La Jolla View Reservoir Project
Environmental Impact Report
SCH No. 2018041020 - Project No. 331101

Appendix A
Notice of Preparation and
Responses

February 2020

Appendix A.1
Notice of Preparation

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT
Date of Notice: April 5, 2018
PUBLIC NOTICE
OF THE PREPARATION OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
AND SCOPING MEETING
WBS No. S15027.02.06

SCOPING MEETING:
Services Department on Thursday, April 19, 2018 from 5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. at the La Jolla
Recreation Center Auditorium, located at 615 Prospect Street, La Jolla, California, 92037. The
meeting will consist of an open house with information stations. Participants may arrive at any time
during this open house meeting. Public comments regarding the scope and alternatives of the
proposed EIR may be provided orally (recorded via court reporter) or in writing at the meeting.
Written/mail-in comments may also be sent during the 30-day public scoping period to the following

s mandated by State law, comments must be received
. Responsible
responsibilities in connection with this project

331101
Community Area: La Jolla
Council District: 1
Project Description: The City of San Diego will prepare an Environmental Impact Report to evaluate
the effects of the proposed La Jolla View Reservoir project. The proposed project would replace the
existing Exchange Place Reservoir and La Jolla View Reservoir with a new 3.1-million-gallon reservoir
within the La Jolla Natural Park. The existing reservoirs and the Exchange Place Pump Station would
be demolished. The proposed new reservoir would be almost entirely buried, except for reservoir
access hatches and supervisory control and data acquisition equipment. The new reservoir would
include an approximately 160-foot-long, 18-inch overflow pipe with an at-grade outlet and energy

dissipation structure. In addition, an 8-inch utility water connection to the new reservoir would be
provided from the existing water main in Brodiaea Way.
The project also includes construction of approximately 2,700 linear feet of 30-inch pipeline. The
pipeline would run from the new La Jolla View Reservoir in a general east-to-west direction through
the La Jolla Natural Park to connect with the existing 16-inch Muirlands pipeline in County Club
Drive. Approximately 1,050 linear feet of the 2,700 linear feet total would be replacing the 16-inch
pipeline up to the existing Muirlands Pump Station. In addition, approximately 780 feet of an 8-inch
pipeline would parallel the 30-inch pipeline along Country Club Drive to serve existing customers. An
altitude valve vault would be located along the pipeline adjacent to Country Club Drive. The existing
pipeline segment through the La Jolla Natural Park would be abandoned in place.
An existing paved access road from Encelia Drive would be reconstructed to allow access to the new
reservoir site for maintenance vehicles. This road would terminate at the reservoir access hatches
where two parking spaces and paved turnaround area would be provided. The remaining portion of
the existing access road to the existing La Jolla View Reservoir would be demolished, and the area
would be revegetated.
Figure 1 shows the existing and proposed project facilities.
Applicant: City of San Diego, Public Works Department
Recommended Finding: Pursuant to Section 15060(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, it appears that the
proposed project may result in significant environmental impacts in the following areas: Air Quality,
Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Energy, Geology and Soils, Greenhouse Gas Emissions,
Health and Safety, Hydrology/Water Quality, Land Use, Noise, Paleontological Resources,
Transportation/Circulation, Utilities and Service Systems, and Visual Quality and Neighborhood
Character.
Availability in Alternative Format: To request this Notice of the City’s letter to the applicant
detailing the required scope of work (EIR Scoping Letter) in alternative format, call the Development
Services Department at 619.446.5189.
Additional Information: For environmental review information, contact Mark Brunette at
619.446.5379. The Scoping Letter and supporting documents may be reviewed, or purchased for the
cost of reproduction, in the Development Services Department on the 5th Floor of the Development
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April 5, 2018

Mr. Ed Fordan
Project Manager
City of San Diego
Public Works Department, Project Implementation Division
525 B Street, Suite 750
San Diego, CA 92101
Subject:

Scope of Work for an Environmental Impact Report for the La Jolla View
Reservoir Project (Project Tracking System No. 331101)

Dear Mr. Fordan:
Pursuant to Section 15060(d) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the environmental
review staff of the Development Services Department of the City of San Diego has determined that
the La Jolla View Reservoir Project (Project) may have significant effects on the environment, and the
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is required. Staff has determined that a Project
EIR is the appropriate environmental document.
The purpose of this letter is to identify the issues to be specifically addressed in the EIR. The EIR shall
be prepared in accordance with the City’s “Technical Report and Environmental Impact Report
Guidelines,” (updated December 2005). A copy of the current guidelines is attached.
A Notice of Preparation (NOP) will be distributed to the Responsible Agencies and others who may
have an interest in the Project as required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15082. CEQA Guidelines
Section 21083.9(a)(2) requires scoping meetings for projects that may have statewide, regional, or
area-wide environmental impacts. The City’s environmental review staff has determined that this
Project meets this threshold. A public scoping meeting has been scheduled for Thursday, April 19th,
from 5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. at the La Jolla Recreation Center Auditorium, located at 615 Prospect
Street, La Jolla, CA 92037. Please note that, depending upon the number of attendees, the meeting
could end earlier than 7:30 p.m.
Changes or additions to the scope of work may be required as a result of input received in response
to the NOP and Scoping Meeting. In addition, the applicant may need to adjust the Project over time
through the discretionary review process, and these changes would be disclosed in the EIR under
the section “History of Project Changes” and accounted for in the EIR impact analysis to the extent
required by CEQA.
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Each section and issue area of the EIR shall provide a descriptive analysis of the proposed Project
followed by a comprehensive evaluation. The EIR shall also include sufficient graphics and tables,
which, in conjunction with the relevant narrative discussions, provide a complete and meaningful
description of all major Project features, the environmental impacts of the Project, as well as
cumulative impacts, mitigation of significant impacts, and alternatives to the Project.
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Discretionary Approvals
Proposed discretionary actions include a Site Development Permit (SDP) and a Coastal Development
Permit (CDP). An SDP is required because the Project proposes development that would impact
environmentally sensitive lands (ESL). A CDP is required because the Project proposes development
within the Coastal Overlay Zone.
Location of Project
The Project is generally located in the 42-acre La Jolla Natural Park (a part of City Parks and
Recreation Open Space), which is generally bounded by County Club Drive to the west; residences
off Remley Place, Brodiaea Way, and Encelia Drive to the south; additional open space to the east;
and residences off Valdes Drive to the north (see Figures 1 and 2). The existing La Jolla View
Reservoir is located in the La Jolla Natural Park, approximately 500 feet east of Country Club Drive
and 150 feet north of the Remley Place residences. In addition, the Exchange Place Reservoir is
located east of the intersection of Country Club Drive and Pepita Way, outside of the park limits.
Improvements also would occur along Country Club Drive between Soledad Avenue and Romero
Drive.
The Project site is located within the La Jolla Community Plan (LJCP) area, which designates the
Project site for “Parks, Open Space.” Surrounding uses include single-family residences to the north,
south, and west, open space to the east, and a golf course to the southwest (see Figure 2).
Background
The existing La Jolla View Reservoir is a 0.72-million gallon (MG) potable water storage facility that
was constructed in 1949. The existing 0.99-MG La Jolla Exchange Place Reservoir was originally
constructed in 1909 and was decommissioned in 2002. Use of the existing La Jolla View Reservoir is
very limited due to higher-pressure zone and other water system changes. Water quality in the
reservoir is also poor and requires supplemental chlorine treatment when in operation. In addition,
the existing 16-inch diameter cast iron Muirlands Pipeline that supplies water to the existing La Jolla
View Reservoir is beyond its useful life, and is undersized for current water conveyance
requirements.
Project Description
The proposed Project would replace the existing Exchange Place Reservoir and La Jolla View
Reservoir with a new 3.1-million-gallon reservoir within the La Jolla Natural Park (see Figure 3). The
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existing reservoirs and the Exchange Place Pump Station would be demolished. The proposed new
reservoir would be almost entirely buried, except for reservoir access hatches and supervisory
control and data acquisition equipment. The new reservoir would include an approximately 160foot-long, 18-inch overflow pipe with an at-grade outlet and energy dissipation structure. The outlet
would be situated near the head of the north-central on-site drainage. In addition, an 8-inch utility
water connection to the new reservoir would be provided from the existing water main in Brodiaea
Way.
The Project also includes construction of approximately 2,700 linear feet of 30-inch pipeline. The
pipeline would run from the new La Jolla View Reservoir in a general east-to-west direction through
the La Jolla Natural Park to connect with the existing 16-inch Muirlands pipeline in County Club
Drive. Approximately 1,050 linear feet of the 2,700 linear feet total would be replacing the 16-inch
pipeline up to the existing Muirlands Pump Station. In addition, approximately 780 feet of an 8-inch
pipeline will parallel the 30-inch pipeline along Country Club Drive to serve existing customers. An
altitude valve vault will be located along the pipeline adjacent to Country Club Drive. The existing
pipeline segment through the La Jolla Natural Park would be abandoned in place.
An existing paved access road from Encelia Drive would be reconstructed to allow access to the new
reservoir site for maintenance vehicles. This road would terminate at the reservoir access hatches
where two parking spaces and paved turnaround area will be provided. The remaining portion of
the existing access road to the existing La Jolla View Reservoir would be demolished, and the area
would be revegetated.
Grading and Construction
Excavation to install the new reservoir would result in approximately 76,000 cubic yards (cy) of cut.
Of this volume, approximately 22,000 cy would be permanently disposed off site, requiring
approximately 4,500 truck trips. The remainder (54,000 cy) would be temporarily stockpiled on site,
including use of a proposed temporary access road that would run from the new reservoir site to
the stockpile area within La Jolla Natural Park near Country Club Drive. Once the reservoir is
installed, the stockpiled soil would be backfilled into the new reservoir location and to cover the
temporary access road. The backfilled areas would be revegetated.
Extended construction hours would be required for certain activities, such as pouring the reservoir
footings, walls, and roof, as well as laying pipeline along Country Club Drive.
EIR FORMAT/CONTENT REQUIREMENTS
The EIR serves to inform governmental agencies and the public of a project’s environmental impacts.
Emphasis in the EIR must be on identifying feasible solutions to environmental impacts. The
objective is not to simply describe and document an impact, but to actively create and suggest
mitigation measures or project alternatives to substantially reduce the significant adverse
environmental impacts. The adequacy of the EIR will depend greatly on the thoroughness of this
effort.
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The EIR must be written in an objective, clear, and concise manner, utilizing plain language. The use
of graphics is encouraged to replace extensive word descriptions and to assist in clarification.
Conclusions must be supported with quantitative, as well as qualitative, information, to the extent
feasible. The entire environmental document must be left justified. In addition, the
environmental document is required to utilize Opens Sans, 10 pitch font.
I.

CONCLUSIONS
Prior to the distribution of the Draft EIR for public review, Conclusions, which are attached at
the front of the Draft EIR, will also need to be prepared. The Conclusions cannot be prepared
until an approved draft has been submitted and accepted by the City.

II.

TITLE PAGE
The EIR shall include a Title Page that includes the Project name, Project Tracking System
(PTS) number, State Clearinghouse (SCH) number, and the date of publication. DO NOT
include any applicant’s or consultant’s company logos or names.

