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Planning & Research
An Employee-Owned Company

Govemors Office of
APR 12 2019

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE

April 5, 2019

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 being 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 held in the District's Board Room located in the Vallecitos Water District
Administration Building, 201 Vallecitos de Oro, in San Marcos. The public 1s 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 response shall describe the disposition of significant environmental issues
raised (e.g., revisions to the proposed project to mitigate anticipated impacts or objections).
In particular, 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 response. Conclusory statements 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) 744-0460 if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

/A RS
//’////{L(/é;/ ;h’{l /E;Q;Q_,f/

Michael Page
Principal, Environmental Division
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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 Department of Transportation RTC-5
C County of San Diego Planning and RTC-9
Development Servicea
D Rincon Band of Luigeno Indians RTC-12
E San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc.. RTC-14
F Golden Door/Latham & Watkins RTC-18
G Michael Hunsaker RTC-42
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LETTER

RESPONSE

Letter A

£

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
(GOVERNOR'S OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESEARCH

EDMUND G, BROWN IR
CovERNOR

December 6. 2018

Raobert Scholl

Vallecizos Woier District
281 Vallecitos De Oro
San Marcos, CA 92069

Subject: Vallecitos Water Dismict 2018 Water, Wasiewater, and Reoyeled Water Master Plap
SCH# 2017111082

Dear Rober Sehwll:

A‘ 1 The enclosed commens {5} on vour Draft £IR was [were} recetved by the Stare Claaringhouse after the oud

of the stale roview pertod, which closed on Decernbrer 3, 2013, We e Sarwarding these eomments 1@ you
becouse they provide informmtion or ciise issies dhar shovld be addressed in vour final coviroemenml
docuntent.

The Caiifornia Envisonmenial Qeality Sct does aot nequire Lead Agenries to respond ia late comments.
tlowevel, W encoLmge you to incorporsie ihkese addidonal comments into your final environmental -
document and o consider them prior w mking Snad oction on the proposed praiedt,

Please conzct the Siate Clearingbiuse w f916) 4450613 i you have any qrestions conceming the |
eprpnmensz] review process. I yon beve a question regarding the abnve-named project, please refer o
the ten-digit State Clearinghouse nuaber (201711 E082) when conmeting this office.

Sincerely, . /7

Scot; Morpaz
Bipector, Staie Cleatinghicuse

Enclosures
ot RASDINGES AgCRiy

1400 iGthStreet PO, Box 3044 Sacramento, Cafifomiz 958133943
1-916-322-7308  FAX 1.316.558-3184  wuav.oprezpay

This letter acknowledges that the Vallecitos 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.
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LETTER

RESPONSE

EDOMIRNDG, BROWN JR.

Governos

A2

STATE OF CALIFORNIA ;,ﬁ‘éf %’%
COVERNOR'S OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESZARCH %\ﬂ )
g

Een ArEy
DnmecTon
December 4, 2018
Rodert Scholi
Vallecitos Water District
201 Vallecitos De Oro
San Marcos, CA 92068

Subject: Vallecitos Water Districe 2018 Warer, Wastewarer, and Recyeled Water Master Plan
SCH#: 2017111082

Dear Rober Schoil:

The State {learingbouse submitted the above nomed Draft EIR 10 selected siate ageacies for sview, The
review period closed on December 3, 2018, and no statz agencies submitted o by that dete. This
letier acknowledges thar vou have complied with the Siate Cleatinghouse review requirements for defl
envie 1 ts, B o the California Envirormental Quality Act.

Please call the Staie Clearinghouse at ($16) 445-0613 if you have any questions reparding the
envirpamental review process. If you have z question about the above-named projest, please refer to the
ten-digir Swte Clearinghouse mumber when contecting this office.

Sincarely, ;
ﬁ-

Direetor, State Clearinghouse

1400 10th Street 9.0, Box3044  Sacramentn, California 95812-3044
1-916-322-2318  FAN1-915-338-316¢ wwwoprcagov

This is the original letter VWD received from the Governor’s Office
of Planning and Research. This leiter has been superseded by the
letter VWD subsequently received that is bracketed as Comment
A-1 above.
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LETTER RESPONSE
Pocument Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base
SCHE  XB1TiTI082
Project Tide  Valiechons Water Distict 2018 Watar, Wasiswater, s Recyeded Water Master Plan
Lead Agency Valleclios Water District
Type EIR DrafER
o Fpti The 2018 Vatl Water District Master Plan evaliates the existing ang fdurs needs for water,
wastewater and recycled water services, and nclutias 3 fadliies plen and Capital improvements
program o sccommodate these needs. The Masier Plan eddresses many loczl and regionst issuss,
including Impartad water supply, watar consenvation, local waler supply development, senice area
grawth, and Espasal ity. Tha CIP ides proper capacity W VWD walter and
y 0 serve i ant 4 e 2035, One CIP Project, o Diamend
Siphan Replacament Project. has bean evaluated a1 the projact leve! within the PEIR Supplement for
ther 2078 Masier Plan.
Lead Agency Contact
MName Robert Scholl
Agency  Valiecios Water District
Phaone  {750) T44-0360 Fax
wmafil
Address 20t Vabeeitas De Org
City San Marcos State CA  Zip 92069
Project Location
County $San Disgo
City San Maress
Region
Lot/long 33" 330N} 1T &AW
Cress Stegls
Parcef Ne.
Townshic Range Section Base
Proximity to:
Highways 78
Airports
Railways MNCTDSprinter
Watarways San Marcos Creek
Schiools  Missign Hifls HS.
Land tse  varisis
Project Issues  Agricuttural Land; &ir Quality, Archaeologic-Historic: Biological Ressurses; Cumutative Efects; Flood
PlainFlooding: Forest LandFire Hazard; GeclogiciSelemic: Growth Inducing: Landuse: Minemts;
Norse; Population/Housing Salance; Public Services; Racation/Parks; Scit
Erosion pactionfGrating: TasxteH 135 TradBerCh Fory; Veg Water Quality;
Waetland/Riparian; Aesthetic/Viswal
Reviewlng  Resourtes Agency: Dapartment of Fish and Wildife. Regian 5 Depariment of Paries and Recveatior,
Agencies Department of YWaier Resoumces: Califormia Highway Patrok, Callrams, Distich 11, Rescurces,
Recyclhing and Recavery; Siate Waler Resources Control Beerd, Livision of Dncking Watar, State
Water Resowrces Conirol Board, Divison of Financial Assisiance; Reglanz! Water Guality Canirol
Board, Region &; Dep f Toxie Sut Congrol; Native A Heriage Sommission;
Pubfic Utifties Cammissfon
Dats Recefred 1071202018 Sewt of Review 1001972048 End of Review  1203/2018
Nestar Rl in it Salds mnd? fram focfriom infdemar A b ik Soats
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LETTER

RESPONSE

B-2

Letter B

STATEQL CALEORMIA—CALIGRNIA STATL TRANSPORTATION AGNEY.

DEFARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
RISTRICT 11

4050 TAYLOR STREETY, M$-241

SAN DIFGO, CA 92110

PHONE (519} 6550960

FAX (BIY) 685299

TTY 11

www.dot.cgov

December 5, 2018
11-803-5. 15, 78
PM VAR
Vallecitos Water District 2018 Water, Wastewater, and Recycled Water
Master Plan
SCH#2017111032
r. Robert Scholl
Vallecitos Water District
201 Vallecitos de Oro
San Marcos, CA 92069

Dear My, Scholl:

Thank you for including the California Department of Tramsportation (Caltrans) in the
enviromnental review process for the Draft Environmentat Impact Repert for the Vallecitos
‘Water Diswrict 2018 Warer, Wastewater, and Recycled Water Master Plan located near Interstate
5 (I-5), Interstate 15 (I-15) and State Rovte 78 (SR-78). The mission of Calirans is to provide 2
safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient wrensportation system to enhance California’s sconomy
and Lvability. The Locz! Development-Tntergovernmental Review (LD-1GR) Program reviews
land use projects and plans {o ensurc consistency with our mission and state planning priorities.

Caltrans has the following comments:

Trafiic Control Pian/Hauling

The California Departrnent of Transportation {Caltrans) bes discretionary authority with respect
w highways wder its jurisdiction and may, upon application and if good canse appears, issee a
special permit to operate ¢r move a vehicle or combination of vehicles or special miobile
cquipment of a size or weight of vchicle or load exceedmyg the maximum lmitztions specified in
the Califernia Vehicle Code, The Caltrans Transportation Penmits Issuence Branch is responsible
for the issuance of these special transportation permits for overstzefoverweight vehicles on the
State Highway System. Additional information is provided oniine at:

htipciwrwrw dot.ca gov/irafficopsfoermite/index. hten]

If a special permit is needed for hanling, 2 Traffic Control Plan is to be submitted to Caltrans
Disirict 11, including afl interchanges along I-5, 1-13, and SR.78 that will be used for the hauling
route, at least 30 davs prior to the start of any construction. Traffic shall not be unreasonably
delayed. The plan shall also outiine sugsested detours to use during closures. including routes
and signage.

“Preveedy o sufe. insolle, imicgred wid eficiome
o errhonee Califormia’s ecoromy and frobilae™

werem

EDMUNED B, BROWE Jr_ Gioverner

Mok Lvztervarioy
o Californiz e of Life,

B-1

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.

RTC-5




LETTER

RESPONSE

B-5

B-6

Mr. Robert Scholk
December 3, 2018
Page 2

Potential itapacts to the highway fecilities (1-3, 115 and SR-78) and traveling public fiom the
detorr, demolition and other construction activities should be discussed and addressed before
work begins,

Hvdrolooy and Drainage Studies

Based on Figure 3-2 the Phase 1 Outfall is anticipated to cross the 1-5. More detailed
information is needed regarding the preposed drainage crossing the state tight-of-way
(R/W).

Please clarify on page 3-17 in the section “Outfall Subprojects LO-D1 and LOD-D27 if
existing 347 and 30" pipes will be upgraded or will remain in place at their current

conditons.

Right-of-Wayv

The ongoing Caltrans J-5 North Coast Corridor (I-3 NCC) project along 1-5 is in the area of this
projects’ proposed Outfall in Carlsbad crossing I-3. Any work near the consiruction zone may
reguire coordination with the Catlrans construction contracior.

Please clarify if the proposed sewer line CIP crossing SR-78, as in-Figure 3-1, will be
encroaching onte staie RAW.

Vallecitos Water District shall prepare and submit to Caltrans closure plans as part of the

encroachment pexmit application. The plans shall reqeite that closure or partial closure of 1-5, 1-
15 and/or SR-78 be limited to times as to creafe the least possible inconvenience to the traveling
public and that signage be posted prior to the closure to alert drivers of the closure in accordance

with Caltrans requirements. Traffic shafl not be unreasonably delayed. The plan shall also
outline suggested detours te use during the closures, waffic, inchuding routes and signage.

The Highway Ciesure Flan. as part of the encroachment permit, should be submitted to
Caltrans at least 30 days prior to iniHafing installation of the crossings. No work sheli
begin in Caltrans R/W until an encroachment permit is approved.

Any work performed within Caltrans R/W will require discretionary review and
approvel by Caltrans and an encroachment permit will be required for any work within
the Caftrans R/W prior to construction. As part of the encroachment permiit process, the
applicant must provide an approved final environmentz]l document including the
California Environmental Quatity Aet (CEQA) determination addressing any
envirorunental impacts with the Caltrans™ R/W, and any comresponding iechrical studies.

“Frcvide 2 safe, swsiulachic, intvgrated und eificiort iransportation sysiea
2 erivamie (olifornie’s econanty and livabilisy™

B-3

B-5

B-7

The Phase 1 Outfall has been addressed at a program level.
Additional project-level environmental review will be required,
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 PEIR has been revised to state the following:

Outfall Subprojects LO-D1 and LO-D2 (Gravity Section D).
These subprojects would include replacing approximately 12,500
feet of existing sewer pipeline (7,900 feet for LO-D1, 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 Intersiate 5,
as shown on Figure 3-2. The exsting 30-to 839-inch diameter pipes
would be replaced, while the existing 54-inch digmeter pipes would
remain in place. The size of the replacement pipeline would range
from 86 to 48 inches in diameter depending on the final vertical
alignment chosen. Subproject LO-DI would be constructed in Phase
1, and subproject LO-D2 would be constructed in Phase 4.

