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/\ CITY OF ESCONDIDO
/\ PLANNING DIVISION

201 NORTH BROADWAY
cE;’tySOfChojceNp"ll')"’o ESCONDIDO, CA 92025-2798
(760) 839-4671

NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT A
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

CASE NOs.: ENV17-0002 “Emergency Recycled Water Storage Pond Project”
DATE ISSUED: July 31, 2019
PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD: August 2, 2019 — September 3, 2019

LOCATION: The project site is located adjacent to and within the Sphere of Influence of the City of Escondido,
in the County of San Diego near the northern terminus of Via Sinsonte, east of S. Citrus Ave. and northwest of
the State Route SR 78 and Cloverdale Road intersection. The project affects Assessor Parcel Nos. (APNs 241-
041-09, 241-041-10, 241-121-05 and 241-121-02).

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The proposed project involves the construction and operation of an emergency
recycled water storage pond, which would provide up to ten million gallons of additional emergency storage in
the City’s recycled water system. The approximately 5.9-acre, five-sided pond would have a varying width
between approximately 225 and 308 feet, with a 21.8-foot height to the water surface and 14.4 inches of
freeboard. The emergency storage would be utilized to reduce flows from the City's Hale Avenue Resource
Recovery Facility (HARRF) to an existing land outfall during wet weather storm events. As part of the City’s
Eastern Recycled Water System Project (which is a separate but associated project under the City's larger
recycled water project), the Hogback reservoir would be converted to recycled water. The second component of
the Eastern Recycled Water System Project would be a new recycled water pipeline, to be extended from the
converted Hogback Reservoir along the east and south sides of the proposed emergency storage pond (City File
No. ENV16-0007) to provide recycled water to agricultural growers. The proposed project would tie into this new
pipeline through a new fill pipe on the east side of the pond with a manual valve that would be opened during
heavy storm events when additional storage is needed. The stored recycled water would be utilized for
agricultural irrigation and would be emptied through a drain line on the southwestern side of the pond.

APPLICANT: City of Escondido (Nelson Nuezca, Utilities-Wastewater) 760-839-6290
Nnuezca@ci.escondido.ca.us

An Initial Study has been prepared to assess this project as required by the California Environmental Quality Act
and Guidelines, Ordinances and Regulations of the City of Escondido. The Initial Study and Draft Mitigated
Negative Declaration (IS/MND) are on file in the City of Escondido Planning Division and can be viewed on the
City of Escondido web site (Active Development Projects) at:  https://www.escondido.org/emergency-recycled-
water-storage-pond-project.aspx. Further information may be obtained by contacting the Planning Division,
telephone (760) 839-4537 or email at jpaul@escondido.org.

Findings: The findings of this review are that the Initial Study identified effects related to biological resources,
cultural and tribal cultural resources, hydrology and noise that might be potentially significant. Blasting or some
other rock removal methodology, such as breaking or rock crushing, would be required. Design and
minimization measures, revisions in the project plans, and/or mitigation measures agreed to by the applicant
would provide mitigation to a point where potential impacts are reduced to less than a significant level. A public
meeting for the adoption of the Final IS/MND by the Escondido Zoning Administrator has not yet been

schedulgd.
/)
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BillMartin | |~
Director of Comrmunity Development
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/\' CITY OF ESCONDIDO

7~ PLANNING DIVISION
ESCONDIDO ESCONDIDO, CA 92025-2798
City of ChN, (760) 839-4671

www.escondido.org

DRAFT
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
Emergency Recycled Water Storage Pond Project
City File No. ENV17-0002

An Initial Study Environmental Checklist was prepared for this project and is included with this Draft Negative
Declaration (IS/MND). The information contained in the Initial Study and the MND Supplemental Comments will be
used by the City of Escondido to assess this project as required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
and State CEQA Guidelines, as well as relevant City Ordinance and Regulations.

This MND assesses the environmental effects of the proposed Emergency Recycled Water Storage Pond Project
generally located adjacent to and within the Sphere of Influence of the City of Escondido, County of San Diego near
the northern terminus of Via Sinsonte, east of S. Citrus Ave. and northwest of the SR 78 and Cloverdale Road
intersection. The project would affect Assessor Parcel Nos. (APNs 241-041-09, 241-041-10, 241-121-05, and 241-
121-02). The proposed project involves the construction and operation of an emergency recycled water storage
pond, which would provide up to ten million gallons of additional emergency storage in the City’s recycled water
system. The approximately 5.9-acre, five-sided pond would have a varying width between approximately 225 and
308 feet, with a 21.8-foot height to the water surface and 14.4 inches of freeboard. The emergency storage would
be utilized to reduce flows from the City’s Hale Avenue Resource Recovery Facility (HARRF) to an existing land outfall
during wet weather storm events. The recycled water would be provided by the existing Hogback reservoir and new
recycled water pipeline system to provide recycled water to agricultural growers. The proposed project would tie
into this new pipeline through a new fill pipe on the east side of the pond with a manual valve that would be opened
during heavy storm events when additional storage is needed. The stored recycled water would be utilized for
agricultural irrigation and would be emptied through a drain line on the southwestern side of the pond.

As mandated by CEQA Guidelines Section 15105, affected public agencies and the interested public may submit
comments on the Draft IS/MND in writing before the end of the 30-day public review period starting on August 2,
2019, and ending on September 3, 2019. Written comments on the IS/MND should be submitted to the following
address by 5:00 p.m., September 3, 2019.

City of Escondido Contact: Jay Paul, Senior Planner
Planning Division Telephone: (760) 839-4537

201 North Broadway Fax: (760) 839-4671
Escondido, CA 92025-2798 Email: jpaul@escondido.org

All comments received will be considered with the Final IS/MND in determining whether to approve the project. A
printed copy of this document and any associated plans and/or documents are available for review during normal
operation hours for the duration of the public review period at the City of Escondido Planning Division at the address
shown above, and also available on the City’s Website at: https://www.escondido.org/emergency-recycled-water-
storage-pond-project.aspx. The City of Escondido General Plan Update (2012); Final Environmental Impact Report
(2012); and Climate Action Plan are incorporated by reference pursuant to Section 15150 of the State CEQA
Guidelines. These documents are available for review at, or can be obtained through, the City of Escondido Planning
Division or on the City of Escondido website.
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INITIAL STUDY

1.

Title: Emergency Recycled Water Storage Pond Project
Case Number ENV17-0002

Lead Agency Name and Address: City of Escondido
201 N Broadway, 92025

Contact Person and Phone Number: Jay Paul, Senior Planner
(760) 839-4537
jpaul@ci.escondido.ca.us

Project Sponsor’s Name and Address:  City of Escondido
201 N. Broadway, 92025

General Plan Designation(s): Rural Il (City); Semi-Rural Residential (County)
Zoning Designation(s): No zoning designation (City); Limited Agriculture
(County)

Project Location. The Emergency Recycled Water Storage Pond Project (proposed project) is
located adjacent to the City of Escondido (City) in northern San Diego County, approximately

30 miles north of downtown San Diego and 18 miles east of the Pacific Ocean (Figure 1, Regional
Location). The City is situated in a natural valley at approximately 650 feet above mean sea level
(amsl) and surrounded by rolling hills and rugged terrain ranging up to 4,200 feet amsl.

The project site is located outside the City limits to the southeast, within the unincorporated
County of San Diego, but still within the City’s Sphere of Influence and planning area. The site is
generally northwest of the State Route (SR) 78 and Cloverdale Road intersection, located adjacent
to the eastern terminus of Birch Avenue, east of South Citrus Avenue and north of Idaho Avenue.
Access to the site is provided from the northern terminus of Via Sinsonte, which is to the east of
the site. The project area is characterized by rural residential and agricultural land uses (Figure 2,
Project Vicinity). The project site contains the location of the proposed emergency storage pond, a
permanent easement for access to the pond, and a temporary construction easement, as shown
on Figure 3, Site Plan. The parcels that would be affected by the project include Assessor’s Parcel
Numbers (APNs) 241-041-10, 241-041-09, 241-121-05, and APN 241-121-02 (see Figure 4, Project
Parcels). For the purposes of this analysis, the “project site” is considered to be the permanent
pond location and the temporary construction access route.

Existing Setting. The project site is located within the City’s General Plan area and Sphere of
Influence. Existing rural land uses occur on site with several agricultural groves and undeveloped
open space. Existing vegetation present on the project site is Diegan coastal sage scrub. Existing
vegetation present along the temporary construction access route includes Diegan coastal sage
scrub with some disturbed habitat. Elevations within the project site range from approximately
950 feet amsl in the southwestern corner to approximately 1,000 feet amsl in the northeastern
corner.

Emergency Recycled Water Storage Pond 1
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The primary parcel that contains the majority of the project site, as well as all immediately
adjacent parcels, has a City General Plan land-use designation of Rural Il. The parcel is zoned by
the County as Limited Agriculture (A70), with a County General Plan land use designation of Semi-
Rural Residential (SR-2).

9. Surrounding Land Uses. The project site is generally surrounded by semi-rural residential land
uses and agricultural uses, similar to the project parcel. The nearest residences to the project site
are approximately 140 feet to the east at an elevation of approximately 1,035 feet amsl and
approximately 125 feet to the south at an average elevation of 1,000 feet amsl. Areas north of the
project site are predominately undeveloped open space and disturbed land. Several residences
and agricultural uses are located downslope from the project site to the west and southwest. The
nearest downslope habitable structure is a single-family residence approximately 0.25 mile
southwest of the project site.

10. Tribal Consultation. Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated
with the project area requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code section
21080.3.17? If so, has this consultation begun?

Three Tribes (Rincon, San Luis Rey and Soboba) were mailed and emailed notification regarding
the proposed project in conformance with Assembly Bill AB 52. Only one tribe (Rincon) responded
requesting monitoring, but no formal consultation was requested. The City did not receive any
request from the three Tribes for formal consultation regarding this project; however, a formal
consultation with the San Luis Rey Tribe was held on March 9, 2017 regarding several projects in
Escondido, during which City Planning staff did provide an overview of the proposed Emergency
Storage Pond Project. Staff also indicated the standard mitigation measures developed with the
San Luis Rey Tribe most likely would be required for the project due to the presence of cultural
resources, which are included as mitigation in this IS/MND.

11. Anticipated Public Meetings/Hearings. The City of Escondido Zoning Administrator will consider
the IS/MND and any comments received during the public review period in determining whether
to adopt the Final IS/MND. A public meeting for this project has not been scheduled, but
appropriate notice in conformance with the Escondido Municipal Code will be provided when the
Final IS/MND is scheduled for Zoning Administrator consideration.