III.

TABLE OF CONTENTS
The Table of Contents must list all sections included in the EIR, as well as the Appendices,
Tables, and Figures. Immediately following the Table of Contents, a list of acronyms and
abbreviations utilized in the text must be provided.

IV.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The consultant will prepare the Executive Summary to be submitted for review with the last
screencheck Draft EIR, unless otherwise determined. The Executive Summary shall have an
independent numbering system (e.g., S-1, S-2). In general, the Executive Summary shall
reflect the EIR outline, but need not contain every element of the EIR. At a minimum, the
Executive Summary must include a brief Project description; impacts determined to be
significant (including cumulative); impacts found to be less than significant; alternatives;
areas of controversy; and lastly a matrix listing the impacts and mitigation. Please refer to
the Environmental Impact Report Guidelines for further detailed information.

V.

INTRODUCTION
The EIR shall introduce the Project with a brief discussion on the intended use and purpose
of the EIR. This discussion shall focus on the type of analysis that the EIR is providing and
provide an explanation of why it is necessary to implement the Project. This section shall
describe and/or incorporate by reference any previously certified environmental documents
that cover the Project site including any EIRs. This section shall briefly describe areas where
the Project is in compliance or non-compliance with assumptions and mitigation contained
in these previously certified documents. Additionally, this section shall provide a brief
description of any other local, state, and federal agencies that may be involved in the Project
review and/or any grant approvals.
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VI.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
The EIR shall describe the precise location of the Project site with an emphasis on the
physical features of the sites and the surrounding area and present it on a detailed
topographic map and a regional map. Provide a local and regional description of the
environmental setting of the Project, as well as any adjacent land uses, area topography,
drainage characteristics, and vegetation. Describe any upcoming changes to the area and
any cumulative changes that may relate to the Project site. Include the existing and planned
land uses in the vicinity, on-and off-site resources, the community plan area land use
designation(s), existing zoning, all utility easements and any required maintenance access,
and any overlay zones within this section. Include any applicable land use plans/overlay
zones that affect the Project site, such as the City of San Diego’s Multiple Species
Conservation Program (MSCP)/Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA), environmentally
sensitive lands such as steep hillsides, wetlands, and the Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA) 100-year floodplains and/or floodways that intersect with the Project
components. Provide a recent aerial photo of the Project site and surrounding uses, and
clearly identify the Project location.

VII.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The EIR shall include a detailed discussion of the goals and objectives of the Project, in terms
of public benefit. Project objectives will be critical in determining the appropriate alternatives
for the Project, which would avoid or substantially reduce potentially significant impacts. As
stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(b), “A clearly written statement of objectives will
help the lead agency develop a reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate in the EIR and
aid the decision makers in adopting findings and/or a statement of overriding
considerations, if necessary. The statement of objectives shall include the underlying
purpose of the project.”
This section shall describe all discretionary actions needed to implement the Project
(i.e., CDP and SDP) including all permits required from federal, state, and local agencies. If
other agencies have responsibility for approvals or Project review, describe this involvement.
The description of the Project shall include all major Project features, including demolition of
existing facilities, grading (cut and fill), reservoir and pipeline construction, and ancillary
facilities associated with the Project. The Project description shall describe any off-site
activities necessary to construct the Project. The EIR shall include sufficient graphics and
tables to provide a complete description of all major Project features. This discussion shall
address the whole of the Project.

VIII.

HISTORY OF PROJECT CHANGES
This section of the EIR shall outline the history of the Project and any physical changes that
have been made to the Project in response to environmental concerns identified during the
review of the Project (i.e., in response to NOP or public scoping meetings or during the
public review period for the Draft EIR).

Page 6
Mr. Ed Fordan
April 5, 2018

IX.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS
The potential for significant environmental impacts must be thoroughly analyzed and
mitigation measures identified that would avoid or substantially lessen any significant
impacts. The City of San Diego is the Lead Agency for this Project, and therefore the EIR must
represent the independent analyses of the Lead Agency. Accordingly, all impact analysis
must be based on the City’s “Significance Determination Thresholds” (July 2016) unless
otherwise directed by the City. Below are key environmental issue areas that have been
identified for this Project, within which the issue statements must be addressed individually.
Discussion of each issue statement shall include an explanation of the existing Project site
conditions, impact analysis, significance determination, and appropriate mitigation. The
impact analysis shall address potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts that could be
created through implementation of the Project and its alternatives. Lastly, the EIR shall
summarize each required technical study or survey report within each respective issue
section, and all requested technical reports must be included as the appendices to the EIR
and summarized in the text of the document.
In each environmental issue section, mitigation measures to avoid or substantially lessen
impacts must be clearly identified and discussed. The ultimate outcome after mitigation shall
also be discussed (i.e., significant but mitigated, significant and unmitigated). If other
potentially significant issue areas arise during the detailed environmental investigation of
the Project, consultation with Development Services Department is required to determine if
these areas need to be added to the EIR. As supplementary information is required, the EIR
may also need to be expanded.
Air Quality
Issue 1: Would the Project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable
air quality plan?
Issue 2: Would the Project result in a violation of any air quality standard or
contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation?

Issue 3: Would the Project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

An air quality study shall be prepared to discuss the Project’s impact on the ability of the San
Diego Air Basin (SDAB) to meet regional air quality strategies. The EIR section shall discuss
the air quality study’s findings, including both the potential stationary and non-stationary
(i.e., vehicular) air emission sources associated with construction and operation of the
proposed Project.
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The section shall describe the Project’s climatological setting within the SDAB and the SDAB’s
current attainment levels for State and Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards. The section
shall include estimates of total-generated air pollutant emissions, a discussion of potential
dust generation during construction, and proposed emissions reduction design features or
dust suppression measures that would avoid or lessen emissions or dust-related impacts to
sensitive receptors within the area. The section shall take into consideration the potential for
criteria pollutant emissions generated from the Project, as well as toxic air contaminants.
Proposed mitigation measures shall be identified, if applicable.
Biological Resources
Issue 1: Would implementation of the proposed Project result in a reduction in the
number of any unique, rare, endangered, sensitive, or fully protected species
of plants or animals?
Issue 2: Would the proposed Project result in impacts to a sensitive habitat or
sensitive natural community as identified in local, regional, state or federal
plans, policies, or regulations?
Issue 3: Would the proposed Project result in an impact on City, State, or Federally
regulated wetlands through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption
or other means?
Issue 4: Would the proposed Project result in interference with the movement of any
native resident or migratory wildlife through linkages or wildlife corridors?
Issue 5: Would the Project conflict with provisions of adopted local habitat
conservation plans or policies protecting biological resources?
Issue 6: Would the Project introduce land uses within or adjacent to the MHPA that
would result in adverse edge effects?
Issue 7: Would the Project introduce invasive species into natural open space areas?
A Biological Technical Report shall be prepared for the proposed Project and findings of the
report shall be summarized in the EIR. The site is within and adjacent to the MHPA of the
City’s MSCP, and supports sensitive biological resources. The Project will impact sensitive
biological resources and has the potential to result in direct, indirect, and/or cumulative
impacts to biological resources within the MHPA. The EIR shall discuss the potential for
significant direct or indirect impacts from the proposed Project to upland and wetland
vegetation and sensitive species. Vegetation types shall be shown graphically. The EIR shall
identify MSCP-covered and narrow endemic flora and fauna that exist or have a potential to
exist in the area of the Project site. Wildlife corridors shall be identified, as well as conflicts
with adopted plans and policies protecting biological resources, including the MSCP. In
addition, the EIR shall quantify impacts to sensitive biological resources and identify
appropriate mitigation measures.
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Cultural Resources
Issue 1: Would the Project result in an alteration, including the adverse physical or
aesthetic effects and/or the destruction of a prehistoric or historic building
(including an architecturally significant building), structure, or object or site?
Issue 2: Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
tribal cultural resource as defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074?
Issue 3: Would the Project result in the disturbance of any human remains, including
those interred outside of formal cemeteries?
The results of the previous Historical Resource Technical Reports prepared for the two
reservoirs to be demolished shall be summarized in the EIR.
An archaeological resources report shall be prepared to determine what, if any, significant
archaeological resources and/or tribal cultural resources impacts would occur from the
Project. The EIR section will discuss the findings of the report, including literature review,
records search, Sacred Lands File search, Native American consultation, and archaeological
surveys conducted for the proposed Project. The report shall also incorporate previous
surveys from a cultural resources survey prepared previously for the Project in 2016 by
Laguna Mountain Environmental. The historical resource technical reports and
archaeological resources report shall be included as appendices to the EIR; the records
search results should be provided under separate cover as a confidential appendix. If the
potential exists to uncover subsurface resources or human remains during ground
disturbing activity, associated mitigation measures shall be identified.
Energy
Issue 1: Would construction and operation of the Project result in the use of
excessive amounts or electrical power?
Issue 2: Would the Project result in the use of excessive amounts of fuel or other
forms of energy (including natural gas, oil, etc.)?
Appendix F of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that potentially significant energy
implications of a project shall be considered in an EIR to the extent relevant and applicable
to the project. Particular emphasis on avoiding or reducing inefficient, wasteful, and
unnecessary consumption of energy shall be included in this section. The EIR shall address
the estimated energy use for the Project and assess whether the Project would generate a
demand for energy (electricity and/or natural gas) that would exceed the planned capacity of
the energy suppliers. This section shall utilize the energy data and assumptions compiled for
the air quality impact analysis. A description of any energy and/or water saving Project
features shall also be included in this section (with cross-references to the greenhouse gaes
[GHG] emissions discussion, as appropriate). This section shall describe any proposed
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measures included as part of the Project that would conserve energy and reduce energy
consumption, and shall address all applicable issues described within Appendix F of the
CEQA Guidelines.
Geology and Soils
Issue 1: Would the Project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable or that
would become unstable as a result of the Project, and potentially result in
on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or
collapse?
Issue 2: Would the Project result in a substantial increase in wind or water erosion of
soils, either on or off the site?
Issue 3: Would the Project expose people or structures to geologic hazards such as
earthquakes, landslides, mudslides, ground failure, or similar hazards?
The results of a geotechnical study prepared for the Project shall be summarized in the EIR.
The EIR shall discuss the geologic and geotechnical conditions within the study area. The
potential for either short- or long-term erosion impacts to soils on-site shall also be
discussed. Geological constraints on the Project site, including groundshaking, ground
failure, liquefaction, landslides, erosion, ground water, and geologic instability shall be
addressed, as well as seismicity and seismic hazards created by faults present in the Project
vicinity.
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Issue 1: Would the Project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment?
Issue 2: Would the Project conflict with the City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) or
another applicable plan, policy, or regulation of an agency adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?
This section shall present an overview of GHG emissions, including the most recent
information regarding the current understanding of the mechanisms behind current
conditions and trends, and the broad environmental issue related to global climate change.
A discussion of current legislation, plans, policies, and programs pertinent to global climate
change shall also be included. The EIR shall provide details of the Project’s sustainable
features that meet the criteria outlined in the Conservation Element of the General Plan.
The section shall discuss the proposed Project’s consistency with the City’s CAP, as analyzed
through the preparation of a CAP Consistency Checklist (approved in July 2016; as amended
in February 2017). The section shall provide explanation of how the Project would implement
the required CAP measures.
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Health and Safety
Issue 1: Would the Project create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials, or through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment?
Issue 2: Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result,
create a significant hazard to the public or environment?
Issue 3: Would the Project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury, or death involving fire?
Issue 4: Would the Project impair implementation of, or physically interfere with, an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