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
required, VWD will prepare and submit Highway Closure Plans to
Caltrans as part of the encroachment permit application, consistent
with the requirements listed in this comment. Highway Closure
Plans will be submitted to Caltrans at least 30 days prior to
initiating installation of the crossings.

RTC-6
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RESPONSE

B-9

. Robert Scholl
December 3, 2018
Pags 3

Please see Section 600 of the Eneroachment Permits Manual for requirements regarding utilitics
and state RAW:

httpriiwerw dot.ca povitrafficons/enddocs/Chapter §.p8f

If you have any questions, please comact Kimberly Dodson. of the Caltrans Development
Review Branch, at (619) 688-2510 or by e-mant zent to Kimberly.dodson@dot.ca.gov.

Sincercly, /’
/7

JACOB ARMSTRONG, Branch Chief’
relopment and Intergovernmental Revicw Branch

“Provide o a5, sustaitalie. intcgreitd and effittent franypertation synen
neenhonee Coliforvia T eranonne amd Svalifine ™

B-8

B9

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.




LETTER

RESPONSE

B-10

From: Tse, Simon@DOT

Senis Friday, December 7, 2018 2:24 PM

Te: Dodson, Kimbearly @D0T <kim berk:. dodson@dot.ca.gov>
Cc: Al-Jafri, Abu-Bakr@DOT <abu-bake hal-jafi@dot.ca.gou>

Subject: RE: Vallecitos Water District 2018 Master Plan DEIR Functional Reviewer Staff deadline extended to Bacembar
5th

Kimberly:

Vallecito Water District is advised to foliow chapter 17 of the Plan Preparation Manual and Chapter 600 of the Permit
Manuzl for designing facilities vathin CT Right-of-way.

Simon

B-10

VWD will design project facilities that would be located within
Caltrans right-of-way consistent with the requirements of Chapter

17 of the Plan Preparation Manual and Chapter 600 of the Permit
Manual.

RTC-8
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C-1

C-2

LETTER
Letter C
B
AT S0 CAEMAND AVERSE SINE v, v, AT L
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November 30, 2018
Robert Scholl

Senior Enginesr
Vallediles Yater District

201 Vallecitos Ce Oro
Ban Marcos, CA 92085

Wia e-mail fo: pscholl@vwd.com

REQUEST FOR COMMENTS ON THE NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF A DRAFT PROGRAMW
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE VALLECITOS WATER DISTRICT 2043 MASTER PLAN FOR
THE VALLEGITOS WATER DISTRICT

Mr. Scholl

The County of San Diego (Courty) reviewed the Vallecitos Water Distric’s (VWD) Vallesitos Water District 2018
Master Plan (Project), dated October 22, 2018,

The County appreciates the opportunity fo review the Project and offers the following commends for your
considerstion. Piease note that none of these comments should be construed as County support for this Project.

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

1. Based on the kot of Capital (mprovement Program (CHP) projects identifiad in Yre Master Plan and PEIR,
Caunty-maintained roads and facllities will potertiaily be impacled, including but not fimited to:

8. Deer Springs Road (P-16 & P-56, $P-31)
b. ElNoste Parkway and Reese Road (P~400)
¢. Rock Springs Road {P-100, SP-05}
d. San Pablo Dive (SP-15)
e. Twin Oazks Valley Road {P-608)
2. Any pevament, curbigutter/sidewalk, culverts, Uilities, traffic controlrelated infrastruchirs, as wef as any
ather infrasiruciure within the County-maintained road right-of-way that is damaged by any VWD CIP
graject shalt be replaced te its oniginal condition or better to the satisfaction of the County Department of

Public Works (DPW). Such adlivities may alsc require an engroachment andior excavation pemit in
consultaticn with the County. Any roadway excavation must also be conducted in accordence with the

C-1

c-2

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
repaired to the satisfaction of County DPW.

RTC-9




LETTER

RESPONSE

C-4

C-7

c-8

Mr. Scholl
November 33, 2018
Page 2

County's Pavement Cut Policy. The Caunty requests that the VWD ceondinate with County DPW priorto
any medification of the Courty-maintained roads.

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

1. Based on the list of CIP projects identified in the Master Plan and PEIR, they do not confiict with current
County CIP's; howaver, they have the potertial to overiap antor be located adiacent to future County
CIPs by the DPW CIP Division. This inciudes, but is net fimited to, the County's potential widening of
Lieer Springs Road, which would overiap with the VWD CIP projects P-18, P-58, and PS-3. The County
requests that the VIWD coordinate with the County DPW during the design and planning stages of their
future CIP projects to ensure any polential conflicts are avoided with future County DPW projects.

LANE WATER QUALITY DIVISION

1 jn-:e 2018 Master_Plan includes a CIP which propeses new faciliies and upgrades to existing facitities,
mduﬁpg reservairs, pump and lift stalions, and ansmission mains and other pipelines. Grading and
trenching proposed for these srojects must be evaluated for potential impacs to existing septic systems
anq {egﬁred resesrve area located within 100 fee of grading/trenching activities. Gradingftranching must
maintain the S-foot horizantal setback from leach fines, seepage pils, and reserve area for every one foot
of gradng cut or trench depth {maximum setback of 100 feet) required by the Depariment of
Environmental Health. Contact Craig Caes, Supervising Environmental Health Spacialist, at 858-654-
2551 or Craic.Caes@sdcounty.ca.cov for further information.

PARKS AND RECREATION

1. The C?ol:mty‘s Department of Parks and Recrestion {(DPR) would ke to nate, in Chapter 3, Project
Descnphon. Figure 3-1 CIP Precject Location identifies 2 Sewer Pump Station CiP as WW-3 — howaver,
the proiect s not identified in Table 3-1.

2. Asidentified in Figure 3-1, Water Reserveir CIP Prgjects R-3 and R-8 are locsted immediately adjzcent
1o the County’s Escondide Creck Preserve and Sewer Pump Station CIP WW-3 is located immediately
adjzeent to the County’s Diamand Trail. BPR requests that the VWD consult with DPR regarding these
prcqeds prios to implementation. For these projects, YWD should consider the lecation of eonstruction
staging arsas end the staging areas’ and project's impact 1o Counly-owned/managed praperties.

3. The foowing CIP projects identified as part of the VWD Master Flan Programmatic Envirgnmental Impact
Report (PEIR} (Figure 3-1} are located in unincorporated County communilies within the VWO service
area: V_\!W-G. P2-3, PS5, PS-7, P54, P-600, P-16/56, P-42. DFR requests that VWD consult with DPR
{es_ardmg ﬁjese and other prgects within County jurisdiction as they are being planned for
impiementation. For profects within County Jusisdiction, VWO shouid consider;

a. ?lanned County Trails and Pathways: DPR requests that VWD consult with DPR on the possible
Implementation of the plarmed commumity trails of which CIP projects maybe in the vicinity.
Frojects ke thess are an excellent opportunity to enhanee community trail connechions. Pleage
see COSD Community Trails Master Plan for detalls of the exact locations of planned trafls, or
f:uf:‘tact Mag Diss, County Tra#s Coordinator, at Ma ity cg. for more
information.

b. Exvslmg County Community Trails and Pathways: As part of projects within the Counly's
Jussdiction, DPR would require the replacement in kind ©f any existing trails that will be impacted
as a result of CIP projects. DPR requires consultation prior to the closure cr reroute of any trails

C-3

C-4

C-5

C-6

c-7

C-8

C-9

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, 42-5, 4.3-1, 45-2, 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 wunincorporated 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.

RTC-10




LETTER

RESPONSE

C-10

c-11

Mr. Scholl
November 30, 2018
Page 3

within ihe project ares. Please consult the County Tralls Coordinator at the adoress above for
informiation ¢n existing irafls and pathways.

. Stagng Arsas {General): Prior to selection of any construction staging areas within fands owned
or managed by DPR, DPR requires consultztion with VIND to reduce mpacts to County-
owned/managed properties.

The County appreciates the opporiunfly te comment on this Project. We look forwars to receiving future
documenis retated to this Project and providing additionat assistance, at your request. i you have any questions
regarding these commenis, please contecl Timathy Vertino, Land Use / Emvironmental Plannar, at {858) 485-
5458, or via e-mall at fimothy. vedinof@isdeounty.ca gov.

Sincerely,
Eric Lardy, AICP

Chief {Adting), Advance Planning Division
Planning & Development Services

Darren Gralfer, Chiel of Staff, Boand of Supervisors, District 5
Mei Miilslein, Group Pregram Manager, LUEG

Jeff Kashak, Land Use / Enviroomentai Plannar, DPwW
Kimberly Jones, Land Use 7 Environmental Planner, DFW
Craig Caes, Land Use Supervisor, DEH .
Mary Bannefi, Administrative Analyst, DEH

Margaret Diss, Program Coordinator, DPR

Marcus Lubich, Sr. Park Project Manager, DPR

Emmet Aquino, Park Project Manager, DPFR

Sharon Ippolifo, Adminisirative Apalyst, FDS

E-maff oo

C-10

C-11

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.

RTC-11
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B-1

D-2

D-3

Letter D

RINCON BAND OF LUISENO INDIANS

Cultural Resources Department

One Goveroment Center Lane - YValley Center. Californea 92082
{760y 297.2635 Fax:(7603 652-1488

November 19. 2018

Vallecitos Water District
Robert Scholl

201 Vallecitos de Oro
San Marcos, CA 92069

Re: Vallecitos YWater District 2018 Water, Wastewater, and Recycled Wader Master Plan
Dear M. Scholl,

This letter is written on behall of the Rincon Band of Luisedo Indians. We have received your
notification regarding the abova referenced project and we thank vou for the opportunity to congult, The
identified logation is within the Territory of the Linsefio peoplz, and is also within Rincon's specific area
of Historic intervst. '

Embzdded in the Luisefio territory are Rincon's history, cultore md identity. We have knowledge of
cultaral resources within close proximity to the proposed project area. We recommend that 2 cvltural
study be conducted for this project. to inelude an archeological record search. We ask that a copy of the
cuftural stidy be provided to the Rincon Band. In addition. we request consultation at this time in order
to learn more about the project and any potertial impacts to cultural resources,

If vou have additional questions or concerns plesse do mol hesitale to comtact our office at youor
convenignce at (760) 297-2635.

Tizank, von for the opportunily to protect and preserve our cultural assels.

Sincerely.

Distiny Colocho. RPA
Tribal Historic Praservation Officer
Rincon Cultral Resources Depaxtment

B Mazzeai
Tribal Chairpan

Tishmall Tamer
Vieo Chairwomen

Laurie E. Gonzzlez
Councll Manha

Alfmso Kolb
Coameil Member

Steve Staliings

Coumncil Memba

D-3

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
gurvey 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 requires a survey
be completed for additional projects under the Master Plan.

As documented in Section 4.3.3.3 of the Draft PEIR, VWD
succesefully 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 indicaiing that
there are seven cultural sites within and immediately adjacent to the
VWD service area boundary. Of these, fwo cultural sites may be in
the vicinity of future work.

Section 1.2.3 of the Draft PEIR states the [ollowing 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 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)(1)-(2)).
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D-3 (cont.)
If the subsequent project would have effects not analyzed in the
PEIR, then further enuvironmental review would be required
pursuant to the CEQA Statues and Guidelines for those effects.

VYWD (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 PETR.

D-4 Conclusory remarks. No response is required.
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E-3

E-5

Letter E

Environmental Review Committee

& 4 December 2018

Mr. Robert Scholl

Vallecitos Water District

201 Vallecitos de Oro

San Marcos, California 92069

Subject: Draft Program: Environmental Impact Repont
Vallecitos Water District 2018 Master Plan
Dear Mr. Scholl:

I have reviewed the cultural resources aspecis of the subject DPEIR on behalf of this committes
of the San Diego County Archaeological Society.

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

1.

On page 4.3-10, Subsection 4.3.2.3, Local, lists only San Diego County’s Resource
Protection Ordinance (RPO). Tt should also include the San Diege County Historis Site
Board (HISB), which receives nominations to the County's historic landmarks list. [Asa
disclosure, ] curzenily serve as Chair of the HSB.] That list includes only resowrces within
the unincorporated areas or owned by the County. So, likewise, this subsection should also
cite the historic iandmarking, boards, commissions, etc., of each of :he jurisdictions in which
the District operates.