Emergency Recycled Water Storage Pond 2
Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration



Emergency Recycled Water Storage Pond Project

RIVERSIDE
COUNTY,
SAN DIEGO T2 Vail Lake
ORANGE L n
COUNTY. SOUNTY N 2%
’
.f..‘/
.r.
J-'\_._‘..f'
/'\_,f
/.-" FALLBROOK
CAMP PENDLETON /° ) 70
i
(} O'Neill Lake 3
2] J7
& i WARNER

/ SPRINGS
f ¢

s T Lake Henshaw

7] Femgo=

‘ .. " 'SAN
Ll MARCOS

ARLSBAD EP > Sutherland
c S ( "‘ 47N T AV g Reservoir
\ Lake [ :
L& -5an Marcos ’_.J' L5/
- ;
. « :
i~ et
ENCINITAS X Lake
e N Hodges = A
a5 S6 (../ ; & Lake Ramona mRAMONA 4
o il .r
e R AT Lake Poway & 7
SOLANA % 3" . f
BEACH | \ / POWAY. i &
g? e I 0 '\'"Lm,_,.-/"l
® DEL MAR \'34 3
3 Al R San Vicente
3 g g Reservoir
§ MiramarReservoir A El Capitan Reservoir: gt
2 . E o J
< Pacific APy 7
3 Santee a8 <N
£ Ocean < 5 )
g 2 f "
S F P i
= : /“_\'.J
3 ~+7 lake ,-1 #
2 y
= S Murray e
= 4
§ J_ 4% “‘ @ O M;e/and Reservoir =
m‘ } . \ ‘,.,.,-..) 1}"
o = i
g DIEGO =—LEMON ] /
§ - i
i 2 J{Weetwater ) BarrettLake
S NATIONAL Reservoir: j
g = 94
5 ary EA- e ; e
:E / /.-’ i Otay =g :
s \ @ Reservoir,*
o) CHULA VISTA bﬂ'
o i
g £l
s IMPERIAL et i
g ===OTAY =
H BEACH | L5 505 Poaid A5 =
: i UN\TED STATES [ L Lo morms wd e
@ e S L i - &/ i &
2 . T v e -
2 e ——— EX\CO bvin, 0 48
£ b= -v—“\ N_\_,.-f"" vs
g TIJUANA} N/ 7
= e oy, I
0 8 Miles $ Source: Base Map Layers (SanGlIS, 2016)
 —  — ]

HELIX Regional Location

Environmental Planning

Figure 1



|

-

RK

\IS_MND\Fig2_Aerial.mxd WSY-03 7/25/2019

© Project Boundary

City of Escondido
Sphere of Influence (SOI)

1:\PROJECTS\W\WSY\WSY-03 EscondidoEmergencyPonds\Map

1,000 Feet

$ ' ‘ ) ‘ Source: Aerial (SanGIS 2014)

HELIX Project Vicinity

Environmental Planning

Figure 2




Emergency Recycled Water Storage Pond Project

Existing Permanent Easement
=== Fyture 8-inch Recycled Water Line
Proposed Project Components
=== 8-inch Pond Fill Pipe
=== 8-inch Pond Drain Line

Permanent Easement

Temporary Easement

@ Access Road

Grading Contour

\IS_MND\Fig3_SitePlan.mxd WSY-03 1/19/2018 - RK

3
3
2
st
<
2
LY
g
ST
3
=
2
.
g
3
>
2
<
2
g
9
Q
&
B

125 Feet

HELIX Site Plan

Environmental Planning

Figure 3




X
3
)
=
8
3l
.
3
N
2
E
S
S
X
S
o
=
IS)
N
e
8
2
S
Q
9
2
=
1 6
3
<
S
Q
<
o}
g
]
(5}
hsd
hs}
<
S|
3
9
3|
Ny
S
=
S
£
W
Q
3
=

Source: Aerial (SanGIS 2014); Parcels (SanGIS 2018)

Project Parcels
Figure 4

Environmental Planning




I PROJECT BACKGROUND, PURPOSE, AND NEED

The City has opted to construct additional emergency recycled water storage in their wastewater
system, which includes the treated effluent from the City’s wastewater treatment facility, the Hale
Avenue Resource Recovery Facility (HARRF). This additional emergency storage is part of a requirement
by the San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) that was established to reduce the
amount of flow to the City’s land outfall during wet weather storm events. The City has chosen to meet
this effluent flow reduction requirement by constructing emergency recycled water storage in the
eastern portion of the City’s service area. Based on the latest Wastewater Master Plan prepared by
Brown & Caldwell (2006), the City needs to provide ten million gallons of additional emergency storage
to meet the Board’s treated effluent storage requirement.

The emergency storage would be utilized to reduce treated effluent flows from the HARRF to the land
outfall only during wet weather storm events and only if the flows are exceeding the discharge capacity
of the land outfall. Historically, when flows have exceeded the land outfall capacity, the treated effluent
would spill to Escondido Creek. In years past, the RWQCB issued the City a temporary emergency live
stream discharge permit which allowed the City to discharge tertiary treated recycled water to the
creek. The RWQCB has indicated that the temporary permit would not be renewed in the future and has
instead required the City to begin the process of developing additional emergency recycled water
storage. The space requirement for ten million gallons exceeds the available storage space at the
HARRF, which prompted the City to begin investigating other possible location options. In 2012, the City
began evaluating the feasibility of developing a major recycled water/advanced treated water project in
the eastern portion of the City/County. This project was to include the required ten million gallons of
emergency storage and the necessary recycled water pipelines to deliver the water to the storage
location(s) during wet weather events. Also included in the conceptual recycled water/advanced treated
water project was delivering advanced treated recycled water to avocado growers in the area of the
existing potable Hogback reservoir, converting the Hogback reservoir to recycled water, and
constructing a smaller potable water reservoir to serve the remaining potable water demands in

the area.

Water Synergy Inc. (WSI) was contracted by the City to design the ten million gallons of emergency
storage. WSI and the City initially explored the idea of dividing the storage into multiple separate ponds,
but ultimately focused their efforts on two pond sites located within a single private property. As initial
environmental investigations revealed the presence of cultural resources on one of the two pond sites,
that site was considered too constrained and was removed from consideration. Following additional
exploration and discussions, it was determined to be both feasible and more cost effective to construct
a single, larger pond on the second of the two pond sites, which had fewer environmental constraints
(refer to Figure 2). The storage pond is proposed to be located within the property belonging to one of
the avocado growers participating in the City’s larger recycled water project. One of the reasons this
particular property was selected as the site of the proposed emergency storage pond is due to the site’s
proximity to the recycled water pipeline (City File No. ENV16-0007 Initial Study/Mitigated Negative
Declaration Sate Clearinghouse No. 2018111035) that the City is proposing as part of the larger recycled
water project. The recycled water pipeline (to be built by others) would extend from Hogback reservoir
to the south where it would run alongside and east of the proposed storage pond, before turning west
on the south side of the pond. As part of the proposed storage pond project, an 8-inch diameter fill pipe
would extend off the recycled water pipeline to the storage pond, providing the mechanism by which
the pond would be filled (Figure 3, Site Plan).
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Operationally, the City would only deliver recycled water to the storage pond during heavy wet weather
storm events, in an effort to avoid spilling to Escondido Creek. Part of the agreement between the
property owner and the City allows for the rights to the stored recycled water to become the property
owner’s for irrigation purposes. The property owner would then be allowed to use the stored water as
necessary, with the goal to empty the pond as quickly as possible following a fill to prepare for the next
possible rain event.

Il. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) applies to proposed projects initiated by, funded by, or
requiring discretionary approvals from state or local government agencies. The State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15367 states that the “lead agency,” the City, has the principal responsibility for carrying out or
approving a project and is responsible for compliance with CEQA. As lead agency, the City must
complete an environmental review to determine if implementation of the proposed project would result
in significant adverse environmental impacts. In compliance CEQA, an Initial Study (IS) has been
prepared to assist in making that determination. Based on the nature and scope of the proposed project
and the evaluation contained in the IS environmental checklist (contained herein), the City has
concluded that a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) is the appropriate level of analysis for this
project. The MND shows that impacts of the proposed project are either less than significant or
significant but mitigable with the incorporation of appropriate mitigation measures.

As stated in State CEQA Guidelines Section 15070, an MND can be prepared when “(a) the initial study
shows that there is not substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before the agency, that the
project may have a significant effect on the environment, or (b) the initial study identifies potentially
significant effects, but (1) revisions in the project plans or proposals made by, or agreed to by the
applicant before a proposed mitigated negative declaration and initial study are released for public
review would avoid the effects or mitigate the effects to a point where clearly no significant effects
would occur; and (2) there is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before the agency,
that the project as revised may have a significant effect on the environment.”

The City is the project proponent and the CEQA lead agency for this project, and the project site is
located within the City’s Sphere of Influence and planning area. Under CEQA, impacts associated with a
proposed project are assessed with regard to significance criteria determined by the lead agency
pursuant to the State CEQA Guidelines.

lll.  PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The project site is located in an unincorporated area in northern San Diego County, east of the City of
Escondido (Figure 1). The project site is located east of Interstate (I-) 15, north of State Route (SR) 78,
and west of San Pasqual Valley, on private property at the eastern terminus of Birch Avenue, west of
South Citrus Avenue and north of Idaho Avenue. Access to the site is provided from Via Sinsonte to the
east, as shown on Figure 3. Specifically, the project area is on an undeveloped portion of the property
consisting of avocado groves, fallow agricultural fields, and native vegetation. Existing vegetation
present on the project site is mostly Diegan coastal sage scrub, which completely covers the 5.9-acre
pond site, with a mix of Diegan coastal sage scrub and disturbed habitat within the temporary and
permanent easements. Elevations within the project site range from approximately 950 feet amsl in the
southwestern corner to approximately 1,000 feet amsl in the northeastern corner.
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Although located in the unincorporated County outside the City limits, the primary parcel that comprises
the project site, as well as all immediately adjacent parcels, is still within the City’s planning area. As
such, the City General Plan land use designation is Rural Il. The County General Plan land use designation
is SR-2 and the parcel is zoned A70 by the County. Allimmediately adjacent areas consist of semi-rural
residential and agricultural uses and are within County limits but within the City’s planning area, similar
to the project site.

IV. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project is the construction of an emergency recycled water storage pond, which would
provide ten million gallons of additional emergency storage in the City’s recycled water system. The
emergency storage would be utilized to reduce flows from the City’s HARRF to an existing land outfall
during wet weather storm events. The proposed emergency storage would only be used if wet weather
flows are exceeding the discharge capacity of the land outfall and the effluent would otherwise spill into
Escondido Creek.

Potable water is currently conveyed to surrounding properties from the Hogback reservoir to the north
of the project site (Figure 2). As part of the City’s Eastern Recycled Water System Project (which is a
separate but associated project under the City’s larger recycled water project), the Hogback reservoir
would be converted to recycled water. The second component of the Eastern Recycled Water System
Project would be a new recycled water pipeline, to be extended from the converted Hogback Reservoir
along the east and south sides of the proposed emergency storage pond (City File No. ENV16-0007 Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration State Clearinghouse No. 2018111-35). Construction of this
pipeline is expected to be near completion when construction of the proposed project begins, and the
proposed project would tie into this new pipeline through a new eight-inch stub-out fill pipe directly to
the east of the pond (see Figure 3 for fill pipe location). The proposed fill pipe would include a manual
valve, as no electrical power would be provided to the pond site. The manual valve would be opened by
a City employee during heavy storm events when the additional storage is needed, and manually closed
once the pond is full. In order to avoid the potential of creating a live stream discharge, there would be
no overflow associated with the proposed pond. The property owner would be required to utilize the
recycled water within the pond as soon as possible following filling of the pond to irrigate their groves,
with the understanding that the pond should be emptied completely prior to upcoming rain events. The
pond would drain through an eight-inch Pond Drain Line on the southwestern side of the pond

(Figure 3). The Pond Drain Line would connect to the future 8-inch recycled water line, which is part of a
separate project and is scheduled to be constructed before the proposed project. The recycled water
line would contain a valve that would open at the southwest corner of the pond site to irrigate the
property owner’s avocado grove further west of the proposed pond. A valve northeast of the proposed
pond would close to isolate the recycled water pipeline before draining the pond.

The pond would be located on two parcels: APN 241-041-10 and APN 241-041-09. Construction of the
pond would utilize an earthen dam and sides with 2:1 side slopes. The earthen dam would be stabilized
using soil cement. The estimated earthwork required is approximately 60,000 cubic yards (cy) of cut and
10,000 cy of fill, with an estimated 50,000 cy of export to be removed from the site. The 5.9-acre,
five-sided pond would have a varying width between approximately 225 and 308 feet, with a 21.8-foot
height to the water surface and 14.4 inches of freeboard.

A 12-foot wide permanent driving surface would be provided at the top of the slopes around the pond.
Access to the pond, both during construction and for the permanent maintenance and operation of the
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pond, would be along an existing 20-foot water pipeline easement along the southern boundary of

APN 241-121-05 and potentially extend into APN 241-121-02 if needed during final design. This 20-foot
easement is for an existing 16-inch steel water pipeline and has a decomposed granite surface. The
easement begins from Via Sinsonte and then runs generally to the northwest from Via Sinsonte towards
the northern portion of the proposed pond site. A permanent easement for the finished storage pond
would be approximately 50 feet larger than the pond on the northern and eastern sides, and on the
eastern and southern sides of the pond the easement would extend to the pipeline easement associated
with the future 8-inch recycled water line that the fill pipe for the pond would connect to (see Figure 3).
A temporary construction easement would be approximately 50 feet beyond the permanent easement
to the west of the pond, and zero to 50 feet beyond the permanent easement to the north of the pond,
totaling approximately one acre. The portion of the access road within APN 241-041-10 would be within
the finished-pond permanent easement and would be gated with a chain-link fence. The surface of the
access road would be maintained with an all-weather granular material, such as the current
decomposed granite surface along the existing easement. The total project disturbance area is
estimated to be 7.2 acres, including the pond site, access road, and temporary construction easement.