The results of a lead abatement and hazardous materials investigation prepared for the
Project shall be summarized in the EIR. The EIR shall discuss the potential hazards from
construction and operation of the Project, including the potential for hazardous material
release from routine use or from accident conditions.
The EIR shall include a description of potential hazards and hazardous materials issues that
intersect or interface with the Project area, including disclosure of contamination sites
compiled in accordance with Government Code Section 6596.25.
Fire hazards exist where highly flammable vegetation and/or litter is located adjacent to
development. The EIR shall discuss the human and public safety impacts from the potential
fire hazards within and adjacent to the Project.
In addition, the EIR shall discuss the potential for the Project’s construction traffic and
equipment to interfere with emergency plans in the area.
Hydrology/Water Quality
Issue 1: Would the project result in a substantial increase in impervious surfaces and
associated increased runoff?
Issue 2: Would the Project result in a substantial alteration to on- and off-site
drainage patterns due to changes in runoff flow rates or volumes?
Issue 3: Would the Project result in an increase in pollutant discharge to receiving
waters during or following construction, or discharge identified pollutants to
an already impaired water body?
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Issue 4: What short-term and long-term effects would the Project have on local and
regional water quality, and what types of pre- and post-construction Best
Management Practices (BMPs) would be incorporated into the Project to
preclude impacts to local and regional water quality?
Hydrology deals with the properties, distribution, and circulation of surface water,
groundwater, and atmospheric water. The quantity of water which flows in a creek or river is
calculated based on historic climatic conditions combined with the watershed
characteristics. The slope and shape of the watershed, soil properties, recharge area, and
relief features are all watershed characteristics, which influence the quantity of surface
flows. Therefore, as land is developed, impervious area is increased, thereby increasing
runoff.
The EIR shall evaluate if the proposed Project would have a potential for increasing runoff
rates and volumes within the proposed Project area. The discussion shall incorporate
findings from the hydrology study prepared for the Project, consistent with City drainage
design standards and in accordance with the San Diego County Hydrology Manual.
Anticipated changes to existing drainage patterns, as well as runoff rates and volumes, in the
proposed Project area shall be addressed in the EIR. A preliminary hydrology and hydraulics
study shall be provided and measures to protect on-site and downstream properties from
increased runoff, erosion, or siltation must be identified. The EIR shall address the potential
for Project implementation to impact the hydrologic conditions within and downstream of
the Project area.
Water Quality is affected by sedimentation caused by erosion, by urban run-off carrying
contaminants, and by direct discharge of pollutants (point-source pollution). As land is
developed or redeveloped, the impervious surfaces could send an increased volume of
runoff containing oils, heavy metals, pesticides, fertilizers, and other contaminants
(non-source pollution) into associated watersheds. Sedimentation can impede stream flow.
Degradation of water quality could impact human health as well as wildlife systems.
Sedimentation can cause impediments to stream flow. In addition, oxygen availability is
affected by sedimentation, which can significantly influence aquatic and riparian habitats.
Compliance with the City’s Storm Water Standards is generally considered to preclude water
quality impacts. The Storm Water Standards are available online.
The Project’s effect on water quality within the Project area and downstream shall be
discussed. Discussion of runoff treatment shall be included, including via structural best
management practices (BMPs). Discussion of the BMPs conformance with treatment control
and flow control requirements based on the BMP Design Manual (BMPDM) shall be included.
Land Use
Issue 1: Would the Project result in an inconsistency/conflict with the environmental
goals, objectives, or guidelines of the General/Community Plan in which it is
located?
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The Project site is designated “Parks, Open Space” in the LJCP and an SDP is required
because the Project may have significant impacts on environmentally sensitive lands. A CDP
is required because the Project proposes development within the Coastal Overlay Zone.
This section shall provide a discussion of all applicable land use plans to establish a context
in which the Project is being proposed. Specifically, it shall discuss the Project’s consistency
with the environmental goals, objectives, and recommendations set forth in applicable City
land use regulations and policies including the General Plan (including all applicable
elements), the LJCP, and Land Development Code. If the Project is found to be inconsistent
with any adopted land use plans, the EIR shall disclose this information if the inconsistency
would result in potentially significant physical impacts. The land use compatibility discussion
will focus on the compatibility of the Project with surrounding uses, particularly La Jolla
Natural Park.

Noise
Issue 1: Would the Project result in the exposure of people to noise levels created by
the Project which exceed the City’s adopted noise ordinance and/or the City’s
Significance Determination Thresholds?
Issue 2: Would the Project result in or create a significant permanent increase in the
existing ambient noise levels?
Issue 3: Would the Project result in the exposure of persons to or generation of
excessive ground-borne vibration levels?
An acoustical analysis, in accordance with the City’s “Acoustical Report Guidelines,” shall be
prepared to determine what, if any, significant noise impacts would occur due to Project
construction and operation.
The analysis shall discuss how Project would conform to the City of San Diego Municipal
Code Noise and Abatement Control Ordinance §59.5.01 and the General Plan. This includes
analysis that shall analyze noise impacts from construction activities to the surrounding
residences, including demolition, excavation, construction, and materials handling at the
reservoir sites, existing roadways, planned roadways, and planned stockpile areas. If
significant impacts are identified, barriers shall be identified to reduce impacts. An analysis
of potential vibration impacts during construction shall also be provided. In addition,
construction traffic noise may impact surrounding uses and the EIR shall include a
discussion regarding this potential impact.
Analysis of the Project’s operational noise shall be included, including potential noise from
the pressure reduction valve, vault noise, water splash noise for tank fill, and typical
recirculation pump noise, if applicable.
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Paleontological Resources
Issue 1: Would the Project require over 1,000 cubic yards of excavation in a high
resource potential geologic deposit/formation/rock unit, or over 2,000 cubic
yards of excavation in a moderate resource potential geologic
deposit/formation/rock unit?
The EIR shall include a paleontological resources discussion that identifies the underlying
formation(s) and the likelihood of uncovering paleontological resources during grading
activities. The EIR shall identify the depth of cut (in feet) and amount of grading (in cubic
yards) that would result from any grading activities. The City’s thresholds for monitoring
include grading depths of 10 feet or more and excavation of 1,000 or 2,000 cubic yards
depending on the respective moderate or high sensitivity of the formational soils on-site. If
the proposed construction would impact fossil formations possessing moderate to high
potential for significant resources, specific conditions (monitoring and curation) would be
required to mitigate impacts to a level below significance. This analysis shall be based on
information in the geotechnical study to be provided by the City, information regarding
planned additional excavation depths, and the City’s guidelines regarding paleontological
sensitivity.
Transportation/Circulation
Issue 1: Would the Project result in an increase in projected traffic which is
substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street
system?

Issue 2: Would the Project have a substantial impact upon existing or planned
transportation systems?
Issue 3: Would the Project result in an increase in traffic hazards for motor vehicles,
bicyclists, or pedestrians due to a proposed, non-standard design feature
(e.g., poor sight distance or driveway onto an access-restricted roadway)?
Issue 4: Would the Project result in a conflict with adopted policies, plans, or
programs supporting alternative transportation modes (e.g., bus turnouts,
bicycle racks)?
A traffic/mobility study shall be prepared to determine what, if any, significant traffic impacts
would occur from the Project due to Project construction and operation. Construction trip
generation estimates shall include the projected number of construction truck trips
(materials/equipment delivery and waste hauling) and construction worker trips that will
access the Project site during the AM and PM peak hours. Roadway segments and
intersections shall be analyzed for construction impacts under four scenarios: existing
conditions, existing plus construction traffic conditions, cumulative (year 2020), and
cumulative plus construction traffic conditions. Traffic hazards and conflicts with alternative
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modes of transportation from project construction shall also be analyzed. If potentially
significant impacts are identified, the EIR shall present mitigation measures to reduce such
impacts below a level of significance.
Utilities and Service Systems
Issue 1: Would the Project result in a need for new systems, or require substantial
alterations to existing utilities, the construction of which would create
physical impacts with regard to solid waste disposal?
The results of a Waste Management Plan (WMP) prepared for the Project shall be
summarized in the EIR. The EIR shall describe the potential waste generation impacts that
may result from the Project. The EIR shall summarize the calculations of waste generation
and anticipated recycling and reuse opportunities to assess whether the Project would
individually or cumulatively exceed the levels specified in the City’s CEQA Significance
Determination Thresholds (July 2016) for Solid Waste.
Visual Quality and Neighborhood Character
Issue 1: Would implementation of the Project result in substantial obstruction of any
vista or scenic view from a public viewing area as identified in the
community plan?
Issue 2: Would the Project create a negative aesthetic site or project?
Issue 3: Would the Project’s bulk, scale, materials, or style be incompatible with
surrounding development?
Issue 4: Would the Project result in substantial alteration to the existing or planned
character of the area?
Issue 5: Would the Project result in a substantial change in the existing landform?
Issue 6: Would the Project result in substantial light or glare which would adversely
affect daytime or nighttime views in the area?
The EIR shall provide an evaluation of the visual quality/neighborhood character changes
due to the proposed Project, including an evaluation of consistency with policies protecting
scenic resources in the Project vicinity. The analysis shall address how Project development
will appear to viewers from surrounding public roadways, neighborhoods, the La Jolla
Natural Park, and public viewing areas.
This section of the EIR shall include a description and analysis of the landform modification
that would result from construction of the Project, focusing on the grading associated with
the new reservoir site and soil stockpile location. The EIR shall also analyze the use of
materials that could emit or reflect a significant amount of light or glare, including lighting

Page 15
Mr. Ed Fordan
April 5, 2018
from nighttime construction. Visual simulations of the Project shall be incorporated into the
EIR section.
X.

SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS WHICH CANNOT BE AVOIDED IF THE PROPOSED
PROJECT IS IMPLEMENTED
This section shall discuss the significant unavoidable impacts of the Project, including those
significant impacts that can be mitigated but not reduced to below a level of significance.
Discuss impacts that cannot be reduced to below a level of significance in spite of the
applicant’s willingness to implement all feasible mitigation measures. Please do not include
analysis. State which impacts (if any) cannot be alleviated without imposing an alternative
design or location. In such cases, describe why the Project has been proposed in spite of the
probable significant effects. See CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(b).

XI.

SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c), the EIR shall include a discussion of
any significant irreversible environmental changes which would be caused by the action
should it be implemented. This section shall address the use of nonrenewable resources
during the construction and life of the Project. See CEQA Guidelines Section 15127 for
limitations on the requirements for this discussion.

XII.