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

The paragraph at the top of page 4.3-15 discusses various ways in which archaeoiogical and
historical sites may be directly impacted. The discussion should be expanded to also address
indirect impacts, such as exposing sites to public visibility and aceess. '

Mitigation measure Cul-1 refers to performing records searches to determine if the vicinity of
2 CIP project has been previously surveyed. Cul-2 also refers to when 2 survey would be
mquimd. Please note that surveys more than 5 ysars old are typwallj not considered reliable
$0, in such cascs, a new survey is required. Any outstanding mmgannn measures woukd
potentially also require updating based on 2 new swvey. \
Mitigation measures Cul-2 and Cal-3 are 2 bit vagne in their reqmren‘:kents for archasological
and Native American monitoring. Presumably the Phase I study would include

F.O. Box 81102 S$an Disgo. CAB2738-1106 {359) 538-0935

San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc.

E-1

E-2

E-4

E-5

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
making 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
oceur 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 existing 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-1), a Phase I
Cultural Resources Survey study shall be completed by o qualified
cultural resource professional.
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Subsection B of Mitigation Measure Cul-2: Phase I Cultural
Resources Study has heen revised as follows:

In the event that known or previously undetected archaeological
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 eligibility for inclusion in federal,
state, and local registers of significant resources. This evaluation
shall be undertaken by a cultural resource professional who
mintmally meets the SOI Professional Qualifications Siandards 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(1),
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 gqualified archaeologist and o Native American monitor, if
requested during AB 52 consuliation, would be reguired. If
subsurface cultural resources are encountered during CIP project
construciton, 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
archaeologist 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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E-6 (cont.)

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, faunal 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 o qualified archaeologist retained by VWD for
significance under all applicable regulatory criteria.

No further grading shall occur in the area of the discovery uniil
VWD approves the measures to pretest-mitigate the resources. Any
archaeological artifacts recovered as a result of mitigation shall be
donated to-curated at a qualified scientific institution approved by
VWD where they would be afforded long-term preservation to allow
future scientific study. Curation fees gre the responsibility of VWD,

Upon completion of monitoring. a final results report with resource
data and analvsis shall be completed and submitted to VWD and

the South Coastal Information_Center. Should no resources be
encountered, o 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 then the ability of the project archacologist to make
recommendation for treztment of any discovered resource and diverting work In the vicinity
of a discovery (though the text fails to state that the monitors have the zuthority 1o cause
that}, and = statement that artifacts "shail be donated to 2 qualified scientific instintion”,
various specifics are missing. One example is the generation of a report within a timely
manper, Finally, the archasslogical collections zren't just donated. There is & cost associzted
with proper seientific curation and the District needs to acknowledge its responstbility to
provide for curation fees.

More spevific comments can be made when the environmental documents for individual projects E-7
become available. SDCAS requests being provided these documents for revizw doring thelr
public comment period.
Thank you for including SDCAS in the distribution of this DPEIR.

Sincerely,

QJ%« _
es W. Rovle, Jr., i

Environmental Review Committee

el RECON
SDCAS President
File

P.0. Box 81106 « San Diego, CA 82138-1105 « (358) 538-0935

Conclusory remarks. No response is required.
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F-1

201 Vallecitos De Cro |
San Marcos. CA 32059 |
rscholl@vwd ore '

Re: The Goldsn Door’s Comments on District’s Draft 2018 ’VIastef Plan and Draft
Progyam Environmental Immact Report

Dear Mr. Scholl.

As you know. we represent the Golden Deor Properties. LLC (“Golden Door™), a
Valleertos Water District customer i Division 1. We write in regard to the 2018 Water,
Wastewater, and Recvcled Water Master Plan (2018 Master Plan™) and its associated Draft
Program Environmenta! Impact Report (“DPEIR™).

We are extremely concerned with the District’s preparation of the 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 November 15, 2017, Notice of Preperation {Attaclment A). The
District remains the only urban water district in the State to forecast 2 perpetual water supply
deficit in its 2013 Urban Water Management Plan (“2015 UWMP™). A proper 2018 Master Plan
would inform District custorners about the chroumstances surrounding that water supply defieit
and set goals to alleviate justifiable concems. IE. as the District has previously stated, there is no
deficit, the District should provide clear information that definftively resolves the deficit shown
in its 2015 UWMP. However the 2018 Master Plan does no such thing! The documents ignore
the District’s projected water supply shorifall and fail to analyze a number of other potentiaily
significant impacts. The 2018 Master Plan and its DPEIR are inadequate.

Below we have identified specific issues that must be addressed in the 2018 Master 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 Master Plan and DPEIR in the future.

F-1

Introductory comment. Responses to specific comments contaJned
in this letter are provided below.
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A The 2013 Master Plan is Based On Stale Data

The 2013 Master Flan is based almost exclusively on data from 2014 or exrlier and
cannot provide realistic msight into the current nead for water supply or infrastrocture, For
example, in calculating the unit water demands, the 2018 Master Plan uses “water meter billing
records for January 2008 through June 2014.™ Projected water demand is based even more
narrowly on the 2013-2014 Fiscal Year.? Moreover, although the District must limit itself to
planning for approved projects, the 2018 Master Plan takes this limtation to an exiveme and
omits alf 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.® Metered dam obtained
from this period cannot 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,” Additionally, “VWD customers have demonstrated a strong propensity
1o respond to czlis for water conservation.™ As such. during the drought period, water usage
may have decreased as much as 40% due to conservation efforts. Accordingly, 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 dam or information from after the extreme dry pericd ended, otherwise all planning is
unreliable as it assumes conservation measures that may well no ionger be in place.

The DPEIR must 2lso be revised 1o clarify that the 2018 Master Plan does not reflect
curretit water supply or demand, For example, the DPEIR states “According t 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.™ This is  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 ¢an be found in the 2018 Master Plan, clearly labeled as “{blased en
Distrier billing records for Fiscal year 2013/2014.7 The 2018 Master Plan therefore cannot
characterize the 2-17 water demand s it incorporates no 2017 data.

12018 Master Plan, § 3, p. 3-1.
22018 Master Plan, § 5, p. 5-22, Table 5-11.

3 See, e.g., Daniel Griffin & Kevin §. Anchukaitis, How unusual is the 2012-2014 California
droughi?, 41 Geophysical Research Letters 24, 9017-3023 (Dec. 3, 2014).)

1 3ee, e.g., Vallecitos Water District Ordinance No. 195.
32015 UWMP, p. 9-1.

S DPEIR, § 3, p. 3-10.

72018 Master Plan, § 5, p. 5-22, Table 5-11.

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 CIP projects, such as pipeline
replacements, pump stations, and other infrastructure. In
accordance with Section 15168(c) of the CEQA Guidelines, when a
subsequent CIP project is proposed for construction, the District (as
Lead Agency) will examine the project to determine whether iis
effects have been adequately addressed in the PEIR. If the Lead
Agency determines that the projeclt 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 cccur, and that no new
wnformaiion 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 addiiional environmental
documentation would be required (14 CCR 15165(c)(1)-(2)).

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

This PEIR exaomines the potenitial environmental effecis 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 tmpacts, 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 aceuracy 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 2013 Master Plan DFEIR Fails to Consider the District’s Perpetual
Water Supply Deficit Projections

The District faces 2 pressing issue in determining how to address the long-term water
supply deficit projections in its 2013 Urban Water Management Plan (“UWMP™). The text of
the 2015 UWMP explains that “If VWD water demands develop as called for in its Draft 2014
Master Plan, there will be a significant shertfall in projected supplies.™ These numbers were
derived based on metered data during drought vears,

Included below are tables from Chapter 7 of the District’s 2015 UWMP showing a supply
deficit in each scenario (nermal, single dry, and multiple drv years) and for every year for which
projections are provided [t is imporiant to note that these deficits are calculated using data from
a period when heavy conservation efforts were already being exercised due to the drought. Page
$-13 of the 20135 UWMP discusses State mandated reductions in water usage of 20% below
haseline usage (haseline usage was determined using actual water usage between 1999 and 2008
calculzted to be 199 gallons per day per capita (“gpdc™)). Page 9-14 poes on to conchude that
“the actual capita daily water use for the fiscal vear ending in 2015 is 117 gped.” Therefore,
actual 2015 water usage in the VWD was reduced from the 2008 basellne by 40%, likely due to
the significant conservation ¢fforss.

Per pages 4-2 and 4-3 of the 2015 UWMP, future water use projections (including those
nsed in the tables below) were based on the unit water demands in the 2014 Master Plan. The
2014 Master Plan was never finalized, but a Seprember 21, 2016 VWD Staff Report
{Attachment C) myakes clear that the unit water demands (also known as water duty factors)
were meorporated into the 2014 Draft Master Plan and were based on distriet meter records from
July 2008 through June 2014, As noted above, between 2008 and 2015 water usage in the VWD
dropped 40%. Likely due to conservation measures. Therefore, this significant conservation, as
much as 40%, s afready incleded in the supply deficit projections listed below, which are based
on the water 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.

£ 2015 UWMP, p. 7-3.

F-2 (cont.)

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 comserved, 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/yr) | 6,212 | 6,782 | 6,920 6,990
2015 UWMP Supply MG/yr) | 6,914 | 8,011 | 8,794 9,198

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
2015 UWMP.
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| Tabte 7:2: Monmal Year Supply and Dernand Comparison

6,914 8,011

10644 | 11187 ! 11569 | 12330

3,750} | {3,176) | {2,775} | {3,138

7359 { 8332 | g3 | sImi

11389 | 11,970 | 12379 33,193

4,030 | 3 | poee | (241

7400 | meo1 | o518 | o058

11628 § 13216 | 12838 | i348

e | mes | s | pes

701 8,002 0,782 08

11953 | 12,583 12,992 3,847

a.26z) | 13840 | (aa2s) | (3880

These tables demonstrate that demand excesds supply in all of the 2015 TPWMP's
projections. These tables are straightforward. easy to understand, and exirenrely conceming.
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Nowhere in the 2018 Master Plan are the water supply or demand projections put 2o clearly. In
fact, the 2018 Master Plan does not provide any projected water supply figures.

The 2018 Master Plan demand projections appear to be inconsistent with the 2015
UWMP. 2015 UWMP Table 7-2 shows demand as 10,644 rmillion gallons per year ("MGY™) for
2020, 11,187 MGY for 2025, 11,569 MGY for 2030, and 12,330 MGY for 2035. 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 difficulr (thoush not
impossible).

Demand: 2015 UWMP in MGY

Table 7-2: Norma! Year Supply and Demand Comparison

8,011 9,198

6644 | 15,887 | 11,589 ; 12,330

{3,730} { {3,178} | (2,775} | {3.232)

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

Tale 5+ TR Ckemand Projction Corpatisen:

" amain . I
M

OIS RAASTER FEAN

Pt d 1k 237

N o me T me
030 3% L [T E
-209% o ’ O FLY L onw

By multplying the MGD figures in the 2018 Master Plan by 363 to achieve a MGY
figure, comparisen is possible {although se difficult as to undermine the document’s uithity as an
informational document). As the chart below demonstrates, the projected demand caleulated in
the L'WMP and the 2018 Master Plan are significantly different,
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2018 Master Plan Demand Converted to MGY and Compared to TWMP Demand
2014 2026 2025 2030 2035

2018 MP {5402 (6205 |678¢ |6835 |7.008

2015 10,644 11.187 11,569 12,330
UWMP ]

The District provides no explanation for the difference in numbers between the 2013
UWMP and the 2018 Master Plan. According to District staff. projected demand in the 20135
UWMYE was determined using water duty factors derived [rom “actual vse”™ within the District
relying onthe never-published 2014 Draft Water, Wastewater, and Recveled Water Master Plan,
It is not clear whether the 2018 Master Plan relies on those same factors. If it doss rely on the
same factors. the 2018 Master Plan must discuss the expected shortfall in supply as demonstrated
in the 2015 UWMF, vet such a discussion is nowherz to be found. On tha other hand, if the
Dhstrict’s 2018 Master Plan is amending the water duty factors, revising the 2013 T7WMP's
supply and demand projections, or changing assvmptions in zny way. the 2018 Master Plan
should explicitly state hovw and why those assumptions have changed. Further, the 20135 UWMP
must also be amended and any approvals relving on it must bz nullified and again go throngh the
appropriate processes for approval.

If demand projections kave net changed since the 2015 UWMP, the 2018 Master Plan
and its DPEIR fail to analyze the impacts of reselving the District’s water supply deficit. Dther
than general measares, the 2018 Master Plan contains no concrete deseription or plan to resolve
the projected shortfall in supply. Instead, the 2018 Mastar Plan makes concerning stiternents
such as:

1. “[A]t the time of publishing this master plan, there remains uncertainty regarding
the California Bay Delta end the proposed conveyance program”™ which would
strengthen regional water delivery.”