Based on the existing surface geology in and around the pond site, rock would be encountered during
excavation and blasting or some other rock removal methodology, such as breaking or rock crushing,
would be required in order to construct the pond. To the extent feasible and in an effort to minimize
material movement, the excavation cut would be moved to the edges and compacted to create the side
slopes. As construction proceeds it may be necessary to stage some of the material within the
temporary construction easement before moving it back to the edges of the pond.

Project Construction

The proposed project’s construction activities are estimated to take up to 12 months and would consist
of the following three phases: (1) Clear and Grub, (2) Grading, Drilling, and Blasting, and (3) Piping and
Finish Work. All existing vegetation within the project site (including within the access road) would be
removed. Upon construction completion, the cut slopes of the pond would be stabilized using erosion
control best management practices (BMPs), such as jute netting and/or hydroseeding with a non-
invasive grass mix. If necessary, a water truck would be utilized to irrigate hydroseeded slopes until the
grasses become established. The proposed 8-inch fill pipe and drain line would be sited in a trench and
buried under three feet of cover. As previously discussed, blasting may be required. Construction
equipment to be used includes a dozer, loader, earthmover, sheep’s-foot compactor, excavator, and
loader/backhoe. The pond wall construction would include a soil cement process similar to roller
compacted dam construction methodology.

Project Operation and Maintenance Details

The proposed project would not require employees to be stationed on the site. Employees would visit
the pond site only for intermittent routine facility maintenance, as well as during heavy wet weather
events to open and close the fill valve.
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V. RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES, PERMITS, AND APPROVALS

The following potential permits and/or approvals from other agencies that may be required prior to
construction of the proposed project include:

e San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board (Region 9): Construction General Permit
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan

e City of Escondido: Approvals including Design Review (as required)

e Escondido Fire Department: Blasting Permit (if required)

e Private Property Owner: Easement, Purchase, or Lease Agreement for Pond

VI. ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

The environmental factors checked below potentially would be affected by this project involving at least
one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” or “Less than Significant with Mitigation
Incorporated” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages:

[ ] Aesthetics
X] Biological Resources
[ ] Geology and Soils

X] Hydrology/Water Quality

|E Noise

|:| Recreation

O O 0OXK O X O

Agricultural/Forestry
Resources

Cultural Resources
Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Land Use/Planning

Population/Housing

Transportation/Traffic

X X OO O O O

Air Quality

Energy

Hazards & Hazardous
Materials

Mineral Resources
Public Services

Tribal Cultural

Resources
. . I Mandatory Finding of
[ ] utilities/Service Systems Wildfire rancatory &
Significance
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DETERMINATION:
On the basis of this initial study:

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

L find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been
made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be

prepared.

] [ find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

! find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially
significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect (1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and (2) has
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects
that remain to be addressed.

! find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, no further environmental
documentation is required.

Z7:31:19

Signa Date

Jay Paul, Senior Planner ENNVT7-000Z
Printed Name For
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

I AESTHETICS

Less Than
Potentially  Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issues Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? O O O
b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including but O O u O
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic
buildings within a state scenic highway?
c. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or O O u O
quality of the site and its surroundings?
d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare that O O O n

would adversely affect day or nighttime views?

Environmental Evaluation
Would the project:
a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

No Impact. The project site is located within a semi-rural neighborhood where vegetation and
topography limit views to the site from many of the surrounding areas. No scenic vistas or view corridors
toward the project site or adjacent properties would be substantially adversely affected by installation
of the proposed emergency recycled water storage pond, which would be an excavated pond. No
impacts to scenic vistas or scenic resources would occur.

b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and
historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

Less Than Significant Impact. There are no designated scenic resources on site. There are no historic
buildings or state scenic highways in the vicinity of the site. The nearest Officially Designated State
Scenic Highway is SR 78, over 30 miles to the east. The nearest Eligible State Scenic Highway to the
project site is SR 76, over 12 miles to the north (Caltrans 2017). While there are ridgelines in the vicinity
of the project site, the project would not be located on an identified intermediate ridgeline or skyline
ridge (Figure VII-5 in City 2012). While there are some rock outcroppings on the project site that would
be removed during construction of the pond, these are not highly visible or notable features, and
impacts to scenic resources would be less than significant.

c. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is located in a semi-rural area, which predominantly
consists of single-family residential and agricultural uses. The proposed project does not include
structures or other development that would potentially be incompatible with existing development in
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terms of bulk and scale. Ponds are commonly used for irrigation, stock watering, and frost protection on
farms and ranches, and are therefore a common feature on agricultural lands. In addition, as discussed
above under responses l.a., vegetation and topography in the project area would limit visibility of the
proposed emergency pond from surrounding areas. Based on the foregoing, the project would be
visually compatible with, and would not result in degradation of the existing visual character or quality
of the site and its surroundings. Temporary construction-related effects on the visual character and
quality of the site would not result in significant impacts as they would be short-term and temporary in
nature. Associated impacts would be less than significant.

d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime
views?

No Impact. No structures are proposed that would require lighting or that would emit glare, and no
lighting beyond emergency nighttime lighting is proposed for the pond site; therefore, no associated
light or glare impacts would occur.

References

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). California Scenic Highway Mapping System. 2017.
Available at http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/LandArch/16 livability/scenic_highways/index.htm .
Accessed on August 26, 2017.

Escondido, City of (City). 2012. General Plan. May. Available at: http://www.escondido.org/general-
plan.aspx.

.  AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES

Less Than
Potentially  Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issues Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farm- O O O u
land of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown
on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?
b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a O O O u
Williamson Act contract?
c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, O O (I u
forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code
12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources
Code Section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland
Production (as defined by Government Code
Section 51104(g))?
d. Resultin the loss of forest land or conversion of forest O O O u

land to non-forest use?
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Less Than
Potentially  Significant with Less Than

Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issues Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
e. Involve other changes in the existing environment O O O u

which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

Environmental Evaluation
Would the project:

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

No Impact. The Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) was established in 1982 to provide
information about the location, quality, and quantity of agricultural lands throughout California. The
California Department of Conservation (DOC) prepares maps on a biennial basis to monitor the
conversion of the state’s farmland to and from agricultural use. Based on FMMP maps prepared by DOC
for San Diego County, the project site is not identified as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland
of Statewide Importance (DOC 2014). The western portion of the project site is mapped as Farmland of
Local Importance by the FMMP; however, the location of the emergency storage pond would be on the
eastern portion of the site and would not overlap with Farmland of Local Importance. The proposed
project would benefit existing agriculture on the project site by providing a source of recycled water for
irrigation. No impacts related to the conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance to non-agricultural uses would occur.

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?

No Impact. The California Land Conservation Act of 1965, also known as the Williamson Act, is designed
to preserve agricultural and open space lands by discouraging their premature and unnecessary
conversion to urban uses. According to maps prepared by the DOC’s Division of Land Resource
Protection, there are no Williamson Act contracted lands within the project boundaries (DOC 2013). The
County General Plan land use designation for the parcel that contains the project site is Semi-Rural
Residential (SR-2), and the site is zoned as Limited Agriculture (A70). Although located in the
unincorporated County outside the City limits, the project parcel is still within the City’s planning area;
as such, the City General Plan land use designation is Rural ll, which accommodates single-family homes
on large lots and includes agricultural properties and rugged terrain that is remote from urban
development (City 2012). The City does not have a zoning designation for the project site (City 2014). As
discussed above, the proposed project would benefit agricultural activities on the site by providing a
source of recycled water for irrigation. Based on the foregoing, implementation of the proposed project
would not conflict with a Williamson Act contract or with existing County or City zoning for agricultural
use; therefore, no associated impacts would occur.
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c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources
Code 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code Section 4526), or timberland
zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section 51104(g))?

No Impact. The parcel within which the project site is contained is zoned as A70 by the County and has
no City zoning designation, as described above. Implementation of the proposed project would,
therefore, result in no impacts associated with rezoning of forest land.

d. Resultin the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

No Impact. There is no forest land or timberland on the project site; therefore, no impacts associated
with the loss or conversion of forest land would occur.

e. Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could
result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest
use?

No Impact. The project proposes construction of a pond to function as emergency storage for recycled
water during wet weather events when flows from the HARRF exceed discharge capacity of the land
outfall. The stored recycled water would then be used for irrigation of existing avocado groves on other
portions of the parcel within which the project site is located. Implementation of the project would not
result in conversion to non-agricultural uses; rather, it would support existing agricultural uses by
providing a source of water for irrigation. As described above, there is no forest land on the project site.
No impacts associated with the conversion of Farmland or forest land to other uses would occur.

References

California Department of Conservation (DOC) Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, San Diego
Important Farmland. 2014. Available at: http://maps.conservation.ca.gov/ciff/ciff.html.
Accessed on November 22, 2016.

DOC, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, San Diego County Williamson Act. 2013.
Available at: ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dirp/wa/San Diego w 13 14 WA.pdf. Accessed on
November 22, 2016.

Escondido, City of (City). 2014. City of Escondido Zoning Map. Revised November 6, 2014. Available at:
https://www.escondido.org/Data/Sites/1/media/pdfs/Planning/
FINALZONINGCITYMAP42X62PRINT.pdf.

2012. General Plan. May. Available at: http://www.escondido.org/general-plan.aspx.
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lll.  AIR QUALITY

Less Than
Potentially  Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issues Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution
control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the project:

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the O O O n
applicable air quality plan?

b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute sub- O O u O
stantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation?

c. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of O O u O

any criteria pollutant for which the project region is
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard (including releasing
emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for
ozone precursors)?

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant O O u O
concentrations?

e. Resultin other emissions (such as those leading to O O u O
odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of
people?
Background

The project site, located in the unincorporated County, is within the San Diego Air Basin (SDAB). The
4,260-square mile SDAB covers the entire San Diego County region. The State Implementation Plan (SIP)
is the document that sets forth the State’s strategies for attaining Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS).
The SDAB is currently designated as an attainment area for carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen oxides
(NOx), lead (Pb), and sulfur oxides (SOx), but is a non-attainment area for both federal and state ozone
(03), and state particulate matter (PMio and PM;5s).

The San Diego Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD) has jurisdiction over San Diego County for the
administration and enforcement of air quality regulations. In order to meet the AAQS, the SDAPCD has
adopted a series of Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) Plans. The 2009 RAQS, the most recent plan,
employs the most up-to-date science, primarily in the form of updated emissions inventories, ambient
measurements, new meteorological episodes, and new air quality modeling tools. Policies and measures
to achieve AAQS for healthful air quality in the air basin are outlined in the 2009 RAQS. It also
incorporates a comprehensive strategy aimed at controlling pollution from all sources, including
stationary sources, on-road and off-road mobile sources, and area sources. These strategies are
developed, in part, based on regional population, housing, and employment projections prepared by the
San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG). The SIP and the SDAPCD’s RAQS were developed in
conjunction with each other to reduce regional emissions.
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The City has established daily thresholds of significance for construction and operation in the City’s
Municipal Code, Chapter 33 Article 47, Coordination of CEQA (Sec. 33-924). These thresholds are based
on the County of San Diego and South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) thresholds and
have been adopted for the purpose of determining significance under CEQA. The established screening
level thresholds can be used to demonstrate that a project’s emissions would not result in a significant
impact as defined by CEQA. Should emissions be found to exceed these thresholds, additional modeling
is required to demonstrate that the project’s air quality impacts are below the AAQS. The air quality
significance thresholds, mass daily thresholds, for criteria pollutants are presented below in Table 1, Air
Quality Significance Thresholds.

Table 1
AIR QUALITY SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS
(pounds/day)
Pollutant Construction Operation
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) 75 55
Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) 250 250
Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) 250 250
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 550 550
Particulate Matter <10 microns (PM1o) 100 100
Particulate Matter <2.5 microns (PMzs) 55 55

Sources: Article 47 of the City of Escondido Municipal Code and SCAQMD 2015

The emissions data presented below are based on calculations and modeling prepared for the proposed
project by HELIX Environmental Planning, Inc. (HELIX 2017). Modeling outputs are included as
Appendix A to this IS/MND.