GROWTH INDUCEMENT
The EIR shall address the potential for growth inducement through implementation of the
Project. The EIR shall discuss the ways in which the Project (1) is directly and indirectly
growth inducing (i.e., fostering economic or population growth by land use changes,
construction of additional housing, etc.); and (2) if the subsequent consequences
(i.e., impacts to existing infrastructure, requirement of new facilities, roadways, etc.) of the
growth inducing Project would create a significant and/or unavoidable impact, and provide
for mitigation or avoidance. Accelerated growth could further strain existing community
facilities or encourage activities that could significantly affect the environment. This section
need not conclude that growth-inducing impacts (if any) are significant unless the Project
would induce substantial growth or concentration of population.

XIII.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15130, potential cumulative impacts shall be
discussed in a separate section of the EIR. This section shall include existing and pending
development proposals within the Project area, including those undergoing review with the
Development Services Department, as well as recent past and reasonably foreseeable future
developments and redevelopments in the community. The discussion shall address the
potential cumulative effects related to each environmental resources area that should be
discussed in the EIR as outlined above.

Page 16
Mr. Ed Fordan
April 5, 2018
The EIR shall summarize the overall short-term and long-term impacts this Project could
have in relation to other planned and proposed projects. When this Project is considered
with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects within close
proximity, address whether the Project would result in significant environmental changes
that are individually limited but cumulatively considerable. If incremental impacts do not rise
to the level of cumulatively significant, the Draft EIR shall make a statement to that effect.
XIV.

EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT
A separate section of the EIR shall include a brief discussion of why certain areas were not
considered to be potentially significant and were therefore not included in the EIR. For the
proposed Project, these include agricultural and forestry resources, mineral resources,
population and housing, public services, recreation, and utilities other than landfill services.
If issues related to these areas or other potentially significant issues areas arise during the
detailed environmental investigation of the Project, consultation with the Environmental
Analysis Section (EAS) of the Land Development Review Division is recommended to
determine if subsequent issue area discussions need to be added to the EIR. Additionally, as
supplementary information is submitted (such as with the technical reports), the EIR may
need to be expanded to include these or other additional areas.

XV.

ALTERNATIVES
The EIR shall place major attention on reasonable alternatives that avoid or reduce the
Project’s significant environmental impacts while still achieving the stated Project objectives.
Therefore, a discussion of the Project’s objectives shall be included in this section. The
alternatives shall be identified and discussed in detail and shall address all significant
impacts. Refer to Section 15364 of the CEQA Guidelines for the CEQA definition of “feasible.”
This section shall provide a meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison of alternatives’
impacts to those of the Project (matrix format recommended). These alternatives shall be
identified and discussed in detail and shall address all significant impacts. The alternatives
analysis shall be conducted with sufficient graphics, narrative, and detail to clearly assess the
relative level of impacts and feasibility. Issues to consider when assessing “feasibility” are site
suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, General Plan consistency, other
regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries and the applicant’s control over alternative
sites (own, ability to purchase, etc.). The advantages and disadvantages of each alternative
will be compared to the proposed Project and reasons for rejecting or recommending the
alternative will be discussed in the EIR.
Preceding the detailed alternatives analysis, provide a section entitled “Alternatives
Considered but Rejected.” This section shall include a discussion of preliminary alternatives
that were considered but not analyzed in detail. The reasons for rejection must be explained
in detail and demonstrated to the public the analytical route followed in rejecting certain
alternatives.
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No Project Alternative
The No Project Alternative discussion shall compare the environmental effects of approving
the Project with impacts of not approving the Project. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6(e)(3)(B), the No Project Alternative shall discuss the existing conditions at the
time of the NOP, as well as what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable
future if the proposed Project is not approved, based on current zoning, land use
designations, and available infrastructure. The No Project Alternative assumes no
construction associated with the proposed Project. The intent of this alternative is to satisfy
CEQA’s requirement to address development in accordance with any approved plans or
existing zoning.
Other Project Alternatives
In addition to a No Project Alternative, the EIR shall consider other alternatives that are
determined through the environmental review process that would mitigate potentially
significant environmental impacts. These alternatives must be discussed and/or defined with
EAS staff prior to including them in the EIR.
The Alternatives section of the EIR shall be based on a description of “reasonable” Project
alternatives, which reduce or avoid potentially significant impacts associated with the
proposed Project. Site-specific alternatives, if needed, shall be developed in response to the
findings of the environmental analyses and the various technical studies and may include a
change in one or more aspects of the scope of the Project and/or associated construction
activities to mitigate one or more of the identified significant adverse impacts of the
proposed Project.
If, through the environmental analysis, other alternatives become apparent that would
mitigate potential impacts, these shall be discussed with EAS staff prior to including them in
the Draft EIR. It is important to emphasize that the alternatives section of the EIR shall
constitute a major part of the report. The timely processing of the environmental review will
likely be dependent on the thoroughness of effort exhibited in the alternative analysis.
XVI.

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (MMRP)
Mitigation measures shall be clearly identified and discussed and their effectiveness
assessed in each issue section of the EIR. A Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program
(MMRP) for each issue area with significant impacts is mandatory and projected
effectiveness must be assessed (i.e., all or some CEQA impacts would be reduced to below a
level of significance, etc.). At a minimum, the MMRP shall identify: (1) the department
responsible for the monitoring; (2) the monitoring and reporting schedule; and (3) the
completion requirements. In addition, mitigation measures and the monitoring and
reporting program for each impact shall also be contained (verbatim) to be included within
the EIR in a separate section and a duplicate separate copy (Word version) must also be
provided to EAS.

Page 18
Mr. Ed Fordan
April 5, 2018
XVII.

REFERENCES
Material must be reasonably accessible. Use the most up-to-date possible and reference
source documents.

XVIII.

INDIVIDUALS AND AGENCIES CONSULTED
List those consulted in preparation of the EIR. Seek out parties who would normally be
expected to be a responsible agency or have an interest in the Project.

XIX.

CERTIFICATION PAGE
Include City and consulting staff members, titles, and affiliations.

XX.

APPENDICES
Include the NOP, scoping meeting transcript, and comments received regarding the NOP
and Scoping Letter. Include all accepted technical studies.

CONCLUSION
If other potentially significant issue areas arise during detailed environmental investigation of the
Project, consultation with EAS staff is required to determine if these other areas need to be
addressed in the EIR. Should the Project description be revised, an additional scope of work may be
required. Furthermore, as the Project design progresses and supplementary information becomes
available, the EIR may need to be expanded to include additional issue areas.
It is important to note that timely processing of your Project will be contingent in large part on your
selection of a well-qualified consultant. Prior to starting work on the EIR, a meeting between the
consultant and EAS will be required to discuss and clarify the scope of work. Until the screencheck
for the Draft EIR is submitted, which addresses all of the above issues, the environmental processing
timeline will be held in abeyance. Should you have any questions regarding this letter or the
environmental process, please contact the environmental analyst, Mark Brunette at (619) 446-5379;
for general questions regarding Project processing and/or the Project, contact Angela Nazareno,
Project Manager at (619) 446-5277.
Sincerely,

Kerry M. Santoro
Deputy Director
Development Services Department
Attachments:

Figure 1 – Regional Location Map
Figure 2 – Aerial Vicinity Map
Figure 3 – Site Plan
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cc:

Mark Brunette, Land Development Review Division
Angela Nazareno, Project Management Division
Andrea Bitterling, HELIX Environmental Planning, Inc., Consultant
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Appendix A.2
Scoping Meeting

THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT
LA JOLLA VIEW RESERVOIR PROJECT EIR / 331101
PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING
APRIL 19, 2018
615 PROSPECT STREET
LA JOLLA, CALIFORNIA

92037

5:30 P.M. to 7:30 P.M.

REPORTED BY MANDY L. KERSH, CSR NO. 10674

1
Peterson Reporting Video & Litigation Services

1

PUBLIC COMMENTS,

2

commencing at the hour of 5:30 p.m., on Thursday, April

3

19, 2018, at 615 Prospect Street, La Jolla, California

4

92037, before Mandy L. Kersh, Certified Shorthand

5

Reporter, No. 10674, in and for the State of California.

6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

2
Peterson Reporting Video & Litigation Services

1
2

INDEX
PUBLIC COMMENTS

3

PAGE

4

BY DR. STUART BROWN

4

5

BY DANIEL HAIMING CHANG

6

6

BY MAXINE SNYDER

7

7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

3
Peterson Reporting Video & Litigation Services

1

DR. STUART BROWN:

I work almost all week, every

2

day.

3

block the roads, and they're going to be blocked, because

4

this is the road leading to the project, is very narrow,

5

two lanes.

6

to park, so there's always cars that are double-parked,

7

which they shouldn't be for this tiny, two-lane street.

8

There's no way one is going to get to work.

I have to travel to UCSD where I work.

9

It's always packed.

And when you

Because there's no places

You know, thousands of trucks are going to block

10

that road; that's awful.

11

organization is, there's still going to be large traffic

12

jams.

13

And no matter how good the

Property values -- the views, which everybody

14

moved up to that hill for, is going to be altered, and the

15

property values are going to be altered also, plus the

16

quality of life.

17

This is a public park.

And it's not going to be

18

a public park for a long time during this project, if at

19

all, because this roads being put up.

20

Personally, none of us can see why it has to be

21

where it's planned.

22

where the old reservoir, or even further down the hill,

23

you can still build a large reservoir and all you need is

24

pumps.

25

a lot less disruptive to people's pleasant life as well as

It seems to me if it were moved to

Pumps will certainly be a lot more convenient and
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1

people's work as well as -- and also as far as the park

2

usage.

3

sense to me.

4

this spot and go down, I'm told, four stories -- three,

5

four stories -- into the hill and potentially destabilize

6

the hill.

7

it.

8
9
10

The public uses that park.

So none of it makes

And it's shocking that they would choose

And after they do that, it's -- you don't fix

It's not fixable.

So it's a big disappointment.

And we all need water.

We understand that.

But

not there.
I mean, the access is impossible, impossible.

I

11

leave my house and there isn't a week that goes by that I

12

almost crash into a car because the roads are so narrow

13

and they're twisting.

14

get up the hill and it's just -- it's a highly-used hill.

15

And there's a dead end at the end of that road.

16

going to be -- it's going to be a mess.

17

worse place, I can't imagine.

There's always somebody trying to

So it's

To think of a

Anyway that's my comments.

18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
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1

MR. DANIEL HAIMING CHANG:

The current water

2

tank -- it will be located to upper area, which is 600

3

feet above sea level.

4

move it.

5

be -- multiple tank.

6

about 150 feet.

7

tank built in this area at the pump and then you have more

8

to pressure go up.

9

What I suggest, we don't need to

We will use this area to build multiple tank to
Right.

And then the difference is

I don't know how much -- the multiple

I will suggest to add a few more tanks here and

10

then use the pump to pump the water up to here with a

11

small tank.

12
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1

MAXINE SNYDER:

I'm concerned about the scope of

2

the project.

3

don't need that large of a reservoir project, and we

4

certainly don't need a project that will take two -- it's

5

projected to be two years, which could easily go longer.

I think it's way too big.

I think that we

6

The biggest problem with the project is its size.

7

There are lots of other people talking about the damage to

8

the canyons, the damage to the natural site and other

9

concerns.