2. Discussing options [or improving water supply and rehiability, (he District states,
“[b]ased on the assessment of alternatives. there is no clear or cbvious path
fovward for the District at this time. As such, the District will continus to
consider other water supply and reliability opiions and continuing conservation
efforts.1*

Morzover. in a Water Supply Assessment (*WEA™) approved by the Distrist for the
Newland Sierra projeet, the District approved “Conservation Required™ as the sole method for

¥ 2018 Master Plan, § 4. p. 4-2.
W, atp 431
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addressing the forecast supply deficit. Although the Newland WSA implemented *Conservation
Required” for each gallon of water supply deficit, the WSA did not describe how such significant
cutbacks—as much as 36%5 District-wide—wonld be achieved. The 2018 Master Plan’s DEIR
fails to explain or analyze how the District will meet a 36% conservation target and any potential
envitonmental impacts from such methods. Most alarming is that this 36% conservation target is
reqaired on top of the 40% conservation that was afready occurring and rolied info the UWMP
projections during the sustained drought period,

Should significant cutbacks be necessary, it will be far easier if the District does not have
10 shut off or ration water 1o thousands of new residents who would not otherwise be dependent
on the District for water. Because the 2018 Master Plan and DPEIR £l to identify the potential
consequences of the District™s supply deficit, they also fail to address the consequences on
corent or future residents. Any future project approvals in the District need to consider such
consequences.

C. ‘The 2013 Master Plan and DPEIR Fail to Function As Informational
Documents

The DPEIR s primary purpose is to serve a5 an informational document for decision
makers and the public so that environmenta! impacts are thoroughly understood prior to project
development. The DPEIR cannot scrve as an mformational document because neither i1, nor the
2018 Master Plan illuminate what impact the District’s plans and capital improvements will have
on the significant supply shortfalls identified in the 2015 UWMP. These shortcoming are
discussed throughout this comment.

Glaringly, the inconsistent usage of measurements 2cross documents (MGD vs. MGY vs,
AFY vs. ADD, erc.) make the document incomprehensible to any reader attempting te discem
the actual state of water in the District, From our review of other water district planning
documents, we undersiand that acre fest per vear is standasd industry practice. However, the
UWMP primarily nses million gallons per vear, though occasionally also uses acre feet per year.
The Master Plan primarily relies on million galiens per day for its charts, but also uses acre Feet
per year. For example, on Page 1-3 of the 2018 Master Plan, the water supply from the
Olivenhain Mumicipal Water District and Claude “Bud™ Lewis Dasalinatios Plant is described in
acre feet per year, but then wastewater is described in million galions per day. Useof
nonstandard messurements means a reader must caloulate for themselves the conversion from
measurement to measurement. ' The 2018 Master Plan and DPEIR must be revised to properly
serve as ¢lear infermationzl documents.

' Attachment D shows the byzantine sorts of conversions a potential reader would need to
reference when comparing the District’s documents.

ki

F-3

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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18 The 2018 Master Plan Provides Facilifics for Unplanned Development
Projects

The District’s 2015 UWMP provides supply and demand projections (copied zbove) for
the District through 2035, These demand figures were determined by developing water duty
facters (which were, nonsensically, approved subsequent to the 2015 UWNMPs approval) based
on actual water usage and applying the duty factors to planned land uses in the various
Jurisdictions within the District’s service area. Because these projections are based on planned
iand uses, the 2018 Master Plan cannot plan for facilities to serve new, unplanned development
projects of unapproved agricultural uses. Despite this, the 2018 Master Plan plans for facilides
1o serve as-of-vet umapproved agricultural uses within the Districz. For caloulating rural
residential it water demand, the District apparently rolls in agricultural uses for every acre.
This results in inaccurate and inflated calculations for areas where agriculiural uses would not be
permitted. Specifically, in the Newland Sierrg WSA, the District approved calculating
agricultural uses on 1,900 zcres of rural residential fand at the project site for 300-gallons of
water per acre despite the faet that much of the land is pre-approved mitigation land that may not
be developed {including for agriculture) under the 2011 GPU. Planning for agricultural uses in
areas that are not currently approved for such uses is growth-inducing and must be studied in the
DPEIR.

To the setem that the Districs™s 2018 Master Plan relies on or assumes Future area
development that is projected but that has not been fully permtitted (or to the extent that other
District documents of projections make this assumption), the District should be aware that many
San Diego County development projects are corrently being challenged. For example, as
referenced in 2 November 30, 2018 letrer addressed to the District (Attachment B), existing
Newland Sierra project approvals have been suspended, and work in furtherance of future
approvals should also be suspended. Any further work 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 until 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
10, echoes, relies on is tiered ofF of the numbers included in aay of Newland Sietrz’s planning
documments, it is improper and must be revised.

E The 2018 Master Plan Provides No Mechanism to Ensure Future Project
Compliznce

The 2018 Master Plan assumes that open space would be watered, and use 200 GPD per
acre. However, the 2018 Master 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 caleulated its water use assuming that open space and fire breaks wonld rot be

1 Sec, e.g., Vallecitos Water District $taff Report, Re: Approval of a Revised Water Supply
Assessment and Verificaiion Report for the Newland Sierma Specific Plan (July 6, 2016).

8

F-4

F-5

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 dJanuary 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; 1t 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 2018 Master Plan should explicitly require development to use the pmit water
demands it provides.

F. ‘The 2013 Master Plan Fails to Provide Sufficient Facility Information Vader
CEQA

Under CEQA, “[a]r accerate and coraplete project description is necessary for an
inselligent evaluation of the potential environmental impacts of the agency’s action,”" Page $-1
of the DPEIR states that of all the capital improvements, only the Diamond Siphon project would
be approved for immediate construction on the basis of the DPEIR. However. over 20 other -
improvements are slated to be built before 2025, with many others planned thereafter. The
DPEIR and 2918 Master Plan include scant information about the details and impacts of these
capial improvements. The DPEIR must confimm that each of these improvements and facilities
will also be properly and thoroughly environmentally reviewed rather than simply tiered off this
DPEIR,

G.  The DPEIR Fails to Analyze Fire Safety Impacts

The 2018 wildfire sezson is the most destructive wildfire season on record in Califomnia.
In late 2017, the Lilac Fire burned throush northern San Diepo County, sh area whick is no
stranger to wildfire. These homific events serve as a stark reminder of the need for fire
proteciion and suppression measures—especially im our rural communities that the Distriet
serves. The DPEIR dees not analyze the availability of water for fire suppression or preventative
watering, especially in High Fire Hazard Severity zones, déspite the Golden Door having raised
this issue 1n its comment letter to the DPEIR's Notice of Preparation. The DPEIR nust be
revised to analyze the risks to fire protection from dead and dying vegetation that may be caused
by any water supply conservation efforts that are needed to address the District’s forecast water
supply deficit or other conservation 1argets.

H The DPEIR Fails to Analyze Urban Decay Impacts

Potential for urban decay is an issue that should be considered in an agency’s
environmental review under the Californiz Environmenzal Quality Act (“CEQA™).' Here the
poteatial for decreased water supply could lead to urban decay as businesses may be forced to
close ar relocate without adequate water supply ot the ability o plan for certain water supply in
the fpure, The Golden Door relies om water from the District for its guest operations and as a
supplemental source for its agricultusal operations. Many other businesses in the area likely
depend oa the Dristrict™s water supply as well. Again, despite the Golden Door’s January 3, 2013
comment letter, the DPEIR fails 1o address these potentially significant impacis.

% Cigy of Redlands v. Cowny of San Bernardino (2002) 96 Cal. App.4th 398, 406,

13 (See Joshua Tree Doveartown Bus. Aliiance v. Cty. of San Bernardine {(2015) 1 Cal App. 5th
677,

r-7

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 analysie 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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F-9 Thank you for your time and attention to fhis matter. Please foel free 1o contact me at
{B858) 323-3400 or christopher sarrett@hw com if vou would like to discass these matters further.

Boest regards,

Clnistrphes 7. Giamete

Christopher W, Garrett
of LATHAM & WATKINS LLP

e (email)
Kathy Yan Ness, Golden Door
Jeffrey G. Scott, Vallecitos Warer District General Counsel
Tom Kumurz, Twin Gaks Valley Community Sponsor Group Chair
Bobbi-Jo Dobush, Latham & Watkins LLP

F-9

Conclusory remarks. No response is required.
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Robert Scholl . . . Magsid st DC

Vallecitos Water Distiiet, Scror Enginesr wetke

201 Vallecitos De Oro

San Marcos, CA 92059

Re: Comments on the Distriet™s 2017 Master Plan Motics of Preparation
Dear Mr. Scholl,

As you know, we reptesent the Goldsn Dooe Fropertiss, LLC (“Golden Daer™), 2
Vallemtos Water Distriet enstomer in Division I. We waits withmegard to the Notice of
Preparation (“NOP™) for the Vallecitos Water District™s 2617 Water, Wastewnater, & Recyeled
Wataer Master Plan (“2017 Master Flan™).

We have been disappoimted in the District"s aitreach to the poblie about the Master Plan
and opportunitiss for participation in the environmental raview process. The District did not
mazil the NOP to District custorners or pest the NOP on its public website nntil after it helda
Scopirg Meching on Deceraber 7, 2017, and less tham 30 deys prioe to the deadline for written
comments. The District is the only urhan water district in the State to foretast a perpetual water
supply deficit. District ¢ustomers should have the opportumity to shere their concsms about the
supply defisit — and potential consarvation measures — and provide input about potential impacts
sa that the District can stady thern as part of'its capital fruprovernent planning process. Becauss
of the Distrier’s deficdert publi¢ notification, it may receive cormments From District customers at
later junietures in the environzmiental review period that raise new issues and require recirculation
of the Distriet’s envirenmental docurnens in order to provide adequate emviromuental anzlysis.

Below we have identified several issves that should be anelyzed in the draft
environmental impact report (“DEIR™) for the 2017 Master Plan.

A The 2017 Master Plan DETR Must Consider the District’s Perpetual Water
Supply Deficit Projections :

The District faces a pressing issue in determining how to address the long-term water
supply deficit projections in ita 2015 Urban Water Manegement Plan {*TTWMP™).
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Included below are tables from Chapter 7 of tha District’s 2015 UT'WMP showing a supply
deficit in each scenario (nopnal, smgle dey, and multiple dry vears) and for every vear for which

projections are provided. The [igures shown in red zs the “Dilference® represent ihe amount of
water supply deficit for each scenarto and year.

Table 7-2: Normal Year Supply and Demand Comparisan

8,754

10,644 | 11,187 | 11565 | 13330

[ B30 | Bu7er | (2775 | 3,182)

abte gle D aa n 4l and Demand Cor 2 D
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These tables demonstrats — with simple anithroetic — that demand exeesds supply in all of
the UWMP"s projections. According to District staff, demand was determined osing water duty
factors derived from “actual use™ within the Diswrict. It is important that the 2017 Mastsr Plan
maintains consistency with thess duty factors — which were approved by the Distoet’s Board of
Directors in Saptarrber 2014,

In addidon, the 201 7 Master Plan and its DEIR must anatyze the impacts form resclving
the District’s watar supply defieit — whether throngh mandatory cutbacks, purchasing additional
supphy, or other meanwes. In s Watsr Supply Assessment WSA™) approved by the District for
the Mewland Sierz projact, the Distriet approved “Conservation Reguired”™ as the sole method
for addressing the forecast supply deficit, Although the Mewland WSA implemented
“Censervation Required™ for eash gallon of water supply defioit, the WSA did not deseribe how
such signifieant enfbecks — as much as 36% District-wide — would be achieved The 2017
Master Plan"s DEIR shouid analyze alf potential methods of reacking the level of “Conservation
Required” needed to addeess e Distniet’s supply deficit and all potential environmental impacts
from such mathods,

The District may also indicate it will make up for part or all ofthe projected perpetusl
supply defioit by purchasing new supplies. Similarly, the impacts of such purchase and
necessary infrastmenmre related to storage and distibuotion st be stodied.

If the Distzict™s 2017 Master Flan amenids the water duty factors, revises the 2015
UWMP"s supply and demand projections, of imposes conservation messires or aceowls for new
supply sources to make up for the UWMP's perpefual sepply deficit, the 2015 UWMP st also
be amended and any approvals relving on it must be mullified and again go through the
appropriats processes for approval.