Environmental Evaluation
Would the project:
a. Conflict with or obstructs implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

No Impact. The project site is located in the SDAB, within which the SDAPCD manages air quality. As
described above, air quality plans applicable to the SDAB include the San Diego RAQS and applicable
portions of the SIP. The RAQS and SIP outline the SDAPCD’s plans and control measures designed to
attain state and federal air quality standards. The RAQS and SIP rely on SANDAG growth projections,
which are based in part on city and County general plans. As such, projects that propose development
consistent with the growth anticipated by the applicable general plan(s) are consistent with the RAQS
and applicable portions of the SIP (in this case, both the City and County general plans were considered).
In the event that a project proposes development which is less dense than anticipated within the
general plan(s), the project would likewise be consistent with the RAQS.

The proposed project would not result in a significant air quality impact from operational activity, as
described further in Response Il.b. Moreover, as discussed in Response Xll, under Population and
Housing, the proposed project does not include growth-generating components. As such, the proposed
project is consistent with the City and County general plans and, therefore, would be consistent with the
RAQS. No impact would occur.
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b. Violate any air quality standard or contributes substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation?

Less Than Significant Impact. Construction activities associated with the project would generate
short-term emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOCs), NOx, CO PMio, and PM,.s. Emissions would
originate from off-road diesel equipment exhaust, employee and material delivery vehicle exhaust,
re-entrained paved road dust, and fugitive dust from land clearing. Construction is anticipated to occur
in three phases: (1) clear and grub, (2) grading, drilling and blasting, and (3) piping and finish work.
Phase 1 was assumed to last approximately two months, Phase 2 was assumed to last approximately
three months, and Phase 3 was assumed to last approximately four months. Construction activity is
subject to the requirements established in Regulation 4, Rules 52, 54, 55, and 67, of the SDAPCD’s rules
and regulations.

Operational mobile source emissions originate from traffic trips; however, because the project would
only generate up to approximately 12 trips per year associated with manual operation of the fill valve
for the storage pond, project-related trips would not create detectable mobile source emissions.
Operational area source emissions would result from maintenance activities, which are expected to be
negligible at best. The project would not use electricity or natural gas and would therefore not result in
operational energy source emissions.

The project’s criteria pollutant emissions were calculated using the California Emission Estimator Model
(CalEEMod) Version 2016.3.1. The emission sources include construction (off-road vehicles and fugitive
dust) and area (landscape maintenance equipment) sources.

As shown in Table 2, Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Emissions, emissions of all criteria
pollutants would be below the daily thresholds during construction. Associated construction-related
impacts would be less than significant.

Table 2
ESTIMATED MAXIMUM DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS

Construction Activity Pollutant Emissions (pounds per day)
VOC NOx co PMjo PMz.s

Clear and Grub 0.84 10.15 4.24 1.02 0.48
Grading 5.21 81.23 32.68 11.94 6.19
Drilling and Blasting 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.04 1.82
Piping and Finish Work - 2017 1.57 16.43 7.20 6.95 4.13
Piping and Finish Work - 2018 1.46 15.21 6.88 6.86 4.05
Maximum Daily Emissions 5.21 81.23 32.68 21.98 8.01

AQIA Trigger Levels 75 250 550 100 55
Source: CalEEMod modeling by HELIX 2017 (output data is provided in Appendix A).

Notes:

Thresholds are from Article 47 of the City of Escondido Municipal Code.

Maximum emissions occur during grading and drilling and blasting activities (this analysis conservatively assumes that
grading and drilling and blasting would occur simultaneously).

The main operational emissions sources associated with the project are from area sources such as
maintenance-related visits. Table 3, Estimated Maximum Daily Operational Emissions, presents a
summary of maximum daily operational emissions for the proposed project, and compares these
emissions with the SDAPCD Air Quality Impact Analysis (AQIA) Trigger Levels. As shown therein,
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operational emissions for the proposed project are nominal and would be substantially below the
significance threshold for all criteria pollutants. Therefore, operation of the project would not violate
any air quality standard or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is non-attainment. Impacts related to project operation would be less than
significant.

Table 3
ESTIMATED MAXIMUM DAILY OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS

Source Pollutant Emissions (pounds per day)
vocC NOx co PMio PM25
Area <0.5 0 <0.5 0 0
Energy 0 0 0 0 0
Mobile 0 0 0 0 0
Total Daily Emissions <0.5 0 <0.5 0 0
AQIA Trigger Levels 55 250 550 100 55

Source: CalEEMod modeling by HELIX 2017 (output data is provided in Appendix A).
Notes: Thresholds are from Article 47 of the City of Escondido Municipal Code.

As shown in Tables 2 and 3, emissions of criteria pollutants during construction and/or operation of the
project would not exceed the daily thresholds for any of the criteria pollutants.

Based on the fact that construction emissions would be temporary and localized within the immediate
project vicinity, as well as the operations data presented above, project-related construction and
operations emissions would result in a less-than-significant impact to air quality.

c. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project
region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

Less Than Significant Impact. A cumulative impact arises when two or more individual effects which,
when considered together, are considerable, or which compound or increase other environmental
impacts. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant impacts,
meaning that the project’s incremental effects must be viewed in connection with the effects of past,
current, and probable future projects.

The generation of daily construction and operational emissions associated with cumulative development
could result in a cumulative significant impact associated with the cumulative net increase of ozone,
PMyo, and PM5 s for which the region is in non-attainment (ozone for National Ambient Air Quality
Standards [NAAQS] and CAAQS; PMyo and PM; s for California Ambient Air Quality Standards [CAAQS]).
The proposed project would be consistent with the RAQS, which is intended to bring the SDAB into
attainment for all criteria pollutants. In addition, the daily emissions generated during construction and
operation of the project would not exceed the significance thresholds that have been established as
quality of life standards. Therefore, the project’s contribution to cumulative air quality impacts would be
less than significant.
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d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Less Than Significant Impact. Sensitive populations (i.e., children, senior citizens, and acutely or
chronically ill people) are more susceptible to the effects of air pollution than are the general
population. Sensitive receptors near the project site include single-family residences. As discussed above
in Response Il.b, the project would not generate substantial concentrations of criteria pollutants. Diesel
exhaust particulate matter would be emitted from heavy equipment used during temporary project
construction activities, however. Diesel exhaust particulate matter in California is known to contain
carcinogenic compounds. The risks associated with carcinogenic effects are typically evaluated based on
a lifetime of chronic exposure (i.e., 24 hours per day, 365 days per year for 70 years). Because emissions
of diesel exhaust would be temporary and short-term, construction of the project would not result in
long-term chronic lifetime exposure to diesel exhaust from heavy equipment. Therefore, air quality
impacts related to the exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations would be
less than significant.

e. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?

Less Than Significant Impact. Project construction could result in minor amounts of odor compounds
associated with diesel heavy equipment exhaust. Diesel exhaust and VOCs would be emitted during
construction of the project. The odors of these emissions are objectionable to some; however, emissions
would disperse rapidly from the project site and therefore should not be at a level that would affect a
substantial number of people, with the nearest residences located approximately 140 to 270 feet from
the project site. Further, construction would be short term and temporary. As a result, impacts
associated with odors during construction would be less than significant.

Land uses associated with odor complaints include agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, food
processing plants, chemical plants, composting activities, refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass
molding operations. The project does not include residential land uses or other odor-sensitive receptors.
In addition, once filled, the pond would be emptied as soon as possible and would not result in standing
water that could become stagnant over time, and therefore would not become an odor source that
would affect neighboring residences. Impacts associated with odor sources would be less than
significant.

Based on the foregoing discussions, significant air quality impacts are not anticipated, and mitigation
measures are not required.
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IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Less Than
Potentially  Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issues Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or OdJ | g O
through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status
species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish
and Wildlife (CDFW) or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS)?

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian O u O O
habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies,
regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS?

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally O O O n
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal,
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any O O u O
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or
with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances O O O n
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

f.  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat O | O O
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state
habitat conservation plan?

Background

HELIX conducted a general biological survey and a rare plant survey of the project site on March 31,
2016, and a subsequent general biological survey on October 16, 2017. A biological technical report was
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prepared to evaluate biological resources within the project site and surrounding vicinity (HELIX 2018a).
The report includes a summary of the field surveys and literature review conducted for the site, as well
as recommendations to avoid and minimize impacts to biological resources. The biological technical
report is provided as Appendix B1 to this IS/MND.

Surveys for the federally-threatened coastal California gnatcatcher were performed during the breeding
season, in June and July 2016, in accordance with required U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
protocol. A California gnatcatcher survey report was prepared (HELIX 2016) and is provided as
Appendix B2 to this IS/MND.

The project site is located within the Metro-Lakeside-Jamul Segment of the County’s Multiple Species
Conservation Program (MSCP) planning area, outside of Pre-Approved Mitigation Area (PAMA) in
undesignated lands (County 1997). The project site does not meet the requirements of a Biological
Resource Core Area (BRCA), and it is located outside any wildlife corridor or linkage. The MSCP is a
comprehensive long-term habitat conservation plan document under the Natural Communities
Conservation Program (NCCP) Act of 1991. A NCCP initiated by the State of California focuses on
conserving coastal sage scrub and coastal sage scrub-dependent species.

The project site is situated within privately-owned, undeveloped land just outside the City limits, but
within the City’s planning area. The City is the project proponent and the CEQA lead agency. As such,
under CEQA, impacts associated with a proposed project are assessed with regard to significance criteria
determined by the lead agency (in this case, the City) pursuant to CEQA Guidelines.

Low-density residential development occurs to the south and east of the project site. Agricultural land
surrounds these residential areas. Agricultural land also is located north and west of the project site.
Elevations within the project site range between approximately 950 feet and 1,000 feet amsl.

The pond site is entirely covered by Diegan coastal sage scrub, while the temporary construction access
route contains a mix of Diegan coastal sage scrub and disturbed habitat. The project site is characterized
entirely by uplands that lack waters and wetlands subject to the regulatory jurisdiction of U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (USACE), RWQCB, CDFW, and/or County as Resource Protection Ordinance wetlands.
No sensitive plant species were observed within the project site. No federal or state listed as
endangered or threatened animal species were observed or detected within the project site. The
federally listed as threatened coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica) was
observed in off-site areas, within 300 feet of areas proposed for project access during construction and
operation, during the noted protocol surveys. The project site supports suitable nesting habitat for bird
species protected under the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and California Fish and Game
Code (CFG Code).
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Environmental Evaluation
Would the project:

a. Have a substantial adverse effect either directly or through habitat modifications on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations or by the CDFW or USFWS?

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. No special-status plant species were observed
during surveys conducted in 2016. In addition, no special-status plant species have the potential to
occur within the project site due to lack of suitable habitat, including inappropriate soil conditions.

Several special-status animal species have a low potential to occur on and in the immediate vicinity of
the project site. Project construction could result in potential significant direct and indirect impacts on
special-status animal species, including nesting birds, as described in further detail below. Potential
impacts would be reduced to below a level of significance through implementation of mitigation
measures included below.

Coastal California Gnatcatcher

Although confirmed to be absent from the project site itself, this federally listed as threatened species
was observed using off-site Diegan coastal sage scrub within 500 feet of areas that would be impacted
during project construction (see Figure 6 in Appendix B1). No direct impacts to the gnatcatcher are
anticipated based on the species’ absence from the direct impact area including the pond site and
associated temporary construction access route; however, potential significant indirect impacts from
construction noise could occur if the species is breeding in off-site areas within 300 feet of loud
construction activities. Implementation of mitigation measure BIO-1 below would ensure that impacts
to coastal California gnatcatcher are avoided.

Nesting Birds

The project site contains trees, shrubs, and other vegetation that provide suitable nesting habitat for
common birds, including raptors, protected under the MBTA and CFG Code. Construction of the
proposed project would result in the removal or trimming of trees and other vegetation during the
general bird nesting season (January 15 through September 15) and, therefore, could result in impacts
to nesting birds in violation of the MBTA and CFG Code. If removal of vegetation supporting an active
nest were to take place during or in preparation for project construction, significant direct impacts
would occur. Implementation of mitigation measure BIO-2 below would ensure that impacts to nesting
birds and raptors are avoided.

BIO-1 Coastal California Gnatcatcher Avoidance. No clearing, grubbing, grading, and other
construction activities shall occur on or within 300 feet of coastal sage scrub habitat between
March 1 and August 15, the breeding season of the coastal California gnatcatcher.