And what I'd like to speak to here is the

10

issues regarding traffic and transportation and safety on

11

the proposed route.

12

The proposed route will affect the daily lives of

13

over 2400 people who live directly either on Country Club

14

itself or on the accessory streets that require them to

15

use Country Club in order to enter and exit the

16

neighborhood.

17

Country Club is the -- Country Club Drive is the

18

only access we have in and out of the area.

19

dangerous, tight and winding road.

20

good condition, and the proposed project will be

21

horrible -- create horrible, horrible traffic jams.

22

It is a

It is already not in

The idea -- I spoke to one of the city engineers

23

and I said, "Well, what about limiting truck time and

24

worker access time and major large vehicle time from 10:00

25

in the morning until 2:00 in the afternoon?"
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1

And he said, "Well, that's a possibility.

2

That may be a possibility in order to reduce the

3
4

impact on daily traffic.
On the other hand, it will probably triple the

5

cost of the project because it's a tremendous time burden

6

and length of time burden.

7

The real issue is that we have one access.

8

this will impact us phenomenally, and that is 2500

9

individuals, approximately.

10

There is alternative access.

And

The alternative

11

access will be to come up Soledad, come across Scenic

12

North through La Jolla Alta and across using the easement

13

and rights to cross through the front of Joan Waits'

14

property.

15

approximately 150 people.

16

population numbers for access on both ends were done by

17

taking the plot map and averaging four people per house on

18

the plot maps for both sides.

19

coming through La Jolla Alta, because it's three short

20

blocks, versus 2500 people coming up Country Club.

21

a huge difference in impact.

22

W-A-I-T-S.

That access will have impact on
The numbers of -- the

So that's about 150 people

That's

And the other huge difference in impact is

23

because the people who live on the Mt. Soledad side have

24

an alternative access to their homes, and emergency

25

services have access to them through Nautilus.

There is
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1

only a short block where they don't and they could get by.

2

The streets also, using that access, are relatively

3

straight and wide compared to the ones coming up Country

4

Club.

5

Country Club -- people who live off Country Club

6

do not have any alternative access nor do emergency

7

services, fire, ambulance, et cetera.

8

You have a tremendous number of elderly people,

9

like those of us on Medicare, who use and need immediate

10

access and help.

11

affect that in a dramatic way.

12

wreak havoc with the commuting families, the people who

13

have to go to work every day, come home from work every

14

day, go to pick up their kids, take their kids to their

15

soccer games.

16

to over 2500 people.

This proposed route will completely
It will also create --

All of that will be massively interrupted

17

I think the alternative route, coming over the

18

hill, is safer, does not have anywhere near the impact,

19

looking, again, at 150 people who do have alternative

20

access, compared to 2500 people who have no alternative

21

access.

22

So I would like the city to contact me in regard

23

to what are the alternative route proposals.

24

do they justify -- well, not how do they justify the size

25

of the project?

And also how

The size of the project is more money,
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1

that's how they justify it, and projected need.

2

real issue here, that I'm talking about for mitigation, is

3

in regard to the health and safety as well as living

4

conditions for the 2500 people who live off of Country

5

Club.

6

where the people have alternative access and egress out.

7

That is a large population.

Please give me a call.

But the

Use a different route

Let me know what you

8

think and what ideas you have or you can email me at

9

maxine2002@aol.com.

10

I pay tremendous amounts of taxes and I am

11

entitled, as is everybody in that neighborhood, to better

12

treatment and more consideration.

Thank you.

13
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1
2

REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE
I, Mandy L. Kersh, Certified Shorthand Reporter,

3

in and for the State of California, Certificate No. 10674,

4

do hereby certify:

5

That the foregoing proceedings were reported by

6

me stenographically and later transcribed into typewriting

7

under my direction; that the foregoing is a true record of

8

the proceedings taken at that time.

9
10

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have subscribed my name

11

this ___ day of _______________________, 2018, at San

12

Diego, California

13

_____________________________
14

MANDY L. KERSH, CSR No. 10674
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Appendix A.3
Comment Letters Received

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Edmund G. Brown Jr., Governor

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
Cultural and Environmental Department
1550 Harbor Blvd., Suite 100
West Sacramento, CA 95691
Phone (916) 373-3710

April 19, 2018
Mark Brunette
City of San Diego
1222 First Avenue, MS-501
San Diego, CA 92101
Also sent by e-mail: DSDEAS@sandiego.gov
RE:

SCH# 2018041020; La Jolla Reservoir CDP/ SDP/ EIR (PTS No. 331101) Project, City of San Diego; San
Diego County, California

Dear Mr. Brunette:
The Native American Heritage Commission has received the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for Draft Environmental
Impact Report for the project referenced above. The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources
Code § 21000 et seq.), specifically Public Resources Code section 21084.1, states that a project that may cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource is a project that may have a significant
effect on the environment. (Pub. Resources Code § 21084.1; Cal. Code Regs., tit.14, § 15064.5 (b) (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.5 (b)). If there is substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before a lead agency,
that a project may have a significant effect on the environment, an environmental impact report (EIR) shall be
prepared. (Pub. Resources Code § 21080 (d); Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15064 subd. (a)(1) (CEQA Guidelines §
15064 (a)(1)). In order to determine whether a project will cause a substantial adverse change in the significance
of a historical resource, a lead agency will need to determine whether there are historical resources with the area of
project effect (APE).
CEQA was amended significantly in 2014. Assembly Bill 52 (Gatto, Chapter 532, Statutes of 2014) (AB 52)
amended CEQA to create a separate category of cultural resources, “tribal cultural resources” (Pub. Resources
Code § 21074) and provides that a project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a tribal cultural resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment (Pub.
Resources Code § 21084.2). Please reference California Natural Resources Agency (2016) “Final Text for tribal
cultural resources update to Appendix G: Environmental Checklist Form,”
http://resources.ca.gov/ceqa/docs/ab52/Clean-final-AB-52-App-G-text-Submitted.pdf. Public agencies shall, when
feasible, avoid damaging effects to any tribal cultural resource. (Pub. Resources Code § 21084.3 (a)). AB 52
applies to any project for which a notice of preparation or a notice of negative declaration or mitigated
negative declaration is filed on or after July 1, 2015. If your project involves the adoption of or amendment to a
general plan or a specific plan, or the designation or proposed designation of open space, on or after March 1,
2005, it may also be subject to Senate Bill 18 (Burton, Chapter 905, Statutes of 2004) (SB 18). Both SB 18 and
AB 52 have tribal consultation requirements. If your project is also subject to the federal National
Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq.) (NEPA), the tribal consultation requirements of Section 106 of
the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (154 U.S.C. 300101, 36 C.F.R. § 800 et seq.) may also apply.
The NAHC recommends lead agencies consult with all California Native American tribes that are traditionally
and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of your proposed project as early as possible in order to avoid
inadvertent discoveries of Native American human remains and best protect tribal cultural resources. Below is a
brief summary of portions of AB 52 and SB 18 as well as the NAHC’s recommendations for conducting cultural
resources assessments. Consult your legal counsel about compliance with AB 52 and SB 18 as well as
compliance with any other applicable laws.