B. The 2017 Master Plan Mast Ee Limited to Froviding Facilfties for Planned
Grevwth

The Distriet"s 2615 UWMP provides supply and demand projections (sopied above) for
the Distriot throngh 2035, These demand figires were determined by developing water duty
factors (although approved snbsegquent to the 2015 UWMP’s approval) based on actual water
usage and applying the duty facters to plammed land uses in the varions jumisdictions within the
Distiior’s service area. Because these projections ate beszd on planned land uses, the 2017
Master Plan cannot plan for facilities to serve new. wnplanned development projects, snch as
Newland Sierra, that have not besn approved.

[ The 2817 Master Flan DEIR, Muxt Analvze GHG Impaciy

Reducing grzenhousa gas (“GHG™) emissions in sn 2ffort to curb the impacts of global
climate changs is amportant to the Golden Door and is consistent withits gulding philosophy and
commitoent to snstainability and environmental stewardship. The DEIR for the 2017 Master
Plan must amalyze afl poteniial GHG impacts and propose sufficient mitigation. The emissions
evaluated nmst incinde those generated by energy necded to stors and transport water. They
should also include emissions fTom decreased vegetation (inchuding landscaping, agriculture, and
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parklands) resulting from water cuthacks required to address the District"s forscast supply
deficit. Analysis of decreased vegetation should include both vegatation that will be allowedte
die dus to limits on watar supply as wall as new vegetation that will not be planted dus tolack of
water supply.

The DEIR s GHG analysis should also consider consisteney with state, regional, and
local plans for GHG emissions reductions. These include SANDAG's Regional Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Commimitias Strategy, climate action plans from land use agencies within the
Distriet’s service area, state plans and goals, and other phms,

D.  The2017 Master Plan DEIR Must Analyze Impacts ta Biological Resources

The 2017 Master Plan DEIR should analyze irnpacts to wildlife and other biclogical
resources, including analysis of consistency with the draft North Comnty Mulfiple Specics
Conservation Program (“NC MSCP™), which is Intended as & regional plan fo probect wildlife.
The DEIR’s analysis should evaluate not only the direct impasts of eonstruction of Distrist
facilities, but also the indirect impacts on biological resources from development projects
intendzd to be served by the District’s facilities. Purther, water supply availability necessary 1o
roaintain the vegetation that is home to sensitive antmal species should be constdered.

E. The 2017 Master Tian DEIR Must Analyze Inpacis to Fire Safety

The recent fires around California, including the Lilac Fire in northem San Diege
County, are a stark reminder of the need for fire protection and suppression measiwes —
especially in our rural comommdties. The Master Plan DEIR should analyze the availability of
water for fire supprassion, especially in High Fire Hazerd Severity zores. The DEIR shoutd also
analyze the risks to fire protection from dead and dying vegetation that may be caused by water
supply cufbacks nzeded to address the Distriet’s forecast water supply deficit.

F. The 2017 Master Plan DEIR Must Analyze Urban Decay Impacts

Potential for urban decay is an issee that should be considered in an agency”s
envirenmental review wnder the Califormia Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA™). (SeeJoshna
Tree Downtown Bus._Allimce v. Cty. of San Bernardine (2015) 1 Cal App.5th 677.) Here the
poiertial for deercased water supply could lead to urban devay as businesses may be forced to
close or Telocate without adequale water supply or the ahility to plan for certain water supply in
the firure. The Golden Door relies on water from the District for its guest operations end as 2
supplemental sovrce for its agricultoral operations. Many other Businesses in the area likely
depend on ths Distriet®s water supply as well.
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Thank ¥ou for yourtims and attention to this reatter. Please feel free to contact me at

(858) 523-5400 or christopher. earretif@iw.com if yon would ke to discuss these matters forther.
Rest regards,

Chnistapheon 7. Gamreit

Cloistopher W. Garreit
of LATITAM & WATKING LLP

c¢ {email): B
Kathy Van Ness. Golden Doos
Jeffrey G. Scolt. Vallecitos Water Distriel General Counsel
Term Kumura, Twin Oaks Valley Commumity Sponsor Group Thair
Andrew . Yancey, Latham & Waikine 119
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Glenn Priim, General Manager Lanton Suros valky
Vallecitos Water Distrist ot
20F Wallecitos De Oro it -
San Marcos, CA $2069
Re:  Noticz to Re i gencies - California Nagive Plant Society et al. v_Cou
of 8an Diego of al. (3tn Diego Superior Cowrt Case No. 37-201 §-00054559-CU-
ITCTL
Dzar Mr. Pruim:

‘We represent Petitioners California Native Plart Society er &7, in the above-capioned
challenge to the County of San Disgo™s (“County™; approval of the Newland Siscra development
project and asseeiated certifieation of the project’s Final Environments] Impact Report

Pursnant to Public Resouress Codz section 2116765, subdivision (c), we are providing
this notiee to you and cther potentially responsitie or imstes agencies and prblic agencias
Trrving jurisdiction over affected notural resourcas. OnOctober 26, 2018, Patitioners California
Native Plant Society ez ol filed e Verified Petition for a Writ of Mandate and a Complaint for
Injunictive and Dedlaratory Relief in the Saperior Court of San Diggo County {Case No. 37-
2018-00034539-CU-TT-CTL) challenging the County”s adoption of a resofufion amending the
San Diego General Plan (“General Flan™ and sertifivation of the Final Environmental Iopact
Report for the Newland Sierra praject. A copy of the Verified Pafifion for Writ of Mandate and
Cormplant for njinetive and Daslanatory Relielis enclosad,

Plaase note that fhe General Flan amendment, adoptad by resclution of the County Board
of Supervisors” in order to atlow for the Newland Siesra project, never bacamne effective because
it has been suspendad pursuant to California law. (Elections Code § 31440 Other related

1 A Resclution of the San Diego County Board of Supervisors Adopting General Plan
Amendment {GPAY PI¥S2015-GPA-15-001.

? Resolutions generally become effective 30 davs after adoption, mnless relerred. Om Qctober 17,
2018, before the resolution adopting the General Flan amendment conld becoms effective, approximately
117.000 sigrmtures gathored on a potition te refer (e resolution to m clection by the volors were
submitied to the County Registrar. The County Registrar certified the votes on November 27. 2018, The
petition must be preseémied to the County Board of Supervisors for consideration at their next scheduled

UF-DOCFIMHZ 1356 ©
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project approvals were, by their own terms, contingent on adoption of the General Flan
amendment. Because the General Plan amendment never became effective and has now been
suspended, these other approvals never took effect. In other words. existing Newland Siera
project approvals have been suspended, and werk in furtheranes of fitmre approvals should also
be suspended. Any fusther work by Cotmity staff on the Newland Siema project would bean
improper use of taxpayer fimds, and no further work on the pigject should procesd untl and
upless San Disge County votess vote in faver of the General Plan amendment that allows for the

project.

Viry truly youts,

Christophes W. Garrett

of LATHAM & WATKINS LLF
Endlosurs

¢t Fhomas E. Montgontery, County Counscl
Claufia G. Silva, Assistant County Coonsel
William Witt, Sericr Deputy County Counsel
Jostma M. Heinlein Senior Deputy Comty Comsel
Meark Dillop, Esq
David Hubbard, Esq.
Johm Buss, Esq.
Aruna Prabhala, Esq.
Tan Chatten-Brown, Esq.
Tosh Chatten-Brown, Esq.
Edward Schexnayder, Esq.
Bill Whits, Exq.
Teiga Takahashi, Bsq.
Sarmnantha K. Seiklmla, Esq.

meeting in December of this year, where the Supervisors will vote on whether to rescind approvals for
Hhis project or refer the approvals, including, the reselution adopting a General Plan amendment, to
County voters. (Elections Code § 9144, <1 a petifion: proiesiing tie adeption of un ordinance is
preverted io Gre board af supcrvizers prior io the offeciive dale of the erdinaice, the ordinance shall be
sypended and the supervisors shalt reconsider the ordinance.™)

VE-SOCSIGHEING ]
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DATE: SEPTEMBER 21, 2018

TO: BOARD OF DIRECTORS

SUBJECT: MODIFICATION OF UNIT WATER DEMANDS AND WASTEWATER
UMIT 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 Disirict
staff to estimale all development projects’ water demands and wastewater flows. These
unit ratas {duly factors) wers kast adopted by the Board on Februaty 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 preparation. The revised duty
factors were discussed with the Board during Master Plan workshaps on July 15, 215
and January 27, 2018, The revised duty factors were aiso utilized in the 2015 Urban
Water Management Plan that was adopted by the Board of Direclors on June 19, 2016.

Recently, there have been a8 number of potential developmenis that have requasted
analyses of their projects’ impacts to the District’s systems in order to develop firancing
models which inciude payment of capital facility fees and securing finaneing for capital
facility fees. Due to the fiming of the 2014 Master Plan adoplion (which includes
updated duty factors), staff is bringing forward for Boand consideration adoption of the
maodified unit water demand and wastewater unit generation rates at this time.

DISCUSSION:

The unit water demands, also known &s water duty factors, represent the average daily
water demans on a per acre basis for various approved iand use categories within the
District. Simitarly. the unit wastewater generation rates, which are also known as
wastewater duty facters, represent the average daily wastewater generation rates on &
per acre basis for various approved land use categories. The modified water and
wastewater duly factors are shown in Exhibit A. The duty factors were created using
several saurces:

District water meter records from July 2608 through Juna 2614
Wastewater flow records from the District’s fow meters instalied throughout its
coliection systemn
+ {omparisons between District water meter records and wastewater flow records
« {omparisons to duly factors utilized in previous Distict master plans

The duty factors serve as the basis for analyzing and estimating developmeant projects’
impacts and ultimately appropriate capital facilittes fees. Duty factors are combined with
a developmeni project's praposed tand use {o generate water demand and sewer flow

RTC-38




LETTER

RESPONSE

Board of Diractors
September 21, 2018 Page 2

eslimates, This anaiysis is fypically performed in a Water and Sewer Study for each
development project.

Slaff is currently working on Water and Sewer Studies for several developmends. If the
modified duty factors are approved by the Beard, then these would provide upcoming
davelcpment with consistent estimates of water demand and wastewater generation for
applying capital facility fees and securing financing. This would also allow staff to utilize
the same duty factors for the Water and Sewer Study that developers' consultants use
in their on-site infrastructure studies and that the District's consultant uses in Water
Supply and Verfiication Report preparation,

RECOMMENDATION:

Approve the new unit water demands and unit wastewater generation rates utilized for
estimating water demands and wastewater flows, as shown in Exhibit A.
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Water Conversion Factoers

Volumec

| unit of water = 100 cubic feet {*cf”) = 748 gallons “g” or “gal"}

1 acre-foot [“af or “AF"}=amount of water covering to acre of ares labout the size of 2 football field o
a depth of oot } = 43,560 cf = 435.6 units = 325,851 galfons

1 MG = 1,000,000 gallons = 1,337 units = 13.37 AF

1 kAF = 1,000 AF = 435,600 units = 325,851,000 gallons = 325.9 MG

1 MAF { or “MaF" ) 1,200,000 AF = 435,600,000 units = 325,851,000,000 gallons = 325,851 M6
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VALLECTTGS

WATER Draron Michae] Hunsaker

115 Equestrian Court
San Marcos, CA 92065
Via: hand delivery

Robert Scholi

Vallecitos Water District
201 Vallecitos de 0o
San Marcos, CA 92059
rscholl@vwd.org

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

Dear Mr. Scholl,

The preparation of 2 MWP and PEIR are meant to be as guides for planning for the futura development
of the VWD. It is to be a snapshot in time from which plans for new infrastructure are formulated while
keeping making provisions for maintaining and upgrading the facifities that we have. Unfortunately, the
plan and report are substantially out of date arnd does not make virtuzlly any firm provisions for any
meaningful plan. In fact, the MWP and the PEIR are more than 2 years behind schedule and is rooted in
tata less than 4 years old.

Growth Prajections Systematic Frrors

While SANDAG has required that its population projections be used in al! growth projections for
planning, their projections have proven grossly inadequate by large margins; notably, 8 County-wide
projection of 1% when population for the State has averaged over 3%. Further, the fastest growing
region in the state is North 5an Diego County and the city of San Marcos in particular in the center of the
VWD, Growth in this dty alone has far cutstripped all projections and is actuaily reaching its 2855
uitimate build out.