If activities must occur between March 1 and August 15, the City shall complete the following
measures:

A. The City shall retain a qualified biologist possessing a valid Endangered Species Act (ESA)
Section 10(a)(1)(A) Recovery Permit to complete pre-construction surveys in accordance
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with USFWS protocol within coastal sage scrub located on and within 300 feet of the
project footprint.

I.  If coastal California gnatcatchers are not detected during the pre-construction
surveys, the qualified biologist shall submit substantial evidence to the City which
demonstrates no impacts to this species are anticipated and no additional measures
are necessary.

Il. If gnatcatchers are present within direct impact areas, then the following shall be
required:

a. The City and/or responsible federal action agency for the project shall consult
with the USFWS regarding project effects on gnatcatchers and habitat confirmed
to be occupied by the species. The City and/or responsible federal action agency
shall obtain the appropriate approvals and permits from the USFWS prior to
commencement of activities that could affect gnatcatcher. All avoidance,
minimization, and conservation measures prescribed by the USFWS shall be
implemented. At a minimum, the City shall implement the following:

e Restrict all clearing, grubbing, grading, and other construction activities to
periods outside of the gnatcatcher breeding season (March 1 and August 15).

e Retain a qualified biologist possessing a valid ESA Section 10(a)(1)(A) Recovery
Permit to monitor construction activities on or within 300 feet of coastal
sage scrub.

e Compensate impacts to habitat occupied by gnatcatcher in-kind at a minimum
2:1 ratio with suitable habitat at an approved conservation/mitigation bank.

Ill. If gnatcatchers are absent from direct impact areas, but are confirmed to be present
in off-site habitat located within 300 feet of construction activities, then the following
shall be required:

a. An analysis showing that noise generated by construction activities would not
exceed 60 dBA hourly average at the edge of the development footprint must be
completed by a qualified acoustician (possessing current noise engineer license or
registration with monitoring noise level experience with listed animal species) and
approved by the City at least two weeks prior to the commencement of
construction activities.

If construction activities would not exceed the 60 dBA hourly average threshold at
the edge of the development footprint, then no additional measures shall be
required beyond biological monitoring.

If activities could exceed the 60 dBA hourly average threshold, then the following
attenuation measures shall be implemented:

i. Atleast two weeks prior to the commencement of construction activities,
under the direction of a qualified acoustician, noise attenuation measures
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(e.g., berms, walls) shall be implemented to ensure that noise levels
resulting from construction activities will not exceed 60 dBA hourly average
at the edge of the development footprint. Concurrent with the
commencement of construction activities and the construction of necessary
noise attenuation facilities, noise monitoring* shall be conducted at the
edge of the development footprint to ensure that noise levels do not exceed
60 dBA hourly average. If the noise attenuation techniques implemented
are determined to be inadequate by the qualified acoustician or biologist,
then the associated construction activities shall cease until such time that
adequate noise attenuation is achieved or until the end of the breeding
season (August 16).

*Construction noise shall continue to be monitored at least twice weekly on
varying days, or more frequently depending on the construction activity, to
verify that noise levels at the edge of the development footprint are
maintained below 60 dBA hourly average or to the ambient noise level if it
already exceeds 60 dBA hourly average. If not, other measures shall be
implemented in consultation with the biologist and the City, as necessary, to
reduce noise levels at the edge of the development footprint to below

60 dBA hourly average or to the ambient noise level if it already exceeds

60 dBA hourly average. Such measures may include, but are not limited to,
limitations on the placement of construction equipment and the
simultaneous use of equipment.

BIO-2 Nesting Bird and Raptor Avoidance. If initial grading and vegetation removal activities
(i.e., earthwork, clearing, and grubbing) must occur during the general bird breeding season
for migratory birds and raptors (January 15 to September 15), the project applicant shall
retain a qualified biologist to perform a pre-construction survey of potential nesting habitat to
confirm the absence of active nests belonging to migratory birds and raptors afforded
protection under the MBTA and CFG Code. The pre-construction survey shall be performed no
more than three days prior to the commencement of the activities. If the qualified biologist
determines that no active migratory bird or raptor nests occur, the activities shall be allowed
to proceed without any further requirements. If the qualified biologist determines that an
active migratory bird or raptor nest is present, no impacts shall occur until the young have
fledged the nest and the nest is confirmed to no longer be active, as determined by the
qualified biologist.

With implementation of mitigation measures BIO-1 and BIO-2, impacts to sensitive species would be
reduced to below a level of significance.

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies, and regulations or by the CDFW or USFWS?

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The project would result in unavoidable direct
impacts to 6.5 acres of Diegan coastal sage scrub, as shown in Table 4, Vegetation Communities within
the Project Boundary. All impacts to Diegan coastal sage scrub would be permanent, with exception to
areas within the temporary easement where Diegan coastal sage scrub would be disturbed during
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construction, which would be temporary. Direct impacts to Diegan coastal sage scrub are considered

significant.
Table 4
VEGETATION COMMUNITIES WITHIN THE PROJECT BOUNDARY
Acre(s)?
Vegetation Community* cre(s)
Temporary Permanent Total
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub (32510) 1.0 5.5 6.5
Disturbed Habitat (11300) 0.2 0.4 0.6
Urban/Developed (12000) <0.1 <0.1
TOTAL 1.2 5.9 7.1

1
2

Vegetation categories and numerical codes are from Holland (1986) and Oberbauer (2008).
Habitats are rounded to the nearest 0.1 acre; thus, totals reflect rounding.

Additional Diegan coastal sage scrub also occurs immediately adjacent to the proposed project limits. If
activities are not properly contained and kept within the proposed work limits, additional significant
impacts could occur to this sensitive natural community.

Implementation of mitigation measures BIO-3, BIO-4, and BIO-5 below would ensure that the
unavoidable loss of Diegan coastal sage scrub is adequately compensated and that no additional impacts
occur during project construction, thereby reducing the impacts on sensitive natural communities to

below a

BIO-3

BIO-4

BIO-5

level of significance.

Sensitive Vegetation Community Replacement. The City shall mitigate impacts to 6.5 acres of
unoccupied Diegan coastal sage scrub at a minimum 1:1 ratio through purchase of Diegan
coastal sage scrub at the City’s Daley Ranch Conservation Bank or other approved mitigation
bank.

Biological Monitor During Clearing/Grubbing Activities. Prior to construction, the City shall
retain a qualified biologist to monitor clearing and/or grubbing activities. The biological monitor
shall attend pre-construction meetings and be present during the removal of any vegetation to
ensure that the approved limits of disturbance are not exceeded and provide periodic
monitoring of the impact area including, but not limited to, trenches, stockpiles, storage areas,
and protective fencing. Before construction activities occur in areas containing sensitive
biological resources, all workers shall be educated by the biologist to recognize and avoid those
areas that have been marked as sensitive biological resources.

Construction Fencing and Monitoring. Prior to construction, the following notes shall be
included on the applicable construction plans to the satisfaction of the City:

e Prior to construction, temporary construction fencing shall be installed around the
perimeter of the work area, including pond site and temporary construction access route.
Fencing will include signage directing people to stay out of avoided habitat areas. Fencing
and signage shall remain in place during all construction activities. It will be removed once
construction is complete.
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e A qualified biologist shall be on site to monitor all vegetation clearing and periodically
thereafter to ensure implementation of fencing and signage and avoidance of unauthorized
habitat impacts.

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act (including but not limited to marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

No Impact. The October 2017 general biological survey included a preliminary delineation of potential
jurisdictional waters and wetland boundaries, and a formal jurisdictional delineation is not required.
Federally protected wetlands do not occur within project site, which solely comprises, and is largely
surrounded by, uplands. There is a small area north of the project site where southern willow scrub was
observed, which is considered a wetland habitat. The project has been specifically designed to avoid this
area, however, and no related impacts would occur. Additionally, because the pond would be emptied
for agricultural irrigation purposes as soon as possible after it is filled, the pond would not be able to
support or sustain wetland habitat. As such, no impacts would occur.

d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites?

Less than Significant Impact. No wildlife corridors or linkages occur on or in the immediate vicinity of
the project site, which does not support habitat that would contribute substantially to the assembly and
function of any local or regional wildlife corridors or linkages.

Project implementation would impact a portion of a stand of Diegan coastal sage scrub that is
surrounded by low density residential and/or agricultural lands. Impacts to wildlife movement and
nursery sites would not occur and no additional mitigation beyond that listed above is required.

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

No Impact. The project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources. No portions of the site support wetlands or sensitive habitat lands, as defined by the County’s
RPO. Consistency with the County’s MSCP and BMO is addressed below within Issue 6. Section 33-1068
of Article 55 in the Escondido Zoning Code places restrictions on the removal of vegetation. The project
grading permit would serve as the vegetation removal permit. Associated impacts would be less than
significant.

f. Conflict with provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP), Natural Community
Conservation Plan (NCCP), or other approved state, regional, or local habitat conservation plan.

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The project would not conflict with the provisions
or conservation goals of the Metro-Lakeside-Jamul Segment of the County’s MSCP Subarea Plan. The
project site does not occur within lands designated as PAMA within the County’s MSCP Subarea Plan
(see Figure 4 in Appendix B1), nor does it meet the criteria of a BRCA. Surveys conducted in 2016
demonstrated the absence of special status species from the project site, including rare plants and the
coastal California gnatcatcher. The project would impact 6.5 acres of unoccupied Diegan coastal sage
scrub. Impacts to this community shall be mitigated consistent with the goals and objectives of the
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MSCP and BMO. The impacts would occur outside of PAMA and the mitigation shall occur in accordance
with mitigation measure BIO-3 at a minimum 1:1 ratio within existing conservation lands in the region at
the Daley Ranch Conservation Bank or other approved mitigation bank.
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V.  CULTURAL RESOURCES

Less Than
Potentially  Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issues Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance O O O n
of a historical resource as defined in Section 15064.5?
b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance O | O O
of an archaeological resource pursuant to
Section 15064.5?
c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological O O u 0
resource or site or unique geologic feature?
d. Disturb any human remains, including those interred O | O O

outside of dedicated cemeteries?

Background

A Cultural Resources Survey and Assessment for the Escondido Emergency Ponds property has been
prepared for the proposed project by HELIX (2018b). The report documents the results of a records
search; an examination of historic aerial photographs; and results from the March and December 2016
field surveys, January 2018 field surveys, and March 2018 testing program at two archaeological sites
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identified within the project site. The assessment is summarized below, and the complete report is
included as Appendix C to this IS/MND.

Environmental Evaluation
Would the project:

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in
§15064.5?

No Impact. According to §15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines, substantial adverse change in the
significance of an historical resource means physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of
the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of the historical resource would be
materially impaired. No historical addresses are recorded at the South Coastal Information Center within
a 1/2-mile radius of the project site, and no historical resources were identified within the project site in
the records search, in historic aerial photographs, or as a result of the field surveys (HELIX 2018b). No
impacts to historical resources would occur.

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to
§15064.5?

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Thirteen archaeological resources have been
recorded within a 1/2-mile radius of the project site, and six resources are mapped within 1,000 feet of
the proposed pond location. These six sites include three bedrock milling sites with no associated
artifacts, two isolated prehistoric Santiago Peak flakes, and one historic Escondido gravity float line
(HELIX 2018b). In addition to these previously recorded resources, one additional site was identified
approximately 1,300 feet west of the project area on the same property during the field survey
conducted by HELIX and Red Tail Monitoring and Research in March 2016. This site, CA-SDI-21896,
consists of four bedrock milling outcrops with over 40 milling features among them and associated
flaked stone, ground stone, and ceramic artifacts. Thus, there are 14 resources currently recorded
within one-half mile of the project area.

During the January 2018 survey, a previously unrecorded resource consisting of one milling feature with
three slicks and four associated surface artifacts was observed in the northern portion of the project
site. In addition to the milling features and associated surface artifacts, two bedrock outcrop areas were
inspected and assessed as possible granary bases. An archaeological testing program was developed and
implemented at the site in March 2018. The results of the subsurface testing at both sites did not
indicate the presence of a subsurface cultural deposit, and very limited cultural material was recovered.
Given this, the two archaeological sites do not meet the criteria for significance under CEQA or the
NHPA. As such, impacts to them would not be considered significant effects.