AB 52
AB 52 has added to CEQA the additional requirements listed below, along with many other requirements:
1. Fourteen Day Period to Provide Notice of Completion of an Application/Decision to Undertake a Project: Within
fourteen (14) days of determining that an application for a project is complete or of a decision by a public
agency to undertake a project, a lead agency shall provide formal notification to a designated contact of, or
tribal representative of, traditionally and culturally affiliated California Native American tribes that have
requested notice, to be accomplished by at least one written notice that includes:
a. A brief description of the project.
b. The lead agency contact information.
c. Notification that the California Native American tribe has 30 days to request consultation. (Pub.
Resources Code § 21080.3.1 (d)).
d. A “California Native American tribe” is defined as a Native American tribe located in California that is on
the contact list maintained by the NAHC for the purposes of Chapter 905 of Statutes of 2004 (SB 18).
(Pub. Resources Code § 21073).
2. Begin Consultation Within 30 Days of Receiving a Tribe’s Request for Consultation and Before Releasing a
Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative Declaration, or Environmental Impact Report: A lead agency shall
begin the consultation process within 30 days of receiving a request for consultation from a California Native
American tribe that is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project.
(Pub. Resources Code § 21080.3.1, subds. (d) and (e)) and prior to the release of a negative declaration,
mitigated negative declaration or environmental impact report. (Pub. Resources Code § 21080.3.1(b)).
a. For purposes of AB 52, “consultation shall have the same meaning as provided in Gov. Code §
65352.4 (SB 18). (Pub. Resources Code § 21080.3.1 (b)).
3. Mandatory Topics of Consultation If Requested by a Tribe: The following topics of consultation, if a tribe
requests to discuss them, are mandatory topics of consultation:
a. Alternatives to the project.
b. Recommended mitigation measures.
c. Significant effects. (Pub. Resources Code § 21080.3.2 (a)).
4. Discretionary Topics of Consultation: The following topics are discretionary topics of consultation:
a. Type of environmental review necessary.
b. Significance of the tribal cultural resources.
c. Significance of the project’s impacts on tribal cultural resources.
d. If necessary, project alternatives or appropriate measures for preservation or mitigation that the tribe
may recommend to the lead agency. (Pub. Resources Code § 21080.3.2 (a)).
5. Confidentiality of Information Submitted by a Tribe During the Environmental Review Process: With some
exceptions, any information, including but not limited to, the location, description, and use of tribal cultural
resources submitted by a California Native American tribe during the environmental review process shall not be
included in the environmental document or otherwise disclosed by the lead agency or any other public agency
to the public, consistent with Government Code sections 6254 (r) and 6254.10. Any information submitted by a
California Native American tribe during the consultation or environmental review process shall be published in a
confidential appendix to the environmental document unless the tribe that provided the information consents, in
writing, to the disclosure of some or all of the information to the public. (Pub. Resources Code § 21082.3
(c)(1)).
6. Discussion of Impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources in the Environmental Document: If a project may have a
significant impact on a tribal cultural resource, the lead agency’s environmental document shall discuss both of
the following:
a. Whether the proposed project has a significant impact on an identified tribal cultural resource.
b. Whether feasible alternatives or mitigation measures, including those measures that may be agreed to
pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21082.3, subdivision (a), avoid or substantially lessen the
impact on the identified tribal cultural resource. (Pub. Resources Code § 21082.3 (b)).
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7. Conclusion of Consultation: Consultation with a tribe shall be considered concluded when either of the
following occurs:
a. The parties agree to measures to mitigate or avoid a significant effect, if a significant effect exists, on a
tribal cultural resource; or
b. A party, acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes that mutual agreement cannot be
reached. (Pub. Resources Code § 21080.3.2 (b)).
8. Recommending Mitigation Measures Agreed Upon in Consultation in the Environmental Document: Any
mitigation measures agreed upon in the consultation conducted pursuant to Public Resources Code section
21080.3.2 shall be recommended for inclusion in the environmental document and in an adopted mitigation
monitoring and reporting program, if determined to avoid or lessen the impact pursuant to Public Resources
Code section 21082.3, subdivision (b), paragraph 2, and shall be fully enforceable. (Pub. Resources Code §
21082.3 (a)).
9. Required Consideration of Feasible Mitigation: If mitigation measures recommended by the staff of the lead
agency as a result of the consultation process are not included in the environmental document or if there are no
agreed upon mitigation measures at the conclusion of consultation, or if consultation does not occur, and if
substantial evidence demonstrates that a project will cause a significant effect to a tribal cultural resource, the
lead agency shall consider feasible mitigation pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21084.3 (b). (Pub.
Resources Code § 21082.3 (e)).
10. Examples of Mitigation Measures That, If Feasible, May Be Considered to Avoid or Minimize Significant
Adverse Impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources:
a. Avoidance and preservation of the resources in place, including, but not limited to:
i. Planning and construction to avoid the resources and protect the cultural and natural context.
ii. Planning greenspace, parks, or other open space, to incorporate the resources with culturally
appropriate protection and management criteria.
b. Treating the resource with culturally appropriate dignity, taking into account the tribal cultural values
and meaning of the resource, including, but not limited to, the following:
i. Protecting the cultural character and integrity of the resource.
ii. Protecting the traditional use of the resource.
iii. Protecting the confidentiality of the resource.
c. Permanent conservation easements or other interests in real property, with culturally appropriate
management criteria for the purposes of preserving or utilizing the resources or places.
d. Protecting the resource. (Pub. Resource Code § 21084.3 (b)).
e. Please note that a federally recognized California Native American tribe or a nonfederally recognized
California Native American tribe that is on the contact list maintained by the NAHC to protect a
California prehistoric, archaeological, cultural, spiritual, or ceremonial place may acquire and hold
conservation easements if the conservation easement is voluntarily conveyed. (Civ. Code § 815.3 (c)).
f. Please note that it is the policy of the state that Native American remains and associated grave artifacts
shall be repatriated. (Pub. Resources Code § 5097.991).
11. Prerequisites for Certifying an Environmental Impact Report or Adopting a Mitigated Negative Declaration or
Negative Declaration with a Significant Impact on an Identified Tribal Cultural Resource: An environmental
impact report may not be certified, nor may a mitigated negative declaration or a negative declaration be
adopted unless one of the following occurs:
a. The consultation process between the tribes and the lead agency has occurred as provided in Public
Resources Code sections 21080.3.1 and 21080.3.2 and concluded pursuant to Public Resources Code
section 21080.3.2.
b. The tribe that requested consultation failed to provide comments to the lead agency or otherwise failed
to engage in the consultation process.
c. The lead agency provided notice of the project to the tribe in compliance with Public Resources Code
section 21080.3.1 (d) and the tribe failed to request consultation within 30 days. (Pub. Resources
Code § 21082.3 (d)).
This process should be documented in the Cultural Resources section of your environmental document.
The NAHC’s PowerPoint presentation titled, “Tribal Consultation Under AB 52: Requirements and Best Practices”
may be found online at: http://nahc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/AB52TribalConsultation_CalEPAPDF.pdf
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SB 18
SB 18 applies to local governments and requires local governments to contact, provide notice to, refer plans to,
and consult with tribes prior to the adoption or amendment of a general plan or a specific plan, or the designation of
open space. (Gov. Code § 65352.3). Local governments should consult the Governor’s Office of Planning and
Research’s “Tribal Consultation Guidelines,” which can be found online at:
https://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/09_14_05_Updated_Guidelines_922.pdf
Some of SB 18’s provisions include:
1. Tribal Consultation: If a local government considers a proposal to adopt or amend a general plan or a specific
plan, or to designate open space it is required to contact the appropriate tribes identified by the NAHC by
requesting a “Tribal Consultation List.” If a tribe, once contacted, requests consultation the local government
must consult with the tribe on the plan proposal. A tribe has 90 days from the date of receipt of notification
to request consultation unless a shorter timeframe has been agreed to by the tribe. (Gov. Code §
65352.3 (a)(2)).
2. No Statutory Time Limit on SB 18 Tribal Consultation. There is no statutory time limit on SB 18 tribal
consultation.
3. Confidentiality: Consistent with the guidelines developed and adopted by the Office of Planning and Research
pursuant to Gov. Code section 65040.2, the city or county shall protect the confidentiality of the information
concerning the specific identity, location, character, and use of places, features and objects described in Public
Resources Code sections 5097.9 and 5097.993 that are within the city’s or county’s jurisdiction. (Gov. Code
§ 65352.3 (b)).
4. Conclusion of SB 18 Tribal Consultation: Consultation should be concluded at the point in which:
a. The parties to the consultation come to a mutual agreement concerning the appropriate measures for
preservation or mitigation; or
b. Either the local government or the tribe, acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes that
mutual agreement cannot be reached concerning the appropriate measures of preservation or
mitigation. (Tribal Consultation Guidelines, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (2005) at p.
18).
Agencies should be aware that neither AB 52 nor SB 18 precludes agencies from initiating tribal consultation with
tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with their jurisdictions before the timeframes provided in AB 52
and SB 18. For that reason, we urge you to continue to request Native American Tribal Contact Lists and “Sacred
Lands File” searches from the NAHC. The request forms can be found online at:
http://nahc.ca.gov/resources/forms/
NAHC Recommendations for Cultural Resources Assessments
To adequately assess the existence and significance of tribal cultural resources and plan for avoidance,
preservation in place, or barring both, mitigation of project-related impacts to tribal cultural resources, the NAHC
recommends the following actions:
1. Contact the appropriate regional California Historical Research Information System (CHRIS) Center
(http://ohp.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=1068) for an archaeological records search. The records search will
determine:
a. If part or all of the APE has been previously surveyed for cultural resources.
b. If any known cultural resources have been already been recorded on or adjacent to the APE.
c. If the probability is low, moderate, or high that cultural resources are located in the APE.
d. If a survey is required to determine whether previously unrecorded cultural resources are present.
2. If an archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage is the preparation of a professional report
detailing the findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey.
a. The final report containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation measures should be submitted
immediately to the planning department. All information regarding site locations, Native American
human remains, and associated funerary objects should be in a separate confidential addendum and
not be made available for public disclosure.
4

b. The final written report should be submitted within 3 months after work has been completed to the
appropriate regional CHRIS center.
3. Contact the NAHC for:
a. A Sacred Lands File search. Remember that tribes do not always record their sacred sites in the
Sacred Lands File, nor are they required to do so. A Sacred Lands File search is not a substitute for
consultation with tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the
project’s APE.
b. A Native American Tribal Consultation List of appropriate tribes for consultation concerning the project
site and to assist in planning for avoidance, preservation in place, or, failing both, mitigation measures.
4. Remember that the lack of surface evidence of archaeological resources (including tribal cultural resources)
does not preclude their subsurface existence.
a. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plan provisions for
the identification and evaluation of inadvertently discovered archaeological resources per Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 14, section 15064.5(f) (CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(f)). In areas of identified
archaeological sensitivity, a certified archaeologist and a culturally affiliated Native American with
knowledge of cultural resources should monitor all ground-disturbing activities.
b. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plans provisions for
the disposition of recovered cultural items that are not burial associated in consultation with culturally
affiliated Native Americans.
c. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plans provisions for
the treatment and disposition of inadvertently discovered Native American human remains. Health and
Safety Code section 7050.5, Public Resources Code section 5097.98, and Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14,
section 15064.5, subdivisions (d) and (e) (CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5, subds. (d) and (e))
address the processes to be followed in the event of an inadvertent discovery of any Native American
human remains and associated grave goods in a location other than a dedicated cemetery.
Please contact me if you need any additional information at gayle.totton@nahc.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Gayle Totton

Gayle Totton, M.A., PhD.
Associate Governmental Program Analyst
(916) 373-3714
cc: State Clearinghouse
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From: Dan Allen [mailto:danallen@alum.mit.edu]
Sent: Friday, May 04, 2018 8:41 AM
To: DSD EAS
Subject: La Jolla View Reservoir Replacement Project

A few years ago a mast and antenna were put on the high point of the park. Recently
another antenna appears to have been added. The open space park is a significant visual
backdrop in images viewed eastward from the center of La Jolla (as seen for example
below). The environmental report should consider the aesthetic visual impacts of any
antenna tower that might be part of the project.
Dan Allen,
La Jolla
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From: Noushin Berjis [mailto:nberjis@san.rr.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 01, 2018 8:34 PM
To: DSD EAS
Subject: la jolla water reseervoir
At the meeting I commented that I’m concerned about lack of options leaving out of country club drive in la jolla. I
mentioned that i live on the very top of country club drive and in case of emergency there is no way out of our street.
I’m in complete agreement with the letter sent by my neighbor Mr. Tom Fetter below.
thee should be another way out of our street. the la jolla reservoir project is wonderful but an additional exit way out ‐
either temporary or permanently is a must.
respectfully
Noushin Berjis
6849 country club drive
la jolla
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Lisa Casey <lisacasey27@gmail.com>
Friday, April 6, 2018 12:59 PM
DSD EAS
La Jolla View Reservoir replacement

Hello,
Will all of the streets be redone in the Country Club area of La Jolla following this replacement? The streets in our
neighborhood all need to be completely redone. This has not happened in over 30 years.
Safety of walkers in the neighborhood is of paramount importance, as cars currently need to veer off the main road in
order to avoid the bumps that may make their wheels go flat or out of alignment.
Thank you for your attention to this matter.
Sincerely,
Lisa Casey
**The streets involved include Country Club Drive, Romero, Brodiaea, and Encelia.
Sent from my iPad
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From: Melissa J. Fay [mailto:melissa@pigsaloft.com]
Sent: Monday, April 30, 2018 9:56 PM
To: DSD EAS
Subject: La Jolla Reservoir Project
Dear Mr. Brunette,
I could not agree more with Mr. Fetter's attached letter. Blocking the only access for 150
homes when there is an alternative that does not put lives at risk is foolish and ill-advised.
Please reconsider your position.
MJ Fay
Good evening Neighbor:

I apologize for the lack of personalization in this email, but we wanted to keep you apprised of the latest on the water
reservoir project in our neighborhood. The City is preparing an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to evaluate the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed La Jolla View Reservoir Replacement Project. The City circulated a
Notice of Preparation and is accepting comments until Monday, May 7, 2018.
Right-click or tap and hold
here to download pictu res.
To help protect y ou r
priv acy , Outlook prev ented
auto matic downlo ad o f
this pictu re from the
In ternet.

For your convenience, I am attaching a letter that our neighbor, Tom Fetter sent to the city this morning. If you agree
with Tom, simply forward his letter and attach a note stating that you are in agreement with him and email it to
DSDEAS@sandiego.gov, or by mail it to: Mark Brunette, Senior Environmental Planner, City of San Diego, Development
Services Department, 1222 First Ave., MS 501, San Diego, CA 92101. All comments must be postmarked or received by
May 7, 2018, for consideration in the draft EIR.

Feel free to forward this email to more of our neighbors so that together we can all get this project changed.