Any Master Plan is supposed to capture the reality of one pointin time and then correct for the
prajection errors of the past. But the lengthy process typically mesns that the plans are out of date as
saon as they are approved. The current VWD MWP and its EiR are singularly out of date as the growth
projections were taken from 2009-2014: 3 period that included the Great Recession and the worsening
drought. Thase factors temporarily depressed growth in water use and housing building,

The date attached to it represents the latest date from which data is gathered and incorporated. Except
this plan has heen misigbeled. The latest data fs from 2014, Following the formerfogicel dating
procedure it should be the 2014 Master Water Plan. However this pian is called the 2018 Master Water
Plan after the date it was presented to the public ever though it will be almost 2019 before it can win
questionable approval. The plan is about 2 3% years behind schedule for no apparent reason. The delay
magnified the errors and seems designed to ignore and not address the greatly accelerated growth and
the growing drought issues aggravated by that growth.

G-1

G-2

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

Tt 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 propoeses 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.
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if any plan & seriously cut of date, it must by State faw be updated to ba valid. This plan needs to be
redone to serve as a firm foundation for planning.

While the SANDAG projections and the VWD projections assume a managezble 23 growth, the
compound effects even ignoring the recent over development are significant. Assuming a conservative
4% growth far the VW area versus a 1% for a period of 4 % years the difference in growth {and
infrastructure needs) means a real growth of 19% 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 polides, hyper development and substantial under
collection of reasonable capacity fees predominately over the last four years. The last MWP was for
2008. Using the same computation as above for a period of ten years using the 4% versus 1% growth
rate, the new development infrastructure shortfall bacome a need of 48%, not the more managesble
15% for every four year correction even at 4% growth, For 8 ten-year lapse at 1%, tha prajected growth
becomes 10.5% for an atrocious planning shorifall of 38%. This tapse in planning has produced severe
straing,

As to the projections in draft MWP, it shows 2 growth from 2015 to 2020 from about 98,000 to 110,000,
2.3%. The calculations then extrapolate this growth will continue 0 2025. The figures in the draft reduce
the projected growth 1.4% by the miraculous belief that will slow to below 1% after 2025, Reliance on
SANDAG's nctoripusly and wildly inaccurate projections ciearly requires better analysis.

Water Suppiy Deficits

The 2015 UNWP shows stark projections of inedequate water suppiies in the future. Many pie-in-the-
sky options re discussed but details are missing. A PEIR is formulated to consider all eptions and theifr
environmental impacts will be. if various options are listed and not analyzed in detzll, 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
form of faasibility should be considered as a separate option. The list is not even comprehensive of the
barziers. In the Lake $an Marcos case, the Lake has been contaminated for decades. According to the
EPA, contamination can readily spresd beneath the surface into the lake bed and the 507 surrounding
the Lake. The logical conclusion s that if Lake San Marcos is to be used for storage of sither treated
waste water or stormn water it must be dredged 1o bed rock and surrounding land on which there are
hormes. The cost and the community problems of destruction of middle income property owners must
Be snalyzed.

This PEIR fails on many counts, but the avoidance of addressing them adequately in an absolute must.
Many EIR’s have at least nine different scanarios examined. Sust listing the difficulties k not acceptable.
The burden of proof lies with the District.

Inconsistent Water Demand Projections

G-3

Please see Response to Comment -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
gtates 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 1s required.
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While the growth prajections of SANDAG are bad, water demand growth is worse, Below are projections
frorn the 2015 UMWP.

Tatal Water Consumption

2010 Water Cansumption - 5,314 MG

2014 Water Consumption - 4,349 M (drop blamed on drought conservation)

2015 Water Losses (not consumption) = 125 MG

2817-18 Water Consumption -

Projected 2020 Water Consumption - 10,173 MG {134% increasa in 6 years for an annual increase of 15%)

Projectad 2035 Water Consumption - 12,705 MG (312 5% - less than 1% per year was 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

Irrigotion

2015 Irrigation - 616 MG {Total for calendar year)

2016-17 Landscapa Irrigation YTD- 818 MG (Annual projection - 3,276 MG)

2017 Landscape Irrigation YTD - 1,007 MG {Annual projection - 4,028 M& - 23% increase)
2018 Landscape - Imrigation YTD -1,179 MG {Anmuzl projection - 4,716 MG - 17% increase)

I irrigation is growing while we are failing behind efsewhere and if fandscaping fas been considerad &
waste of water, why is this rapid growth aflowed. Are plants more worthy of water thar human beings?
Is the expanded growth of parks to inflate the value of nearby high density development a motivation
for changing tactics for invester interests? Wiy the change in prierity when cutting back on fandscaping
irrigation was the only way to conserve before. Again the plan is sifent 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 witl onty work if
there is rain - whick apparently unlikely to happen. In this circumstance, the bald staterment that we vl
“eonserve” to make up the differance is 2n egregious emply slatement. Again the purpose of 3 plan isto
outline programs to make the developments conceived in the plan. Why is the plan sllent.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 nptes, waste capacity is most critical
after rainy days as rain water enters fnto our sewer system primarily through manholes. The manhole
entries are being exacerbated by the inadequate storm drain systems. Flooding in the regions of Missian
Road, Armortite Drive and 5an Marcos Blvd. have occurred. When waste treatment capacity is
overstretched, flooding becomes more frequent as the capacity to survive heavy rains becomes less.

G-4

G-5

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 comment was not the result of an overflow. The gpill
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 “unknown”
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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Fooding from our sewer lines is a public health hazard which cannot be tolersted. Our waste treatment
capacity should be able to handle the occasional heavy 6" rains {whick occurred in the 70°s which broke
the drought} with the stated safety factors.

Yet apparently it cannot

Amoderate 3,24” rain en February 28, 2017 [just last year} produced a major failure. All of gur waste
treatment storage and treatment facilities wers filled to capacity as the Staff struggled to cope with the
emergency with admirsbie diligence and dexterity. As 3 last resort ta handle the overflow, a pressurized
emergency overfiow pipeline o the Encina Waste Treatment was activated. It burst. The rupture spifled
438,000 gallons of waste into an isolated canyon. OF that amount at least 99,000 galions was released
into the environment.

This old pipefine was made of a questionable matesial colled Techite. Techite was popular in the sixties
and seventies pipelines . It is constructed of tayerad fiberglass. This construction requires careful quality
controL As the originator licensed more manufacturers to produce this pipe, not all maintained
sufficient quality controf to the point that even lightly pressurized fines 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 manufacturer for the deficiencies. Over 80 water districts sued the
rmanufacturer and their ficensees.

Buz the VWD g)l none of these. | received conflicting reports on the repairs being done with either more
Techite or a more durable and comman material. Using more Techite is improbable 2nd dangerous
while using other matesials ignoras both the ongoing dangers and the added 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 reportad 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 with it
resting on sofid rock.

Perhaps the following quote from the Socramento Business journal By Celiz Lamb — Staff Writer Nov
13, 2005, 9:00pm PST Updated Nov 10, 2005 will be illuminating:

Techite pipe faflures have led fo more than 50 lawsults against the manufacturer,
seid Jeff Caufleld, an shomey whe has represented some of the water districts that
sued. Colfapsing Techite sewage pipelines messed up ¢ities frorm Orange County to
Fairbanks, Alasic

“Materials installed only 30 years ago shouidn't have to be replaced aiready,” Nichol
sakd. 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 Valiey, Diamond Springs and Cameron Park. Since
Techits can't be mended with other types of pipe — it mzkes failure more likely in the
remaining Techite sections — the El Dorado district had 1o use fengths of Techife as
a siopgap repair. [Emphasis added].
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"The problerm has just ballooned in the last 30 months,* said El Dorado Irigation
District attornay Tormn Cumpston. "There's & certain amount of usefid life in this pipe,
and it reached the end."

Techite pipe failures have led to more than S0 lawsuits against the manufacturer,
said Jeff Caufield, an atiomey who has reprasented some of the water disiricts that
sued. Collapsing Techite sewage pipefines messed up cities from Orange County to
Fairbanks, Alaska. '

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

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

"The problem has just baflooned in the last 30 months,” said El Dorado {mrigation
District atomey Tom Cumpsfon. "There’s a certain amount of useful life in this pipe,
and it reached the end."

Now Techite Is once again In use after instituting far more rigorous Guakity contyols. But the MwWP
igaores the issue altogether on this aging pipeline and its reporting on materials is inadequate. in fact,
the reporting Is both uninformative and disturbing. Techite is not listed in the materials used. While the
problems with Techite largely originated in the past {mostly the seventies and sighties}, the materials of
“unknown” newer piping peaked in the first decade of 2000. Almost half 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 if 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 cwn pipelines; but, the construction was to pass rigorous
standards which included materials used. Could the rupture of this emergency bypass line be covered up
in order to use available money for building new infrastructure of new developments?

The MWP listing of pipeline materizls ignores the Techite pipelineg material altogether, So why this
subject avoided? Why are there no emergency replacements of the Techite pipelinas and why has the
subject not even r=ised? A detziled response on the matter is warrantaed which  have yet to see. | laok
forward to the detailed axplanation.

5o why has the pipeline not been replaced? San Diego weather has a history of occasional large rain
storms, what if 2 5” rainstorm hits the District? Or 2 6”? Which is more important - public safety or the
building of infrastructure for big money interests?

Ancther stratagem the VWD follows is {0 subsidize developers is in the buliding of massive projects to
handle expanded pipelines and sewer systems required for future growth and not charge investors
aniformiy for them. These improvements are included in the Capitai Improvements Plan (“CIP"} which is
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updated every year in support the MWE. The forwarding looking docurnent covers all aspects of District
requirement including replacement of aging Infrastructure and pipelines and storage are major issues.
Any new pipeiine would togicaily be properly sized to support all the associated future expansion to
avoid the expenses of constantly replacing the iines. For fairness to all ratepayers, the new
deveiopments must share in the cost of the pipeline a5 when they require new service as part of their
capacity fees and individual share of the pipeline capacity. i a pipeline is bullt ahead of time the
nvestors should recompenss the community which paid for It in advance along with incurmed interest
{which typicaily simost more than doubles the cost].

Cost amnesia is when the new developers tap into these enfarged pipelines, and the VWD does not
bother to charge the developers for their portion of the pipeline’s capacity and repay the all the costs
(inchuding bond finance charges). Refiance on the current CIP for building ahead and ignoring the past
investments for them the existing ratepayers paid in a iapse of good government.

The VWE has devised a unique and inverted procedure to address this issue. If the developer builds a
pipeline across its property oversized for its needs in order to accommadate future development, the
investor can apply fer a rebate. But if the investor builds his own pipeline and the District cannot even
tell what the pipeline materizt is, how can a fair rebate be calculated? Wil it be based on VWD costs if it
kad built the pipeline or the developer’s actual expense? If the builder takes shortcuts and the rebate is
not transparently

The subject gets further muddied as the VWD has embarked on 2 disastrous program 1o allow for
deferred payments for capacity fees. The statad original intent wes to minimize investor capital costs by
saving investors from high intevest rates. The risk also transferred al? risk to the ratepayers in the event
of developer bankrupicy. However this procedure has morphed in some cases into 2 means to avold
payrment where the fees are not paid urtil the last unit is build in 2 totally dark behind closed door
negotiations. If an investor gels 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 has tod me that vary few rebates have been made. Should not all rebates and their
calculations be made in public and approved of by the YWD Soard rather than: by a behind closed doors
process?

Inadequacy of Poning Criteria

The infrastructure deficiencies in growth projections are exubarated by clearly faulty assumptions in
predicting growth by the means of using zoning ss 2 basis. First, density bonusas render such
cafculations 1o low. These bonuses are being applied to high density projects with distortions in water
usage factors and an explosion of high density multifamily development is underway which utilize these
bonuses. The high apartiment water consumption data has been undervalued. The basic data has baen
ignored. The highest density considered ir the study was 40-50 apartment units per acre. The data was
supposed to show that a value of 200 gallons per apartment was appropriste, but the dats showed over
10,000 gallons per acre - above the 50 unit supposed maxiraumn.

Projects with density bonuses are addressed by VWD via a Water
and Sewer Study that address the individual project’s impacts on
VWI)'s infrastructure and makes recommendations for capital
improvements to mitigate those 1mpacts.