The project site is in an area that is rich in cultural resources, and ground visibility during the field survey
and testing program was poor outside of existing animal trails, footpaths, and small pockets of exposed
ground. Based on this, there is the potential that previously unidentified features or artifacts could be
encountered during grading within the project site and would need to be documented and assessed for
significance. In the event that subsurface resources are encountered during construction activities, the
project would comply with §15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines. Associated impacts would be less
than significant with implementation of mitigation measures CUL-1 through CUL-10, below.
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CUL-1

CuUL-2

CUL-3

CUL-4

CUL-5

CUL-6

The City of Escondido Planning Division (“City”) recommends the applicant enter into a Tribal
Cultural Resource Treatment and Monitoring Agreement (also known as a pre-excavation
agreement) with a tribe that is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the Project Location
(“TCA Tribe”) prior to issuance of a grading permit. The purposes of the agreement are (1) to
provide the applicant with clear expectations regarding tribal cultural resources, and (2) to
formalize protocols and procedures between them. Applicant/Owner and the TCA Tribe for
the protection and treatment of, including but not limited to, Native American human
remains, funerary objects, cultural and religious landscapes, ceremonial items, traditional
gathering areas and cultural items, located and/or discovered through a monitoring program
in conjunction with the construction of the proposed project, including additional
archaeological surveys and/or studies, excavations, geotechnical investigations, grading, and
all other ground disturbing activities.

Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall provide written verification to the City
that a qualified archaeologist and a Native American monitor associated with a TCA Tribe have
been retained to implement the monitoring program. The archaeologist shall be responsible
for coordinating with the Native American monitor. This verification shall be presented to the
City in a letter from the project archaeologist that confirms the selected Native American
monitor is associated with a TCA Tribe. The City, prior to any pre-construction meeting, shall
approve all persons involved in the monitoring program.

The qualified archaeologist and a Native American monitor shall attend the pre-grading
meeting with the grading contractors to explain and coordinate the requirements of the
monitoring program.

During the initial grubbing, site grading, excavation or disturbance of the ground surface, the
qualified archaeologist and the Native American monitor shall be on site full-time. The
frequency of inspections shall depend on the rate of excavation, the materials excavated, and
any discoveries of tribal cultural resources as defined in California Public Resources Code
Section 21074. Archaeological and Native American monitoring will be discontinued when the
depth of grading and soil conditions no longer retain the potential to contain cultural deposits.
The qualified archaeologist, in consultation with the Native American monitor, shall be
responsible for determining the duration and frequency of monitoring.

In the event that previously unidentified tribal cultural resources are discovered, the qualified
archaeologist and the Native American monitor shall have the authority to temporarily divert
or temporarily halt ground disturbance operation in the area of discovery to allow for the
evaluation of potentially significant cultural resources. Isolates and clearly non-significant
deposits shall be minimally documented in the field and collected so the monitored grading
can proceed.

If a potentially significant tribal cultural resource is discovered, the archaeologist shall notify
the City of said discovery. The qualified archaeologist, in consultation with the City, the TCA
Tribe and the Native American monitor, shall determine the significance of the discovered
resource. A recommendation for the tribal cultural resource’s treatment and disposition shall
be made by the qualified archaeologist in consultation with the TCA Tribe and the Native
American monitor and be submitted to the City for review and approval.
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CuUL-7

CUL-8

CuL-9

The avoidance and/or preservation of the significant tribal cultural resource and/or unique
archaeological resource must first be considered and evaluated as required by CEQA. Where
any significant tribal cultural resources and/or unique archaeological resources have been
discovered and avoidance and/or preservation measures are deemed to be infeasible by the
City, then a research design and data recovery program to mitigate impacts shall be prepared
by the qualified archaeologist (using professional archaeological methods), in consultation
with the TCA Tribe and the Native American monitor, and shall be subject to approval by the
City. The archaeological monitor, in consultation with the Native American monitor, shall
determine the amount of material to be recovered for an adequate artifact sample for
analysis. Before construction activities are allowed to resume in the affected area, the
research design and data recovery program activities must be concluded to the satisfaction of
the City.

As specified by California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, if human remains are found
on the project site during construction or during archaeological work, the person responsible
for the excavation, or his or her authorized representative, shall immediately notify the San
Diego County Coroner’s office. Determination of whether the remains are human shall be
conducted on-site and in situ where they were discovered by a forensic anthropologist, unless
the forensic anthropologist and the Native American monitor agree to remove the remains to
an off-site location for examination. No further excavation or disturbance of the site or any
nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent remains shall occur until the Coroner
has made the necessary findings as to origin and disposition. A temporary construction
exclusion zone shall be established surrounding the area of the discovery so that the area
would be protected, and consultation and treatment could occur as prescribed by law. In the
event that the remains are determined to be of Native American origin, the Most Likely
Descendant, as identified by the Native American Heritage Commission, shall be contacted in
order to determine proper treatment and disposition of the remains in accordance with
California Public Resources Code section 5097.98. The Native American remains shall be kept
in-situ, or in a secure location in close proximity to where they were found, and the analysis of
the remains shall only occur on-site in the presence of a Native American monitor.

If the qualified archaeologist elects to collect any archaeological materials that qualify as tribal
cultural resources, the Native American monitor(s) must be present during any testing or
cataloging of those resources. Moreover, if the qualified archaeologist does not collect the
archaeological materials that qualify as tribal cultural resources that are unearthed during the
ground disturbing activities, the Native American monitor(s), may at their discretion, collect
said resources and provide them to the TCA Tribe for respectful and dignified treatment in
accordance with the Tribe’s cultural and spiritual traditions. The project archaeologist shall
document evidence that all cultural materials have been curated and/or repatriated as
follows:

1) Itisthe preference of the City that all tribal cultural resources be repatriated to the TCA
Tribe as such preference would be the most culturally sensitive, appropriate, and
dignified. Therefore, any tribal cultural resources collected by the qualified
archaeologist shall be provided to the TCA Tribe. Evidence that all cultural materials
collected have been repatriated shall be in the form of a letter from the TCA Tribe to
whom the tribal cultural resources have been repatriated identifying that the
archaeological materials have been received.
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OR

2) Any tribal cultural resources collected by the qualified archaeologist shall be curated
with its associated records at a San Diego curation facility or a culturally-affiliated Tribal
curation facility that meets federal standards per 36 CFR Part 79, and, therefore, would
be professionally curated and made available to other archaeologists/ researchers for
further study. The collection and associated records, including title, shall be transferred
to the San Diego curation facility or culturally affiliated Tribal curation facility and shall
be accompanied by payment of the fees necessary for permanent curation. Evidence
that all cultural materials collected have been curated shall be in the form of a letter
form the curation facility stating the prehistoric archaeological materials have been
received and that all fees have been paid.

CUL-10 Prior to the release of the grading bond, a monitoring report and/or evaluation report, if
appropriate, which describes the results, analysis and conclusion of the archaeological
monitoring program and any data recovery program on the project site shall be submitted by
the qualified archaeologist to the City. The Native American monitor shall be responsible for
providing any notes or comments to the qualified archaeologist in a timely manner to be
submitted with the report. The report will include California Department of Parks and
Recreation Primary and Archaeological Site Forms for any newly discovered resources.

c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature?

Less than Significant Impact. The project site is located in the Peninsular Ranges Geomorphic Province
in an area underlain by Cretaceous Plutonic granitic rock. Additional geologic/surficial units present
within the site include Cieneba very rocky coarse sandy loam, 30 to 75 percent slopes (HELIX 2018b).
According to the County of San Diego Preliminary Review of Resources for IS/EA Preparation (2016), this
geological formation has no paleontological sensitivity. Furthermore, Escondido and, more specifically,
the general project area are not known to contain or have produced any significant paleontological
resources or discoveries. Accordingly, the potential for discovery of unknown fossils during project
ground disturbance would be considered relatively low to negligible. Associated impacts would be less
than significant, and no mitigation would be necessary.

Unique geologic features generally are defined to include geologic structures, formations, or other
features that exhibit unusual or important characteristics in the context of scientific information

(e.g., rare geologic/mineral assemblages or structural features), economic considerations

(e.g., economically valuable mineral deposits), or cultural perception (e.g., prominent, unusual, and/or
aesthetically pleasing rock outcrops or exposures). Because the project site does not encompass any
distinct or unique geologic characteristics, information or features as described, associated impacts
would be less than significant, and no mitigation would be necessary.

d. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated cemeteries?

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. No dedicated cemeteries have been identified on
site or within the project vicinity. It is not anticipated that human remains would be encountered on the
project site during construction-related activities. If human remains are encountered during the
excavation and remedial grading stage of the project, however, the project would comply with §15064.5
of the State CEQA Guidelines, California Public Resources Code § 5097.98, and California Health and
Safety Code §7050.5 regarding the discovery and disposition of human remains. Associated impacts
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would be less than significant with adherence to the noted regulations as outlined in mitigation

measure CUL-4, above.

References
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VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Less Than
Potentially  Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issues Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a. Expose people or structures to potentially
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss,
injury, or death involving;
i.  Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as O O O u
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault? (Refer
to Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.)
ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? O O O
iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including O O u
liquefaction?
iv. Landslides? O O u O
b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of O O u O
topsoil?
c. Belocated on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, O O u O
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?
d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Section O O O u
1802.3.2 of the International Building Code, creating
substantial risks to life or property?
e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the O O O u

use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater
disposal systems where sewers are not available for
the disposal of wastewater?
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Environmental Evaluation
Would the project:

a. Expose people or structures to potentially substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss,
injury, or death involving:

i.  Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault? (Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.)

No Impact. Rupture can occur over a fault during an earthquake when movement on the fault breaks
through to the surface of the earth. The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act was passed in 1972
which requires the California State Geologist to identify areas in the state that are at risk for surface
fault rupture with the goal of ensuring public safety by preventing development of buildings meant for
human occupancy across traces of active faults. The closest known faults to the project site are
associated with the Newport-Inglewood and Rose Canyon Fault Zone, approximately 20 miles to the
west (offshore), and the Elsinore Fault Zone, approximately 25 miles to the east (CGS 2010 & 2007). The
proposed project would not be located near a known earthquake fault, does not include any habitation
or other structures, and would therefore not expose people or structures to potentially substantial
adverse effects involving fault rupture.

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is within a seismically active region and is potentially
subject to strong seismic ground shaking from earthquake events. The proposed project would,
however, conform with the California Building Code (CBC) and the minimum requirements of the City,
such as: (1) completion of a geotechnical investigation, including borings; (2) appropriate site
preparation (e.g., clearing/grubbing and removal of significant root material); (3) implementation of
geotechnical recommendations, including observation/testing and remedial grading, as applicable;
(4) appropriate excavation parameters, such as removal/replacement of unsuitable materials and/or
recompaction of fill; (5) proper engineered fill composition/placement methodology; and

(6) appropriate design and construction of manufactured slopes. Based on conformance with related
regulatory standards as part of the project design and construction requirements, potential impacts
related to seismic ground shaking from implementation of the proposed project would be less than
significant.

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

No Impact. Liquefaction occurs when pore-water pressure increases rapidly, usually due to seismic
shaking. The corresponding loss of shear strength results in affected soils behaving as a viscous liquid,
which can cause loss of support for structures/foundations and lead to excessive settlement and lateral
displacement, or spreading, on sloped surfaces. Loose (cohesionless), saturated, and granular (low
clay/silt content) soils with relative densities of less than approximately 70 percent are the most
susceptible to these effects. The project site does not contain soils that are considered susceptible to
liguefaction, and it is not located on a mapped liquefaction hazard area (see Figure 4.6-3 in City 2012).
Additionally, the project does not include any proposed structures and would not expose people to
seismic-related ground failure or liquefaction; therefore, no related impacts would occur.
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iv. Landslides?