Regards,

Elisa Scanlan
on behalf of your neighbors,

Nina and Bob Doede
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From: Roya Kohani [mailto:rkohani@revivamed.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 01, 2018 9:48 AM
To: DSD EAS
Subject: La Jolla Reservoir Project

Dear San Diego City Project Manager,
I am in full agreement of this letter regarding the Water Reservoir Project in the Country Club area of La Jolla
and the road hazards it creates for the residents.
See the attached letter.
Thank you.

Thank you !
Roya Kohani M.D., FACP
Associate Professor of Medicine
7629 Girard Ave Suite C3
La Jolla, CA 92037
858-459-2040
Confidentiality Notice: This message and any attachments hereto may contain confidential and privileged
communications or information protected by law. The information contained herein is transmitted for the sole
use of the intended recipient(s). If you are not the intended recipient or designated agent of the recipient of such
information, you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination, copying or retention of this e-mail or the
information contained herein is strictly prohibited and may subject you to penalties under federal and/or state
law. If you received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately and permanently delete this email.
Thank you.
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From: Linda Kripke [mailto:dkripke2@san.rr.com]
Sent: Sunday, May 06, 2018 11:56 PM
To: DSD EAS
Subject: La jolla View REservoir Replacement project

I am writing about the La Jolla View Reservoir Replacement project. I have lived on Crepso Drive in the neighborhood adjacent
to the La Jolla Natural Park for over 40 years. The park is very unique, providing a bit of natural California chaparral landscape
for hiking and contemplation that is rare in La Jolla.

I applaude the city for stating that the new storage tank will be below ground and not visible. This is extremely important so as
not to ruin the park. I take the city at its word that the reservoir will not be visible from the village or the surrounding paths in
the park.
There is a solar powered light on a post near the bench at the viewpoint and you can see that from lots of places in the village.
It has a negative visual impact. When you have a natural environment,
one man made thing really is out of place and disturbs the visual contours of the hillsides.

The canyon between Country Club Drive and Al Bahr and the hiking trail from Al Bahr Drive to the view point is beautiful and
serene, and I hope it remains so without any visual disturbance from the finished reservoir.
More hikers have been using the Al Bahr trail in the past few years, and I would like to know if that trail will remain
undisturbed and usable during the 2 years that it takes to complete this project.
My other main concern is about drainage. When it rains, water pours out of the hillside at Al Bahr Drive near the Al Bahr
bridge even after the rain has stopped. In 2017, we had water damage to our property from water coming down and under
Crespo Drive
and face a very expensive remediation project. I worry that while this project is in the construction phase, that mud and runoff
could be an issue. I’d like to know what the city will be doing to ensure that this does not happen.
Are there underground rivers that might impact residences? I am very interested to learn about the drainage pattern of the
entire natural park area and wonder if the city has ever done or intends to do such a drainage report.
I am not a geologist, but I do think something negative in terms of water drainage is going on in our neighborhood.
So daily monitoring of this project is very important, especially during times of rain. I need more assurance from the city that
drainage concerns have been studied before work begins, and that there is a plan inplace to mitigate any negative drainage
issues.
I trust the city at its word that the finished project won’t be visible and will be revegetated to its natural state, and that there
will be no negative environmental impact on the area. Again, there must be close monitoring during construction and after
with the replanting of indigenous plants.
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Organizations like San Diego Audubon and San Diego Canyonlands have expertise and could possibly provide input and
monitoring.
It is a very beautiful area, the hike is lovely and the view point at the top just stunning. A very special and sensitive park
environment that needs protection as this project goes forward.
Thank you very much. I hope to learn more about this project in the future.
Linda Kripke
1650 Crespo Drive,
La Jolla, CA 92037
dkripke2@san.rr.com
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From: Catherine [mailto:cmwoods@att.net]
Sent: Wednesday, April 18, 2018 4:43 PM
To: DSD EAS
Subject: La Jolla View Reservation Replacement Project EIR
Dear City of San Diego Environmental Planners,
I am emailing our concerns about the upcoming La Jolla Heights reservoir/pipes project since we will unfortunately be out
of town tomorrow evening (Thursday April 19th) and unable to attend your meeting at the La Jolla Recreation Center you
had planned for community input.
As residents of Romero Drive who have enjoyed the area for the last 23 years our concerns fall under two main areas:
1) The major upheaval the residents who live on the Country Club/Fairview/Romero Dr/Broadiea / Encelia are going to
be exposed to for the (AT LEAST) 18 to 24 month anticipated duration of the project. The proposed plans indicate
major excavation work that will initially necessitate many truck loads of earth movement, followed by installation of a
30 inch pipe along the section of Country Club from the Muirlands pump station to Exchange Place.
a. The lower section of Country Club currently represents the only point of access for ~250 to 300 homes.
How will the City accommodate emergencies and mitigate long delays for residents?
b. There are multiple sharp blind bends in the road between La Jolla Knoll and access off
Encelia to the park. This impacts trucks going up and down the hill and increases the
potential for accidents
c. Many people walk up that road.
d. Portions of the roads are already in poor condition. This will only get worse with the
anticipated construction traffic.
e. Is it possible for the City to use the section of Upper Hillside Drive that connects
Encelia with La Jolla Summit for the initial earth reservoir installation of the section?
There are two access points for that community.
2) The large scale excavation/earth moving of the La Jolla Heights park (a Dedicated unique park with
native coastal sagebrush flora and a natural haven for birds and animals) proposed for this project.
a. The City is currently installing a new reservoir at the former site of the Country Club
reservoir off Upper Hillside. Why can’t the size of this be increased so only one new
reservoir is needed instead of installing a second one at a new location on a fragile
soil/geology location.
b. As proposed, the new location is at a crest of previously undisturbed ground (except
for the trail that goes through that site). Digging a 4-story huge hole is likely to have major
repercussions for the stability of that section of hill as well as drainage down the hill.
About a dozen years ago, a major sinkhole occurred near the Encelia entrance of the
park, on the East side in front of the current site of a water hydrant.
c. The proposed temporary earth “roads” involve eroding the surface of a large portion of
previously undisturbed coastal sagebrush and dumping huge quantities of soil into a
steep gully (currently the depth is the height of a utility pole at that location)
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d. The point where the new dirt road will reach Country Club is currently where the main
culvert for storm water is. In normal or wet winters literally a river flows into that section of
canyon during heavier downpours.
e. We saw first hand the huge clouds of dust that the resculpting of an equivalent piece of
previously undisturbed land (The Reserve) in the old Copley estate (now owned by Mr.
Manchester) created. The canyons create wind tunnels that water trucks can not
compete with. This project will create similar dust pollution (and noise).
f. The city claims it will restore the disturbed land back to its native state. However, the
planting that was recently completed near the Encelia entrance to the park may be
planted with drought tolerant plants, but these plants do not match the native vegetation
of the endangered coastal sagebrush ecosystem. Likewise the small portion of park near
the lower end of Country Club that was replanted a few years ago is full of Opuntia prickly
pear cactus that is not evident in the undisturbed part of the park.
g. There will also be a major disruption of the fauna of this Dedicated Park space.
h. The many people who now hike this park – will they be blocked access for the 2 years
or so that it will take to complete this project?
Overall we have major concerns about this project. Is it really necessary if this water is only for fire
prevention needs and there is going to be a new reservoir installed to replace the Country Club reservoir.
Why not simply install a larger one at that site? We are really concerned about the long-term impact of
this project as planned on the integrity of the Dedicated Park space that is La Jolla Heights Park.
Thank-you for taking our concerns into consideration in this review,
Sincerely,
Catherine and Elias Lazarides,
7260 Romero Dr. La Jolla, Ca 92037
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From: Louis Levy [mailto:llevy1@icloud.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 01, 2018 9:03 AM
To: DSD EAS
Subject: La Jolla View Reservoir Project.pdf

The letter attached below presents our feelings about the proposed project. As proposed, it would present a long and
continuous threat to the Country Club residents because of lack of access to emergency vehicles The proposal put forth
by Mr. Fetter needs to be adopted instead of the current plan. I understand the environmental issues, however, Mr
Fetter’s plan poses less threat to the environment than the city’s plan does to the La Jolla residents.
Dr. & Mrs. Louis J. Levy
6829 Country Club Drive

Sent from my iPhone
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From: McNeil, Kent [mailto:Kent.McNeil@bumblebee.com]
Sent: Monday, May 07, 2018 5:02 PM
To: DSD EAS
Subject: La Jolla View Reservoir Replacement Project

My name is Kent McNeil, and I live at 7365 Remley Place in La Jolla. My house backs up to the La Jolla View Reservoir so I
will be one of the residents most impacted by this project. While I applaud the City’s efforts to ensure our infrastructure
is adequate for our needs, I do have several significant concerns with the project I would like to raise.
1. Is the replacement of the Reservoir necessary? I have heard that it needs to be replaced to provide adequate
fire protection, and that the water quality is sub‐standard. Before tearing up a pristine canyon and creating a
major environmental impact, what are the alternatives which have been considered? With aging reservoirs
around the country, hasn’t someone developed a method to refurbish these in place? What alternatives have
been explored to supplement this reservoir’s capacity with additional water sources in the unlikely event of a
fire which would require more than 700,000 gallons. If the community has been protected from a reasonable
fire threat for decades (with very little incremental development) with the existing reservoir, why does the
capacity need to be increased more than 4x? I question the necessity of the entire project.
2. If the reservoir must be removed / replaced, a better plan needs to be developed to protect the canyon. The
current plan calls for a temporary dirt bridge and road to be created in the middle of a protected canyon. This
will devastate the flora and fauna not only during the construction phase but for many years afterwards. This is
incredibly disruptive to the environment and frankly, I am surprised that this alternative is even being
considered. Why would the project not utilize the existing road of Romero Drive to haul dirt, debris and
materials to and from the reservoir site? Surely, this is better than destroying the canyon. We have so few
pristine areas in La Jolla, I hate to see one of them devastated. There are undoubtedly challenges to using
existing roads for the hauling, but overcoming those challenges would be better than destroying the canyon.
3. Traffic management will be very important and difficult. As you probably know, there is only one road servicing
the upper country club area where the reservoir exists, and hundreds of vehicles use that every day to go to and
from work, school, etc….Furthermore, the road is very narrow and in spots can barely accommodate two way
traffic. Moving large trucks up and down Country Club Drive, and laying new piping will be very difficult and will
have a massive impact on travel times for all residents of the area. Significant consideration must be given to
start and stop times, designated areas for worker parking, and traffic control throughout the project.
The list of issues which must be raised to address this project is quite long, and I know you are getting input from many
residents. Rather than continue to repeat their statements, I would just like to make a final plea to not destroy our
beautiful canyon by building a dirt road through it. If this reservoir project must occur, please find a way to execute the
project which does not demolish one of our precious natural resources.