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 1s 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 tc 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.
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As future growth is for higher density developments, the data shows clearly that the discrepancy
batween 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. The Great Recession, scarcity of Righ paying jobs for young adults, increased medical
costs and aging raquiring seniors to efther move in with their children or the children live with them, and
students with high student debts havea all forced more multi-generztional living patterns which do not
work well in apartments.

Furthermore, SFD’s have individual meters and biliings which provide cccepants with contrel and
sensitivity to higher water and sewer service 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 SFD's, the SFD leakage rates have
droppad dramatically to 1-3% according to a panel of experts at 2 seminar at CSUSM symposium last
year. The small, 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 occupznts seldom see any bills for water and are krgely
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 irrigaticn is considered a virtue for
high density apartments which have both luxuriously green landscaping and grassy public parks built for
them nearby - ai public expense. The State allows more water hungry landscaping for both apartment
complexes and parks by changing the transpiration rste of landscaping from a .7 to a 1.0 factor - a 50%
increase that the VWD allows to exist. Apartments seidom have washers; so the total water use of
apartment residents does not include this consumption and the data does not include this significant
additional use. Thus, the MWP data is Rawed 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 commerdial and residential components. The usual
procedure Is to divide the commerdial elements into separate components and then sum the individuat
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 50 residual units per acre category {not even considering the density “bonuses)
with commercizl operations around 15,000 sq. ft. or less of commercial space. The residential space
alone will be over 10,000 gpdfacre as the data clearly 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
devaiopments will require which is clearly inadeguate and sgregiously underestimates the true
magnitude and “unsustainability” of these mischaracterized “sustainable” projects.
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Note that in the existing MWP data for usage 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 particutarly in the celebrated Copistranc Tex Payers Association vs San Juan Capistrane case
requires that any measure used for estimating water use must be reasonably accurate and fees must
match the cost of service. While the Capristano Case involved mostly arbitrary and inflated tiers, the
VWD has utflized unfair charging of subsidized rates for both the building of capacity infrastructure ang
their share maintenance of the entire system that everyone else pays. Further, the District held back
vital information. As results of the San Juan Capistranc case, tiers were for the promation of
conservation and had te be transparent. Here the VWD is charging most ratepayers extra to minimize
the cost to new Investment prejects. Charging extra to others is stili Hlegal if capacity fees are
inadequate.

The Davia Village Apzriments case study which foliows wilt show how high density developments
receive substantial subsidies from unfair practices in transferring capacity fees onto others.

Note the additionat use of water for added development for more schools and parks is not addressed at
2l based on data. While considerable data is easily svaitable on school head counts and water use for
decades, the proposed plan merely pulls 3 low figure out the air {5 GPD/student). Clearly the evidence
has been lacking, 2nd the legafly required rigor in evidence driven metrics has not been followed.

Another recent move of the VWD is leading directly to the concept of granting special exernptions for
agricuttural pursuits. The VWD Ts proposing an entirely new rate structure which calls for higher prices
for water in exchange for immunity from anv rationing. The data for water consumption for agricultural
operations understates the actual water cansumption. Namely our largest (but not all) agriculture use
artesign wells. The water Is sufficient in local areas where viable aquifers sre present. But the
groundwater is disappearing 25 the needed recharging from rainweter disappears. The new
develgpraents 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 Canal will still be avaifable as the drought will lessen the flow of water
increasing evaperation losses while decreasing the water to be saved.

The Increasing price of water is driving more and mora smalt farmers out of business. The drought witl
drive up pricas of water for evervone. The small farms will be singularly hard hit as these farmers
typicably hard hit because of the unfair allocation of water costs anto 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 ratfoning proposed is zeroed in on SFD's. Fines are to be $500 per overage unit/billing cyde. The
next rationing will probably on residentia! use and limited to 125 gpd or around & units/month. The
other 14 units would entail 3 fine of 5500 each comeas to $7,000 per unit. Most small farmers do not
make $84,000 Per year.
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G-8

It should be noted that there is often a disparity to billing cycles and meter reading. Often a meter is
only read every two or three months with monthly bills using a formula for interpolating for each bill in
between readings. Thus if 2 leak occurs just after a reading, it may to be 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 rezdings actually done and how are belated information relayed
to the residents? How will the fines be assassad?

Sacramento’s coming dictates will center on hornes with separate meters - the SFD's. Most apartrent
resident wili be immune at first, but they will ultimately be raquired to have individual meters. IN 58-7X,
the SFD¥s were singled out for harsh “conservation®”. On January 1, 2016 SB-7 was passed which changes
the rules for high density developments by requiring submetering. 1 have been informed twice by Staff
that the VWD does not provide submeter readings. 1 have it on good authority that the VWD has been
submetering on at, least mobile home parks and seen bills with VWO bills, However, the biggest issue is
that according to SB-7 is that submetering was to take place on projects built after January 1, 2018. But
some weli-connected projects will anticipate this action. Older apartment complexes which are not in
the financial position to tear cut walls will go bankrupt only those with advanced knpwledge of what
Sacramento will be doing. In this case, the bill reguires 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.

Marfjuana Impfications

‘Water prices are rising and the drought wili drive those prices hard. Soon only a single crop will be
finandially viable: marijuzna. Marfjuana consumes considerable water and electricity. Food is 2
sustainable agriculture, marijuana is not. We are living i an expanding desert. Marijuana is nota
suitabie desert crop. Politicians who value drug money over the health of our comsnunities too often
chose to balance their books by higher taxes with short term benefits and long term problems. To date,
the taxes have not been up to projections, and the medical costs of addiction are growing fast. tess than
2% of the growers have bothered to register and keep more of their booty for themselves and svade
taxes.

Water and Population

The VWD has been unstinting in its promotion of the Newland Sierra project which places a
development with the enfire population of the City of Del Mar in a rural, rocky location. Where do we
get the additfonai water for 3 project of this size when we will not have enough water for the population
we have today? The Newland Sierra project increases population by over 6,000, Yet this single
development produces more growth and water consumption sssumed by the MWP for entire period of
Phase 1 of 2016-2020 and every one of the other 5-year periods through Phase 5 and its ultimate build
out.

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 uncertain 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 Threshoids and Devastating Drought

Synopsis:
The Colorado River provides 75% of all of San Diege’s Water. According to the Bursau of Reclamation,
on January 1 ,2020 2 first stage restriction will be placed on this water with a secand more severe

FEDL LU 11 LHIE DUR HIRSE O gL Yodr . TIEVASUILHYY G LR IVICELE iy g ie e IEEST D A RN LTRT
declarations and restrictions. Lake Mead levels have been kept artificialfy high by Mexico, States and the
MWD to forestzli the triggars by storing water in Lake Mead while also emptying Lake Powell to the
narth. Under current regulations, orce a rastrictien is declared, very fittle of the water can be pulled cut
by the: awner; thus, the present owners will have to pull their water cut in 2016 to save it. ¥ 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 = severe enargy shortege. The
MWD has graatly accelerated its withdrawing of its water.

Law of the River

Seven western states and Mexico are dependent on the Colorade River which has bmited water
capacity. Water rights and the management of the river, i3 dams and lakes are controlfed by the Bureau
of Reclamation (“BOR™}, a treaty with Mexico and a seven-state compact known as the “Law of the
River”. The River is divided into the Upper and Lower Basins. The Upper Basin covers Wyoming,
Colorado, Utzh and New Mexico. The Lower Basin consists of California , Nevada and Arizona. Mexico
gets its water from the Lower Basin.

The water was spht 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 modifiad agreement. Unfortunately, the water caleulations
ware based on unususlly wet years. It do not foresee the explosive popukation nd agricultural srowth
over the most recent three decades and any drought. Rain pattern studies much later based on
sediment analysis cavering 12,000-15,000 vears {dependent on location) showed a distinet pattern of
aiternating wet 2nd dry centuries. No wet century lasted much over a hundred years, but sorme dry
years last considerably longer. One drought lasted 300 years and the worst was 800 years.

Even now, the wet years of the previous tertury are used immproperly for prediciing the probabiiity 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 slowly drained dry. The water drain, naturatly,
has been accelerzted by the 21st Century drought which started almost 1o the year 2000, Our current
drought 1s only two decades old and is 2lready the worst in the last 1,200 years, At some point, severa
shortages have to result ang that is coming soon hastened by overdevelopment and wastefuf water
practices.

The elevation of the surface level of the water contained in Lake Mead determines whather a water
shortage is declared by the BOR 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 an the moming of January 1st, Arizona,

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 mot
identify any inadequacies with the Draft PEIR and does not require
4 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 coupled with anifidal props brought it above the trigger level by
January 1st. The Lake is currently at 1,078.1 fr. Ter 2 iz at 1,050 feet with more savera cutbacks with
some restrictions on California. With Tier 3 at elevation 1025 the shortages have major impacts on
Southern California’s vital Hoover and Glen Canyon Dams power generation, salinity issues and the
unavailability to handle any further drought without dire consequances.

The first tier trigger is meant to be 2 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 Colorado Basin States and Mexico, Lake Mead levels have been
artificially kept above 1075 on January 1st for several years by emptying the upstream Lake Powell
reservoir and "storing” {"banking™} water In Lake Mead. In fact, Mexico has been “temporally” storing
over 1,500 kaf there for years. Presently 1,507 kAF zre avallable for removal at any point at their
discretion. Technically all the water in Lake Powell befongs 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 VWD, the water yaar is the fiscal year {currently 2618-9). For the general analysis of
the rain vears, the Bureau of Reclamation {"BOR”) uses Cciober 1st to September 31st. For the Colorade
Treaty trigger lavels, it is the calendar yaar. i

Lake Pawell and 1ake Mead are the essential reservoirs and hydraelectric generators for Southarn
California and Arizona. The reservoir storage as of the November 19, 2018 from Bureau of Reclamation
weekly reports are susimarized below {water volumes are measured in kaf or thousands of acre-feet):

Reservoir | FulfCapecity | Current % Falt Peak Current

Storage | Elevation Elevation

Lake Mead 28,225 9,942 23 | 1,218.6 1,079.16

Lake Poweli 28,200 10,582 44 3,700.0 3,587.35
Entire Basin - 27 468 45 - -

Last year, the entire kower Basin water in storage at this date was 32,449 kaf (54% full) for a 15% drop in
one year of our remaining sterage water - which includes surplus water that is still “banked” in Lake
Mead.

Lake Powell is being subjected to high rate releases for October and November of this year to cleanse
the sediment-laden river bed {and coindidentally prop up Lake Mead}. Lake Powell is expected to drop to
35% of capacity at the end of the current water year based on average rain and snow levels. This
rveservoir produces considerable hydroelectric power which is threatened by any further drops. Further,
levels in Lake Méad and Lake Powell storage ideally must be equalized to maintain power production in
both locations which can be done as long as there is ng sustzined 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 handie the massive swings in unreliable solar power production.
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Fossil fuel plants can take days to remp up while Lake Poweil takes hours. The loss of these two
hydroelectzic power plants and the previous loss of $an Oncfre makes Community Choice Aggregation’s
{where cities can build “sustainable” sclar power} a compiete disaster with Semprs free to charge
heavily for importing fossil fuel from politically enginesrad | shortages from 1oo much relisnce on
unrelizble solar power coupled with inadequate water and power storage Gapacity.

Without Lake Powell, Lake Mead would have been completely dry in 2005 resulting in at jeast 75% of
5an Diego water disappearing.

Banked Water in Lake Mead {data from warious sourcesh:

MWD 500
Arizons 501
Nevada 3348
Mexico Not

reported

For Lake Mead the “dead pool” of water that is not available to California cccurs at a Hoover Dam
elevation 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 Neveda's new desalinization plant through
its new extlusive “bathtub drain® taking its water from slevation 860 - the very bottom of Lake Mead. It
dumps the concentrated waste back below the reservoir. Desalinization processes of all types produce
less water and with larger power consumption as the contamination levels rise.

Mexico is in an awkward situation. They have the rights to 10% of the original rainy years water flow of
1,500 kaf, 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 deat,
Moraover, it also has bean drawing additional water From the Rio Grende 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 weils for Texas. Adding insult to Injury one of the
significant poiluters is the Lavi Jaans manufacturing piant where American jobs were exported.
Considerable water is reguirsd to dye and process jeans.,

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

The awkward shtuations have apparently provided pressure on Mexico to extend the "temporary”
storing of water (orighmally “allowed” due to some flooding damage In Mexito where they lost storage
tapacity]. In a severe drought the water will be worth easily $2,560 per acre-foot. {By one report 1
received from a visiting Denver resident indicated that the spot price of water went in 2t Jeast one
oecasion to $40,000 an acre-footl. t rather expect that ali parties Ioathe 1o fose that much money if it
tan be avoided.
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‘White 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 2015, the drought predictions on January 1st, 2020 vary from 57% -
200%. That said, a recent report from the Bureau of Reclamation ["BOR") projects that Lake Mead will
be at 1070 feet at tha start of 2020 and then sink to 1,053 feet during the summer months if 2019 has at
least average rainfall and snowpack. If not, the drops will ba more severe.