Less Than Significant Impact. Landslides occur when earth materials, such as soil, rock, and/or large
boulders, slide downslope due to gravity. Earthquakes are the major cause of landslides, but a landslide
can occur any time the slope is steep enough and the weight of the material is large enough to
overcome the resistive forces. For example, heavy rainfall events can saturate soils and result in
landslides in areas with steep terrain. The project site and adjacent areas contain slopes greater than
25 percent; however, these slopes are not considered at risk of landslide (see Figure 4.6-4 in City 2012).
In addition, a complete geotechnical investigation will be conducted as a matter of project design and
prior to issuance of any City and/or County grading permits. Any recommendations related to potential
landslides in the geotechnical investigation would be implemented as a matter of project design.
Potential impacts related to landslide hazards associated with project implementation would therefore
be less than significant.

b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Less Than Significant Impact. Implementation of the proposed project would increase the potential for
erosion and transport of eroded material (sedimentation) both within and downslope of the project site.
Specifically, proposed activities may involve: (1) removal of surface stabilizing features (e.g., vegetation);
(2) excavation of compacted materials; and (3) redeposition of excavated and/or imported material as
backfill in proposed development areas. While graded/excavated areas and fill materials would be
stabilized through efforts such as compaction and installation of landscaping, erosion potential would be
higher in the short-term than for existing conditions. Erosion and sedimentation are not considered to
be significant long-term concerns for the proposed project, as areas around the emergency pond would
be stabilized. The off-site transport of sediment also could potentially result in effects to downstream
receiving water quality, such as increased turbidity and the provision of a transport mechanism for other
contaminants that tend to adhere to sediment particles, such as hydrocarbons. Additional discussion of
potential water quality effects associated with project-related erosion and sedimentation is provided
below in Section VIII, Hydrology and Water Quality.

Short-term erosion and sedimentation impacts would be addressed through conformance with
applicable elements of the City’s storm water policies and related National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) standards. Specifically, and as a matter of project design, this would entail
implementing appropriate measures to comply with requirements identified in sources that may
include: (1) Grading and Erosion Control (Chapter 33, Article 55 of the Escondido Municipal Code);

(2) Storm Water Ordinance (Chapter 22, Article 2 of the Escondido Municipal Code); (3) San Diego
County Grading Ordinance (Title 8, Division 7 of the San Diego County Code of Regulatory Ordinances);
and (4) the NPDES Construction General Permit (NPDES No. CAS000002, State Water Resources Control
Board [SWRCB] Order 2009-0009-DWQ, as amended).

Conformance with the noted City, County, and NPDES standards is required prior to development of
applicable sites exceeding one acre, and typically includes measures such as implementing an approved
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), an associated Construction Site Monitoring Program
(CSMP), employee training, and minimum BMPs, as well as a Rain Event Action Plan (REAP) for
applicable projects (i.e., those in Risk Categories 2 or 3, as determined by the RWQCB). Under the
Construction General Permit, project sites are designated as Risk Level 1 through 3 based on site-specific
criteria (e.g., erosion potential and receiving water risk), with Risk Level 3 sites requiring the most
stringent controls. Based on the site-specific risk level designation, the SWPPP and related plans/efforts
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identify detailed measures to prevent and control the off-site discharge of pollutants (including
sediment). Depending on the risk level, these may include mandatory technology-based action levels,
effluent limitations, and advanced treatment systems. Specific pollution control measures require the
use of best available technology economically achievable and/or best conventional pollutant control
technology levels of treatment, with these requirements implemented through applicable BMPs. While
site-specific measures vary with conditions such as risk level, proposed grading, and slope/soil
characteristics, detailed guidance for construction-related BMPs is provided in the Construction General
Permit, as well as additional sources including the City of Escondido Standard Urban Storm Water
Mitigation Plan Requirements for Development Projects (2011), and the California Storm Water Quality
Association (CASQA) Storm Water Best Management Practices Handbooks (CASQA 2009). As a matter of
project design, specific requirements for the proposed project under this permit would be determined
during SWPPP development, after completion of project plans and application submittal to the SWRCB.

Typical erosion and sediment control measures that may be required in the project SWPPP include the
following: (1) seasonal grading restrictions during the rainy season (October 1 to April 30) for applicable
areas; (2) preparation and implementation of a CSMP and, if applicable, a REAP to provide enhanced
erosion and sediment control measures prior to predicted storm events; (3) use of erosion control/
stabilizing measures such as geotextiles, mats, fiber rolls, or soil binders; (4) use of sediment controls to
protect the site perimeter and prevent off-site sediment transport, including measures such as silt
fencing, fiber rolls, gravel bags, temporary sediment basins, street sweeping, stabilized construction
access points and sediment stockpiles, and use of properly fitted covers for sediment transport vehicles;
(5) compliance with local dust control measures, and (6) implementation of additional BMPs as
necessary to ensure adequate erosion/sediment control and regulatory conformance.

Based on implementation of appropriate erosion and sediment control BMPs as a matter of project
design and as part of, and in conformance with, the project SWPPP and related City, County, and NPDES
requirements, associated potential erosion and sedimentation impacts would be avoided or reduced
below a level of significance.

c. Belocated 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?

Less Than Significant Impact. Potential liquefaction (and related effects such as lateral spreading) and
landslide impacts are discussed above in responses a.iii and a.iv of this section. Potential impacts related
to subsidence are typically associated with conditions such as groundwater withdrawal, and such
activities are not proposed as part of the project.

Temporary excavations associated with proposed project construction may involve vertical or near-
vertical walls, which could exhibit instability and result in potential collapse related to loose or unstable
soil and geologic materials. Such instability can be exacerbated through effects such as the potential
occurrence of jointing and fracturing in local bedrock. Conformance with applicable Occupational Safety
and Health Administration (OSHA) requirements, such as slope limitations and shoring requirements, as
a matter of project design, would avoid or reduce potential impacts related to temporary excavation
stability below a level of significance.

An additional consideration for geologic stability involves the improper use of oversize materials in fill,
which can result in effects such as differential compaction (varying levels of compaction over short
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distances) that may adversely affect surface and subsurface structures. Boulders or other oversize
materials would be removed from the project site as described above in the Project Description, and
such materials would not be used as fill during pond construction. Furthermore, conformance with
related regulatory (e.g., CBC) and industry standards as a matter of project design would avoid or reduce
potential impacts from oversize materials below a level of significance.

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Section 1802.3.2 of the International Building Code,
creating substantial risks to life or property?

No Impact. Expansive (or shrink-swell) behavior in surface or near-surface materials is attributable to
the water holding capacity of clay materials. Such behavior can adversely affect structural integrity
through shifting of foundations or supporting materials during the shrink-swell process. The project site
is not underlain by expansive soils (see Figure 4.6-5 of City 2012); therefore, no impacts would occur.

e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater
disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater?

No Impact. The proposed project would not involve the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater
disposal systems. Accordingly, no related impacts would result from project implementation.
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VIl. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS/ENERGY

Less Than
Potentially  Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issues Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly O O u O
or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on
the environment?
b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation O O O n
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions
of greenhouse gases?
c. Result in potentially significant environmental O O u O

impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy resources, during project
construction or operation, or conflict with or
obstruct state or local plan for renewable energy or
energy efficiency?

Background

The following discussion is based on greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions calculations and modeling
prepared by HELIX (2016). Detailed construction emissions assumptions and model inputs and outputs
are provided in Appendix A.

Environmental Evaluation
Would the project:

a. Generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment?

Less Than Significant Impact. Global climate change refers to changes in average climatic conditions on
Earth as a whole, including temperature, wind patterns, precipitation, and storms. Global temperatures
are moderated by naturally occurring atmospheric gases, including water vapor, carbon dioxide (CO.),
methane (CHa), nitrous oxide (N,0), ozone, and certain hydro fluorocarbons. These gases, known as
GHGs, allow solar radiation (i.e., sunlight) into the Earth’s atmosphere, but prevent radiative heat from
escaping, thus warming the Earth’s atmosphere. Greenhouse gases are emitted by both natural
processes and human activities. The accumulation of GHGs in the atmosphere regulates the Earth’s
temperature. Emissions of GHGs in excess of natural ambient concentrations are thought to be
responsible for the enhancement of the greenhouse effect and contributing to what is termed “global
warming,” the trend of warming of the Earth’s climate from anthropogenic activities. Global climate
change impacts are by nature cumulative; direct impacts cannot be evaluated because the impacts
themselves are global rather than localized impacts.

California Health and Safety Code Section 38505(g) defines GHGs to include the following compounds:
CO,, CH4, N20, ozone, chlorofluorocarbons, hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur
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hexafluoride. As individual GHGs have varying heat-trapping properties and atmospheric lifetimes, GHG
emissions are converted to carbon dioxide equivalent (CO,e) units for comparison. The CO,e is a
consistent methodology for comparing GHG emissions because it normalizes various GHG emissions to a
consistent measure. The most common GHGs related to the project are those primarily related to
energy usage: CO,, CH4, and N,O.

Based on the City of Escondido Greenhouse Gas Emissions Adopted CEQA Thresholds and Screening
Tables document (City 2013), a threshold of 2,500 metric tons (MT) COze per year is used in defining
small projects that are considered less than significant. If a project exceeds the 2,500-MT CO.e per year
threshold, the project would need to use the Screening Tables or alternative GHG mitigation analysis to
determine significance.

Modeling was conducted that showed project GHG emissions would not exceed this screening
threshold, using the same assumptions and methods as the project air quality analysis. The calculations
included estimated emissions from construction as well as emissions associated with operations
(nominal area source emissions from occasional maintenance activities). Project operations are assumed
to begin in 2019. Detailed construction emissions assumptions and CalEEMod inputs and outputs are
provided in Appendix A. Table 5, Estimated GHG Emissions, provides a summary of the total annual GHG
emissions generated by the project.

Table 5
ESTIMATED GHG EMISSIONS

Emission Source Emissions (MT COze)
Construction
Total 454
Construction Subtotal 15
(Amortized over 30 years)
Operations
Area <0.01
Energy 0.00
Mobile 0.00
Waste 0.00
Water 0.00
Operational Subtotal <0.01
TOTAL 15
City Screening Threshold 2,500

Note: See Appendix A, Annual Report Section 2.1 (page 3) for construction
modeling results and Section 2.2 (page 5) for operational modeling results.

As shown in Table 5, most of the project emissions are from project construction. Total construction
emissions from the three phases would be 454 MT CO.e. Amortized over the recommended 30-year
project lifetime, construction emissions would be approximately 15 MT CO,e per year. Operational
emissions would be associated with infrequent maintenance activities. As shown above, the total annual
GHG emissions generated by the project would be approximately 15 MT COze, which is well below the
screening threshold of 2,500 MT CO.e per year. Impacts would be less than significant.
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b. Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of GHGs?

No Impact. As discussed in Response Vl.a, the project’s construction and operational GHG emissions
would not exceed the City’s threshold of 2,500 MT COze per year. As the threshold has been developed
as part of the City Climate Action Plan (E-CAP) development review process, the project would not
interfere with implementation of the E-CAP. Emissions would therefore have a less than cumulatively
considerable contribution to global climate change impacts, and the project would not conflict with an
applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. No impact
would occur.

c. Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation, or conflict with or
obstruct state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency?

As indicated the project description, operation of the pond after construction would not require any
electrically operated or other powered equipment as water flow to the pond would be provided with by
gravity or pressure flow from the tank above. Therefore, the project would not result in a potential
significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy
resources during operation. The energy resource demand would be used for construction activities.
Non-renewable resources will be committed primarily in the form of fossil fuels and may include fuel,
oil, natural gas, and gasoline used by vehicles and equipment associated with the construction of the
project. Construction activities related to GHG have been analyzed above. Based on the nature of the
project and construction activities, consumption of energy related resource would cease once the
project is completed. The project also would not conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for
renewable energy or energy efficiency as it would supply recycled water for irrigation purposes.
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VIIl. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS/WILDFIRE

Less Than
Potentially  Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issues Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the O O u O
environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?
b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the O O u O

environment through reasonably foreseeable upset
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Less Than
Potentially  Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issues Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:
and accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the environment?

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or O O O u
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed
school?

d. Belocated on a site which is included on a list of O O O u
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result,
would create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment?

e. Fora project located within an airport land-use plan | O O u
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, the
project would result in safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area?