Thank you.
Kent McNeil
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‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Larry Scaramella [mailto:lgs@lgs.cts.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 01, 2018 11:59 AM
To: DSD EAS
Subject: La Jolla Reservoir Project EIR 331101

Mr. Mark Brunette
Sr Environmental Planner
City of San Diego Development Services Department
Re: La Jolla Reservoir Project EIR 331101
Dear Mark,
My wife and I live at 7000 Country Club Dr and drive up and down Exchange and Country Club Drive several times each
day. This sub‐standard street, mostly without sidewalks or even curbs is no larger than an alley. Yet, it is the ONLY
ingress and egress from the entire Country Club area of at least 150 homes.
The “S” curve at the bottom of Country Club Drive pushes nearly every vehicle to blindly encroach on the opposite lane
of traffic. This is also a very busy pedestrian and bicycle route up and down the hill, forcing cars over the line and into
the opposing traffic.
Virtually closing this access for 24 months is absolutely unacceptable. The City can reacquire that portion of Old Hillside
Road that it closed on behalf of one homeowner to provide alternate access or it can re‐route the new pipelines either
parallel to Country Club Dr or down the valley with the existing utility easements and connect with Soledad Ave affecting
the least number of homes.
Larry And Sheila Scaramella
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From: Ronald A. Schachar, MD, PhD [mailto:ron@2ras.com]
Sent: Monday, May 07, 2018 4:59 PM
To: DSD EAS
Subject: Questions: La Jolla View Reservoir Replacement Project
Dear Sir or Madam,
Please address the following on the proposed La Jolla View Reservoir project:
1. What exact area of La Jolla will the new reservoir supply?
2. If the water supply is intended for residents below Exchange Place, is there a possible alternative location for the new
reservoir?
3. Has the City performed a study to assess alternative locations for the new reservoir?
4. What are the potential seismic activity effects on the hillside, proposed road and proposed reservoir?
5. What are the potential effects of water, runoff and rain water drainage before and after the project and is there a
possibility for underground river formation?
6. What will be the effects on back up of traffic on Country Club Drive, Fairway and other roads concerning wait time at
construction stops, delays in getting to work, stores, and schools?
7. Will the city at any time close any of the roads to and from La Jolla from Encelia Drive down to Exchange Place? If so, at
what dates and times and for how long?
8. The city says the proposed reservoir will be “fully buried” but then also “almost entirely buried,” except for reservoir
access hatches and supervisory control and data acquisition equipment. How many feet above ground will these hatches
protrude?

Thank you
With my best,
Ron
Ronald A. Schachar, M.D., Ph.D.
P.O. Box 8669
La Jolla, CA 92038
Cell: (858) 784‐1705
E‐mail: ron@2ras.com

1

From: Linda Self [mailto:lindapself@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, April 19, 2018 2:18 PM
To: DSD EAS
Subject: Exchange Reservoir : neighborhood concerns over Historical/HOme and Garden

Dear committee members ,
As long time residents of La Jolla for over 47 years , we have lived at our home on the corner of Pepita Way (
7667 Pepita Way) and Country Club Drive, right across the street from the proposed Exchange Place Reservoir
, for almost 30 years now and feel we need to voice one of our concerns over this upcoming proposed project,
since we are unable to attend the meeting tonight. Of special concern to the committee should be the fact that
our home and garden/property has been designated by the City of San Diego, and the State of California , under
the Mills Act , as a significant Historical Landmark HOme and Garden . It can be found under Historical
properties of San Diego/La Jolla and the State of California as the Fleet-Rice-Hoyt House with Historical Site
number 508. The Mills Act, enacted by the State of California in 1972 , enables property owners, like us of
qualified historic properties, who actively participate in the preservation/restoration and maintenance of their
historic properties to receive some tax benefits as part of the contract.
AS part as this contract, owners must keep their garden and home visible for view by the public and of course,
to keep/maintain the grounds and garden . We have preserved old vegetation and trees on our property and
along property lines as part as the designation and have also opened our garden and home to the La Jolla
Historical Garden Tour over the years many times but now, are concerned over some of the recent incidents that
have occurred with this proposed project. When large city trucks, or large equipment is parked in front of our
home for days, it blocks the view of our address and home from the public , which by contract with Mills Act
law, we must keep everything visible for passerbys . Also the beautiful historical Eukolyptus trees on the corner
of Pepita Way and Country Club, planted by Mrs. Fleet at the guidance of famous landscape architect Roland
Hoyt in 1936 are thriving with the love and care they receive from their owners. We are concerned that any
sidewalks, with excavation along or near their root line, as well as heavy trucks caring soil, cement and supplies
may cause the tree’s roots to loosen and die and could present a danger to the public as well as their own
historical preservation or health. They are regularly trimmed and cared for by us but with this proposed project
of thousands of trucks passing by for the next 2 years, we are deeply concerned over the effect it will have to
our historical garden and to other neighbors properties as well.
Also, we have quietly dealt with the large city trucks, and city tree trimmers already who recently trimmed
vegetation along Country Club, which unfortunately, blocked the access to our garage and emergency vehicles
to reach our house at the time. More importantly, and to let you know, we were concerned over some San Diego
city workers throwing garbage on our property while sitting on our walls as they ate their lunches, and worse
yet, left their filled gasoline can in our rose gardens along Country club where they were working across the
street. This was on our property and not what the city’s calls its right away. Having three , very curious
grandsons under the age of 5 - this worries us for our grandsons safety , but for the fact that we are under
contract with the Mills act ( governed by the City and State) to to keep our property clean, safe, beautiful, and to
preserve this historical monument sample for many years down the road.
Sincerely,
LInda and Tom Self
7667 Pepita Way
La Jolla, California
a La Jolla Historical Home and Garden for the City of San Diego and the State of California
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From: Linda Self [mailto:lindapself@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, April 19, 2018 2:28 PM
To: DSD EAS
Subject: La Jolla Reservoir ReplaceView ment Project ( EIR)

Dear committee members ,
As long time residents of La Jolla for over 47 years , we have lived at our home on the corner of
Pepita Way ( 7667 Pepita Way) and Country Club Drive, right across the street from the proposed
Exchange Place Reservoir , for almost 30 years now and feel we need to voice one of our concerns
over this upcoming proposed project, since we are unable to attend the meeting tonight. Of special
concern to the committee should be the fact that our home and garden/property has been designated
by the City of San Diego, and the State of California , under the Mills Act , as a significant Historical
Landmark HOme and Garden . It can be found under Historical properties of San Diego/La Jolla and
the State of California as the Fleet-Rice-Hoyt House with Historical Site number 508. The Mills Act,
enacted by the State of California in 1972 , enables property owners, like us of qualified historic
properties, who actively participate in the preservation/restoration and maintenance of their historic
properties to receive some tax benefits as part of the contract.
AS part as this contract, owners must keep their garden and home visible for view by the public and
of course, to keep/maintain the grounds and garden . We have preserved old vegetation and trees on
our property and along property lines as part as the designation and have also opened our garden
and home to the La Jolla Historical Garden Tour over the years many times but now, are concerned
over some of the recent incidents that have occurred with this proposed project. When large city
trucks, or large equipment is parked in front of our home for days, it blocks the view of our address
and home from the public , which by contract with Mills Act law, we must keep everything visible for
passerbys . Also the beautiful historical Eukolyptus trees on the corner of Pepita Way and Country
Club, planted by Mrs. Fleet at the guidance of famous landscape architect Roland Hoyt in 1936 are
thriving with the love and care they receive from their owners. We are concerned that any sidewalks,
with excavation along or near their root line, as well as heavy trucks caring soil, cement and supplies
may cause the tree’s roots to loosen and die and could present a danger to the public as well as their
own historical preservation or health. They are regularly trimmed and cared for by us but with this
proposed project of thousands of trucks passing by for the next 2 years, we are deeply concerned
over the effect it will have to our historical garden and to other neighbors properties as well.
Also, we have quietly dealt with the large city trucks, and city tree trimmers already who recently
trimmed vegetation along Country Club, which unfortunately, blocked the access to our garage and
emergency vehicles to reach our house at the time. More importantly, and to let you know, we were
concerned over some San Diego city workers throwing garbage on our property while sitting on our
walls as they ate their lunches, and worse yet, left their filled gasoline can in our rose gardens along
Country club where they were working across the street. This was on our property and not what the
city’s calls its right away. Having three , very curious grandsons under the age of 5 - this worries us

1

for our grandsons safety , but for the fact that we are under contract with the Mills act ( governed by
the City and State) to to keep our property clean, safe, beautiful, and to preserve this historical
monument sample for many years down the road.
Sincerely,
LInda and Tom Self
7667 Pepita Way
La Jolla, California
a La Jolla Historical Home and Garden for the City of San Diego and the State of California
…
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From: Shahram Sharafi [mailto:cpa@sharafi.com]
Sent: Thursday, April 19, 2018 11:42 AM
To: DSD EAS
Subject: La Jolla View Reservoir Project, trucks trafic

Dear Mr. Brunette and Mr. Ahern,
Unfortunately I can not attend the meeting of later today, please take note of my concerns about the above
mentioned project and take it into consideration.
My wife and I live on Country Club Dr. between Pepita Way and the sharp corner. The Sharp corner is covered
by vegetation of the Golf Club.
I read in your handout that there will be about 14,000 truck loads of dirt moving through Country Club Dr. That
translates to
around over 100 truck loads each working day during the excavation period.
As you know there is no sidewalk for pedestrians between Pepita to the Sharp corner. My wife and I walk from
our house to town every day and many days with our grand children and one or two dogs. A lot of other people
walk on this part of Country Club Drive. We all have to share the road with cars going up and down.
This portion of the Country Club Drive is already too dangerous to walk through, let alone when so many heavy
trucks and construction traffic go up and down the road.
This portion of Country Club Dr. needs a side walk. There is already 5 feet of easement given to City on west
side on this portion of the road (please see the attached documents of the Easement). Currently, the easement is
covered by Ivy and other vegetation. We are asking that the City takes care of cleaning up the vegetation and
making a sidewalk before the reservoir project starts.
With thanks for your consideration,
Shahram Sharafi, CPA
Certified Public Accountant
Telephone; 858-499-9292
Email; CPA@sharafi.com
www.sharafi.com
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From: Derek Thomas [mailto:derek@thegoodlife.me]
Sent: Wednesday, April 25, 2018 7:01 AM
To: DSD EAS
Subject: La Jolla View Reservoir Replacement
Attention: Mark Brunette:
I offer the following comments in connection with the Environmental Review Process in connection with the above
project:


Are the existing facilities leaking? If so, will replacing them change the water content in the soil below hillside
homes, potentially resulting in shrinkage and subsidence beneath multi‐million dollar homes? Has the city done
adequate geologic and hydrologic testing for this eventuality? Does the city have a plan to monitor for these
conditions post‐construction? Is the city adequately prepared and insured?
 Recently on our “mountain”, an uninformed contractor excavated a hillside, releasing an underground landslide
some 60 feet below up‐slope homes and causing catastrophic damage. Has the city done extensive geologic
testing to assess the potential for underground slippage caused by its excavations for the new facilities? Does
the city have a plan to monitor for these conditions post‐construction? Is the city adequately insured?
 After the work is complete (along with the new La Jolla Country Club reservoir and pump station being
constructed on Upper Hillside and Encelia Drive), will the city finally be committed to re‐surfacing County
Club/Romero/Brodiaea/Encelia – one of the worst‐maintained roads in San Diego County?
Thank you for your attention.
Derek Thomas
7258 Encelia Drive
La Jolla, CA 92037
(619) 890‐9411
derek@thegoodlife.me
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