The drought estimates vary depending on the data set used. The BOR projects a 52% chance of a Tier 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 includes all of the record héavy 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 hydrologicai sediment record which indicates that the most
likely scenarlo are that the drought will continue for &t least eight decades more. If 3 more restricted
and refevant drought record set is used for analysis, the probability for breaching the 1075.0 level on
Jan. 1st will be over 30%. In fact, we have just suffered through the worst dry year on record. As the
Bureau of Reclamation states in s latest Annugf Cperoting Plon for 2018:

Inflow to Lake Powell has been below average on 14 of the past i8
years (2000 through 2017). This 18-year period is the lowest in over
100 years of record keeping on the Coloradg River,

For the entire State, the geological record indicates thase same vears represent the worst drought in
1,200 vears. One study showed that when an especially dry year occurred, in oniy 5 of 22 such events
has the following year been able to produce enough water 1o erase the defict and actually increese the
storage. Thus the odds are clearly more likely to be higher than 85% for a drought alert being calied on
January 1st, 2020,

The hoopla that we have plenty of water In 2019 masks the stark reality that everything fabls apart in
2020. .

For an exceflent report oa the looming water shortage read The Nevoda Independent writer Daniet
Rothberg's repost published August 16, 2018 -“Federal Officials Predict Shortage for Lake Mead in 2020,
Adding More Prassure on States for Drought Plan”. Here is 2n excerpt from the article:

In recent years, 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 Tevel. The water
provider has been pushing for a basin-wide Drought Contingency
Plan, ia part, because It would alfow the agency to store “surplus™
syater in the lake during times of shortages.

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

But there’s a caich. Under the current miles, absent 2 Drought
Contingency Plap, MWD [and others] would not be allowed to

RTC-54




LETTER RESPONSE

take out several feet {of elevation] of stored water in the [Lake
Meadjreservoir. As a resuit, its incentive is 1o take stored water out
of'the lake before a shortage is declared 5o that it does not lose it

If there is no drought plan next year, MWD will likely start
removing huge amounts of stored water from the reservoir, a move
that could make a shortage in 2020 even mere dramatic.

A new drought response plan was expected "momenterily” in 2016 and continually reported to ba
eminent ever since. However, alleged political infighting in Arizonz has dimmed chances for » quick
resclution. And as late as this recent Séa:tembar, the chances for an agreement sceording o the Asst,
Sec. of the BOR are considerad “fragiie”. Further, a constitutional crisis is the offing. Almost aif of
Caltfornia’s river water is ownied by a handful to people. They have senior water dights. California
changed the ownership of water in 1914 to a permitting system where new users hzd to pay for
permission to use weter, but the water is cwned by the state. But the private owners who had
ownership rights before then retained their swnership. A interesting court case is ongoing even now on
that issue which can make any sgreement contingent in California’s case as to how to deal with a
preperty right and the public mking of any of those rights. Such cases can literzally 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 2015, The MWD will not want to lose the water and #ts revenue. Mexice has
real investment te consider. Bul the MWD has had 2 singular disregard for San Diego County and a
fixation on the financial position of Los Angeles and iself.

The attached Buress of Reclamation Lower Colorado River reports show that the MWD has slready
been steadily drawing down more and more water from Lake Mead, The logical conclusion is that at
isast 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 all partfes will be withdrawn next year leading to a catastrophic water
disaster.

if the current year is the expected continuation of the drought and if the banked water is removed, Leke
Mead levels would dip well below even elevation 1050 to balow 950 at which point Lake Mead can no
longer produce power. As the current operating plan ks to equalize storage in Lake Powell and Lake
Mead 1o keop power going in both locations, we essentially lose both dams “sustamable® power at
once.

Last October, VWD Board Direcior Batty Evans noted that the MWD is currently storing 508 kAF in Lake
Mead and thet each 100 kAF corresponds to a foot In elevation of that lake. The YWD 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 56 2/3% SWP to 33 1/3% river water. The transition was to
be completed in November. Thus the MWD is saving purer water for Hself and LA while drawing down
Lzke Mead water even faster.
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In fact, the MWD has been seriously drawing gown 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 all that the
remaining line entrias are updated projections are for the end of the current cafendar year of 2018.

Date Total MWE Draw

(kaf}
6/12/17 488
9/17/18 666
10/1/18 587
10/22/18 736
11/5/18 767
11/13/18 782
11/16/18 759
11/26/18 815
12/3/18 838

Thuss the MWD has already begun removing its “banked” water. It logically foliows that they expect a
drought shortege emergency to be declared on January Ist, 2020,

i we lose too much water, the vital Lake Mead power alfoations are as follows:

Consumer %

MWD 8.5
Nevada 234
Arizona 19.0
Los Angles 154
5. Cal. Edison 5.5
All Others 8.2

Almost 40% of all electric power is used in San Diego County is usad to transport water hundreds of
sniles and treat it. Power will be at a premium. How will the reported settlement offer of the SDCWA and
MWD going to be crafted? Will it be tailored by Special Interests, Los Angeles, or others?

The MWD increased demand on the Colorado River will not be loag to be unnoticed by all other parties
which will spark 2 run on the reservoir “banks”. I all the banked water is removed, the efevation in Lake
Mead would much lower than 850 and take 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 tc function efficiently {if at 2lf} making San Diego’s sustainable energy project
{CCA's) an appalling waste and failure. '

According to 2l San Diego water agencies, we will have plenty of water for 2019 - a misleading
statement 25 this water will be supplied by draining dry ali our river water reserves producing a probable
disaster for the start of 2020. The misrepresentation appears to bz a defiberate to avoid it becoming an
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embarrassing factor for politicians prometing major future developments {with oceans of taxpayer
money and water for their new infrastructure] to "fight™ the “Affordable Housing Crisis” with genercus
alfotments of water capacity that does not exist {so called “paper water”).

Allour remaining water - including the mzjor new unincarporated rural developments such as Newland
Sierrs - will be supplied purloined water from residents who will bear ali the additional burdens.

The shortage emergency wili come in fess than 12 months. And we are not preparing appropritely,
Whe wilk profit from this true ¢risis? Will the new housing ba sustainable r the beginning of large
corporate housing monopolies?

We are supposed to be fighting Climate Change and the attendant drought. Yet we are not doing
anything that will materiatly impact the very serious drought issues that make ali other issuas irrelevant.

Davia Viilage Apartments Example

Any submetering of apartment complexes will 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 will often not be the cize,

The VWD has altered the calculation 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 closely. However, when 2 development has an "affordable housing”™ component in any phase
of development, the builder can specify what water ard wastewsster capacity it wants to buy before any
submission of what 1 to be built, Dnoe these fees are paid, the matter Is not examined later. The gap
begs gaming the system.

What can happen is illustrated using the Davia Village Apartment complex example. | am onky
considering the residential use in detail. Note that soon after this project was bullt, the project was
purchased and renarned the Mare San Marcas.

During the Planning Commission hearing in San Marcos, the extraordinary siztement wes made that a5
ali units would be rental units and that all units ware therefore "affordabie”. In fact the units are all
market rates and relatively expensive although the amenities are superior to most. They alse have
washer/dryer units for esch apartment.

This is a high-density mixed use project proposed in 2014 on fand that was previously zoned for
commercial. The project ultimately built 416 apartments, 15,000 sf aof commercial, a public private park,
and extensive landscaping. it did not fiave to build any Affordable Housing units as the developer argued
that since zll the apartments were rantal, they were all affordable. The City accepted that argument and
the investors did not even have to make in-fieu fees. The complex Is in dose proximity to Palomar
Community College and is expected to provide considerable student housing. Considerable concern was
also expressed in hearings abeut possibie overcrowding to inflate profits. The developer and investors
offered a safeguard. Annual sudits would be performed on the terants and the project would pay & fine.
of $2,000 per resident shove the Federal and State limits. 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 Mare 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 Marcas), the City remaoved the
reguirement for the audits. This zction begs the logical conclusion that overcrowding was to be allowed.
Still another concern was traffic congestion as the students would have to cross the heavily travelled
Mission Avenue rght in from of the college. The project consultant and representative stated thata
pedestrfan bridge would be built hefore the Davia Village project 2s 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 significant impact on congestion and na new impact fees would be needed. The bridge was
never built. The Palomar Station actuzlly 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 “Innovation Park™ was largely landscaping for the
development, and the City did not recognize it as a park. Nonetheless, the City took over the expense of
Trrigating the park which is largely immune from water rationing. | do not know wha pays for the
maintenance of the "park”.

The present VWD 5taff with the tacit approval of its resent Board of Directors altered faclllty fee
cafculations. in the past, all development had to submit plans and they requests for facllities. Many
developements at this time asked for additionat water capacity. The Staff would ook over the plans and
requests to see that they did not ask for too much or too little capacity. With the new hoard, a
muftifamily development can ask for what facilities they desire before any plans is submitted making
any analysis by the Staff impossible. Based on the requests the $taff would then provide a letter stating
the fees for the requested capacity. Supposedly, if a development lster consumed more water than they
paid for, the 5= would then require them to pay for additional capacity. Capactty was based on
number and sira of meters. However, this action is not done as no checks were made afterwards as the
Davia Village Apartments will show.

Below are the numbers of meters according to approved plans by tha City of San Marcos. The number of
EDU"s and 2014 facifity fees are those required in 2014. L was not given access to the final as built
plumbing plans which shauid have been provided in my giobal Davia Village Apartment document
raguest:

Use Valve Size Number EDU
Apariments ral ] 48
lrrigation 1% 2 NJA
Park irrigation | o T O
Commertial rad 1 NfA

Attachad are the VWD Staff czlculations for the project based on what the developer eventually
requested. As the project was previously zoned for cornmercial, the investors were granted a credit for
the fadlities that were supposedty already purchased.

Selow are the meters that the YWD was requested to provide and a figure from the VWD on what was
actually provided:
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Use Vahe She Mumber | EDU
Purchased
Apartments 2" 11 88
irrigation 1w 2 12
Park Irigation | %° 1 N/A
Lommercial 2 1 N/A

Water

Arza M

For an apartment using 200 gpd, each apartment would consurne 0.8 EDU'S. A 2" meter supports 8
EDLF's 5o the RTS feas are for 8 EDUs. i each 2" master mater supported exactly 10 apartments, the RTS
fees would match the nominal capacity.

For 416 apartmants, the number of master meters should be 42. However, the developer only asked for
11. The shortfat reduced the capacity fees to 269 of what they should have paid. The reschant water
ATS (als0 called “base” faes) were also reduced to 26% of what they really needed. Moreover, the waste
treated fees are based on the capacity of the water meters; so the waste treatment capacity fees wera
also reduced to 26% of what they wera consuming. If submetering s used, the monthly base fee would
also be reduced down to 26% of actual use.

The implicaticns are threefold:

1. The deficit in capacity fees are probably a mefor consequence of undercharging 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 Capistranc case; namely, any single parcel cannot be overcharged. This is a clear violation
of Prop. 213. '

3. The growth projections by the VWE show only EDU's which totslly underastimate the true
growth in water demand and major sources of underseporting.
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The development also required a new 87 water pipeline. | sew no evidence that the developer was
charged for their cost as is the usual case for development speciic axira neads..

Lastly, during the Planning Commission meeting, there were discussions of 2 park. The developer
representative admitted that the park was not qualified to be an urban park. Yet the park is actually
Iargely landscaping for the commercial sector and Is not in fact 2 City park. Yet the taxpayers are paying
for the irigation of this "park”.

Thank you for your time to read and respond to these camrments. Please ensure that they are properly
o the finzl PEIR 3nd reply with clear evidence if you dispute 2ny of these coraments as you have the
burden of proof. 1 do reguire by right 2 written formal response. Pleas tal i you have any questions at
760,471.6685 or contact me by e-mail at m_hunsaker@cox.net.

Michael B Hunsaker

G-11

Conclusory remarks. No response is required.
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