avenue right in from of the college. The project consultant and representative stated that a 

pedestrian bridge would be built before the Davia Village project as part of another project (Palomar 

Station). The other -project was to pay for the entirety of the bridge. Davia Village Project thus was to 
have no signfficant impact on congestion and no new impact fees would be needed. The bridge was 
never built. The Palomar Station actually received money to help build it at San Marcos taxpayer 

expense and the projects are waiting for more money from government agencies to actually build it. 

Finally, the Davia investors proposed a park on the property, but admitted that it did not qualify as an 

urban park. When the project was built, the "l·nnovation Pcrk" was largely landscaping for the 

development, and the Otv did not recognize it as a park. Nonetheless, the Cify took over the expense of 

irrigating the park which is largely immune from water rationing. I do not know who pays for the 

maintenance of the npark". 

The present VWD Staff with the tacit approval of its resent Board of Directors altered facility fee 

cafculations. ln the past, fill. development had to submit plans and they requests for faa1ities. Many 

developements at this time asked for additional watercapactty. The Staff would look over the plans and 

requests to see that they did not ask for too much or too little capacity. With the new board, a 

muttifaml]v development can ask fur what facilities they des.ire before any plans is submitted making 

any analysis by the Staff impossible. Based on the requests the Staff would then provide a letter stating 

the fees for the requested capacity. Supposedly, if a development later consumed more water than they 

paid for, the Staff would then require them to pay for additional capactty. capactty was based on 

number and size of meters. However, this action is not done as no checks were rmi:de afterwards as the 

Davia Village Apartments will show. 

Below are the numbers of meters according to approved plans by the C"tty of San Marcos. The number of 

EDU's and 2014 facifrty fees are those required in 2014. l was: not given access to the final as built 

plumbing plans which should have been provided ir, my global Davia Village Apartment document 

request: 

use Valve Size Number EDU 
Apartments 'J!' 6 48 
Irrigation l ½." 2 N/A 
Park Irrigation ¾" 0 0 
commercial 2· 1 NJA 

Attached are the VWD Staff calculations for the project based on what the developer eventually 

requested. As the project was previously zoned for commercial, the investors were granted a credit for 

the facirlties that were supposedly already purchased. 

Below are the meters that the VWD was requested to provide and a figure from the WJD on what was 

actually provid!?d: 
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Use j Valve Sue Number EDU 
Pur-chased 

Apartments 2" ll 88 i 
Irrigation 1½" 2 !12 
Park Irrigation ¾" 1 l N/A 
Commercial 2" 11 IN/A 

Water 

For an apartment using 200 gpd, each apartment wou!d consume 0.8 EDU's. A 2" mete,- supports 8 

EDU's so the RTS fees are for 8 EDU's.. If each 2" master meter supported exactly 10 apartments, the RTS 
fees would match the nominal capacity. 

For 416 apartments, the number of master meters should be 42. However, the developer only asked fur 

11. The shortfall reduced the capacity-fees to 26% of what they should have paid. The resultant water 

RT$ (also called "base" fees) were also reduced to 26% of what they really needed. Moreover, thev.raste 

treated fees are based on the capadty-ofthe water meters; so the waste treatment capacity fees were 
also reduced to 26% ofwhitt they were consuming. If submetering is used, the monthly base fee would 

also be reduced down to 26% of actual use. 

The implications are threefold: 

1. 1he deficit in capacity fees are probably a major consequence of underch,;1rging capacity fees for 

new developments which utilize master meters. 

2. The new bonds to "catch up" on the undercharging violate one of the principle issues in the San 

Juan capistrano case; namely, any single parcel cannot be overcharged. This is a dear violation 

of Prop. 218. 

3. The growth projections by the VWD show only EOU's which totally underestimate the true 

growth in water demand and major sources of underreporting. 
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The development also required a new 8" water pipeline. I saw no evidence that the developer was 
charged for their cost as is the usual case for development specific extra needs-

tastly, during the Planning Commisslon meeting. therewera discussions of a park. The developer 

representative admitted that the park was not qualified to bean urban park. Yet the park is actually 

largely landscaping fur the commercial sector and Is not in fact a cirv park. Yet the taxpayers are paying 

for the irrigation of this "park". 

Thank you for your time to read and respond to these comments. Please ensure that they are properly 

to the final PEIR and reply with clear -evidence if you dispute any of these comments as you have the 

burden of proof. I do require by right a written formal response. Pleas cal! if you have any questions at 

760,471.6685 or contact me by e-mail at m_hunsaker@cox.net. 

lP,v.,--£2 
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Conclusory remarks. No response is required. 
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