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, O O O u
the project would result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area?

g. Impair implementation of, or physically interfere | O u O
with, an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

h. Expose people or structures, either directly or O O u (I
indirectly, to significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires?

i. Substantially impair an adopted emergency response O O u O
plan or emergency evacuation plan?

j. Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, O O u O
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project
occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire
or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

k. Require the installation or maintenance of associated O O u (I
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency
water sources, power lines, or other utilities) that
may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in
temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment?

|. Expose people or structures to significant risks, O O u O
including downslope or downstream flooding or
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope
instability, or drainage changes?
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Environmental Evaluation
Would the project:

a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project entails development of an emergency recycled
water storage pond. Long-term operation of the storage pond would not involve the transport, use,
release, or disposal of hazardous materials and no related impacts would occur. Construction activities
would, however, require the transport, use, and/or generation of potentially hazardous materials, such
as vehicle/equipment fuels and lubricants. Hazardous materials would be managed in accordance with
all applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations. Specifically, the on-site use and storage of
construction-related hazardous materials would be regulated under applicable requirements of the
NPDES, as described in Section IX below. Based on the required conformance with associated regulatory
standards, impacts related to the transportation, use, and generation of hazardous wastes during
construction activities would be less than significant.

b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset
and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment?

Less Than Significant Impact. As described above under Response Vlll.a., long-term operation of the
proposed project would not require the transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials; therefore,
related impacts would not occur. Construction activities would, however, involve the use of hazardous
materials, such as fuels and lubricants, for the operation of construction vehicles and equipment. The
use and management of hazardous materials would be in compliance with all applicable federal, state,
and local laws and regulations. Compliance with regulatory requirements would minimize the potential
for accidental release of hazardous materials into the environment and provide for effective response
and cleanup procedures if a spill did occur. Related impacts during construction activities would
therefore be less than significant.

c¢. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

No Impact. The nearest schools to the project site are the San Pasqual Union Elementary School, located
on Rockwood Road approximately one mile southeast of the project site, and the Orange Glen High
School, located on Glenridge Road approximately one mile northwest of the project site. There are no
existing or proposed schools within one-quarter mile of the project site; therefore, no related impacts
would occur.

d. 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, would create a significant hazard to the public
or the environment?

No Impact. According to the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) Hazardous Waste
and Substances Site List (Cortese List), the nearest hazardous waste site to the project site is the
Chatham Brothers Barrel Yard, located approximately 3.9 miles southwest of the project site. The
SWRCB Geotracker website does not map any active cleanup sites within a one-mile radius of the
project site. A closed cleanup site is mapped approximately one mile northwest of the project site,
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where cleanup activities occurred for a leaking underground fuel tank at the Orange Glen High School.
Cleanup activities were completed, and the case was closed in April 2005 (SWRCB 2016). An additional
closed cleanup site is mapped approximately one mile northeast of the site on Mountain View Drive
where potentially contaminated soil was reported. The case was closed in May 2006. The project site is
not located on or in the near vicinity of a listed hazardous materials site; therefore, no related impacts
would occur.

e. For a project located within an airport land-use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, the project would result in safety hazard
for people residing or working in the project area?

No Impact. The nearest public airports to the project site are the Ramona Airport, located
approximately 9 miles to the southeast, and the McClellan-Palomar Airport, approximately 14.5 miles to
the west. The project site is not located within an airport land use plan, nor is it located within two miles
of a public airport or public use airport, and no related impacts would occur.

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, the project would result in a safety hazard for
people residing or working in the project area?

No Impact. A small private airfield is located near Lake Wolford Resort, approximately five miles
northeast of the project site. There are no private airstrips in the vicinity of the project site, and no
related impacts would occur.

g. Impair implementation of, or physically interfere with, an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

Less Than Significant Impact. Designated emergency evacuation routes near the project site include
Bear Valley Parkway, approximately 1.25 miles west of the project site, and San Pasqual Valley Road/
SR 78, approximately 1 mile south of the project site (see Figure 4.8-4 of City 2012). Although project
construction would temporarily increase traffic on local roadways due to the movement of construction
equipment and daily worker trips, the increase in traffic is expected to be minimal due to the goal of
balancing earthwork on site and is not expected to affect existing traffic patterns or emergency vehicle
access. Impacts related to emergency response or emergency evacuation plans during construction
activities would be less than significant. Operation of the proposed project would not require daily
worker trips; rather, it is anticipated that project operations would require up to approximately 12 visits
by City staff per year. Such negligible trips would not increase local traffic volumes. The project site is
located within a residential parcel and would not block transportation routes or interfere with
emergency vehicle access or evacuation routes. No related impacts would occur with operation of the
proposed project.

h. Expose people or structures to significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires,
including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed
with wildlands?

i. Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?
j- Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose

project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a
wildfire?
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k. Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks,
emergency water sources, power lines, or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may
result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment?

. Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is mapped within the Very High Danger Fire Severity Zone
by the Escondido Fire Department (2010), and several large wildfires have occurred in these areas over
the past 20 years (CAL FIRE 2012). Operation of the proposed emergency pond would involve manual
valve operation to fill and release recycled water and would not result in impacts related to wildland
fires, nor require the installation and maintenance or impairment of any emergency evacuation roads,
plans, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities. As the pond and associated
slopes would be below the adjacent grades, the project would not expose people or structures to
significant risks including downslope or downstream flooding or landslides as a result of runoff, post-fire
slope instability or drainage changes. Construction activities associated with the proposed project could
potentially ignite a fire, however, which could expose people and structures in the surrounding area to
wildfire risks. Any time a heat source, such as a spark from construction equipment, and a fuel source,
such as dry vegetation, combine in the presence of oxygen, there is potential for a fire to ignite. OSHA
requires employers to implement fire protection and prevention programs in its General Safety and
Health Regulations for Construction (29 CFR 1926.24). Fire protection and prevention programs include
fire prevention education for crews and require the availability of fire protection and suppression
equipment on the construction site. Current regulations also require proper storage and handling of
flammable materials. Conformance with OSHA fire safety regulations, including implementation of
appropriate fire prevention programs on the project site during construction activities, would reduce the
risk of igniting a fire during construction and impacts would be less than significant.
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IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Less Than
Potentially  Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issues Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste O O u O
discharge requirements?

b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or O O u O
interfere with groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering
of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would
drop to a level which would not support existing land
uses or planned uses for which permits have been
granted)?

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the O O u O
site or area through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, or by other means, in a manner that
would result in substantial/increased erosion or
siltation on- or off-site?

d. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the O O u O
site or area through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, or by other means, in a manner that
would substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff and would result in flooding on- or
off-site?

e. Create or contribute runoff water which would O O | O
exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm
water drainage systems or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff?

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? O O u (I

g. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as O O O u
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard
delineation?

h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures O O O u
that would impede or redirect flood flows?

i. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of O O (I u
loss, injury, or death involving flooding, including
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

j. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of O | O O
loss, injury, or death involving inundation by seiche,
tsunami, or mudflow?
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Environmental Evaluation
Would the project:
a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?

Less Than Significant Impact. Potential project-related water quality impacts are associated with both
long-term operation and short-term construction activities. The proposed project involves the
construction of an emergency storage pond which would be utilized to reduce flows to the land outfall
from the City’s HARRF during wet weather storm events when flows would exceed the discharge
capacity of the land outfall pipeline and the effluent would otherwise spill into Escondido Creek. City
staff would manually operate a valve to release flows to the emergency pond and would then
subsequently close the valve to stop flows before the water level reaches capacity, thereby avoiding
overflow conditions from the pond. Recycled water from the HARRF is treated to tertiary standards for
use in irrigation and industrial applications (City 2016). As soon as possible following filling of the pond
by City staff, the stored recycled water would be drained from the proposed emergency pond by the
property owner and used as irrigation for existing avocado groves on the project property. This would
provide an additional water source for agricultural operations and restore storage capacity in the pond
for future wet weather events.

While discharges of recycled water associated with operation of the project are not anticipated, any
potential discharges would be subject to the City’s NPDES permit (Waste Discharge Requirements and
Master Reclamation Permit for the City of Escondido, Hale Avenue Resource Recovery Facility [Master
Reclamation Permit], Order No. R9-2010-0032). This permit was adopted July 14, 2010 and specifies
discharge limitations and specifications related to the discharge of disinfected tertiary recycled water in
the City’s recycled water service area, including Escondido Creek. Additionally, the Master Reclamation
Permit establishes monitoring and reporting requirements which implement state regulations
associated with discharges. Operation of the proposed project would be in accordance with the Master
Reclamation Permit; therefore, operational impacts to water quality related to recycled water
discharges would be less than significant.

Potential water quality impacts related to project construction include erosion/sedimentation, the use
and storage of construction-related hazardous materials (e.g., fuels, etc.), and disposal of extracted
groundwater (if encountered during excavation). These potential impacts are discussed in further detail
below.

Erosion and Sedimentation

The soils in the area proposed for the emergency storage pond consist of Cieneba very rocky course
sandy loam with 30 to 75 percent slopes (NRCS 2016) and are considered severely erodible (see Table 11
in USDA 1973). Potential construction-related erosion/sedimentation impacts would be avoided or
reduced below a level of significance through conformance with existing City Storm Water
requirements, the San Diego County Grading Ordinance, and the related NPDES Construction General
Permit. Specifically, this would entail implementing a SWPPP and related BMPs in conformance with
applicable regulatory requirements, as a matter of project design.

Operation of the proposed project would involve the release of recycled water from the proposed
storage pond to the property owner’s tree grove for irrigation. The release of recycled water would be
contained within buried pipelines and would not contribute to runoff that could potentially induce

Emergency Recycled Water Storage Pond 43
Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration



erosion or sedimentation. As discussed in the Project Description, the Pond Drain Line would connect to
a planned recycled water line and a downstream valve would allow water to flow by gravity onto the
property owner’s avocado grove. The low pressure of the flow and the flat topography of the irrigation
area would result in minimal erosional effects, and related impacts would be less than significant.

Construction-related Hazardous Materials

Project construction would involve the use and/or storage of hazardous materials such as fuels,
lubricants, solvents, concrete, paint, and portable septic system wastes. The accidental discharge of such
materials during project construction could potentially result in significant impacts if these pollutants
reach downstream receiving waters, particularly materials such as petroleum compounds that are
potentially toxic to aquatic species in low concentrations. As previously noted, implementation of a
SWPPP would be required under NPDES and related City guidelines and would include detailed
measures to avoid or mitigate potential impacts related to the use and potential discharge of
construction-related hazardous materials.

The project would include a number of preliminary construction BMPs, including measures related to
the proper use and storage of hazardous materials, as a matter of project design. While detailed BMPs
would be determined as part of the SWPPP and would be based on project-specific parameters, they are
likely to include standard measures and guidelines from the City Storm Water Program and other
sources such as the San Diego County Grading Ordinance and CASQA Storm Water BMPs (2009). Typical
measures for control of construction-related hazardous materials that may be required in the project
SWPPP include the following: (1) minimizing on-site hazardous material storage, and restricting storage
locations to areas at least 50 feet from storm drains and surface waters; (2) maintaining written
inventories, labels and warning signs for stored hazardous materials; (3) using berms, ditches, and/or
impervious liners (or other applicable methods) in material storage and vehicle/equipment maintenance
and fueling areas to provide an appropriate containment volume and prevent discharge in the event of a
spill; (4) properly maintaining construction equipment and vehicles; (5) using appropriate sediment
control devices/methods downstream of paving activities, and properly containing and disposing of
wastes and/or slurry from sources including concrete, dry wall and paint, by using properly designed and
contained washout areas; (6) providing training for applicable employees in the proper use, handling
and disposal of hazardous materials, as well as appropriate action to take in the event of a spill;

(7) storing absorbent and clean-up materials in readily accessible on-site locations; (8) properly locating,
maintaining, and containing portable wastewater facilities; (9) regularly (at least weekly) monitoring and
maintaining hazardous material use/storage facilities and operations to ensure proper working order;
and (10) implementing solid waste management efforts such as proper containment and disposal of
construction debris.

Based on the implementation of appropriate BMPs as part of (and in conformance with) the project
NPDES/City SWPPP and related County requirements, associated impacts from construction-related
hazardous materials would be less than significant.

Disposal of Extracted Groundwater

Disposal of groundwater extracted during construction activities into local drainages and/or storm drain
facilities could potentially generate significant water quality impacts through erosion/sedimentation, or
the possible occurrence of pollutants in local groundwater aquifers. While shallow groundwater is not
anticipated to be encountered during project-related excavation and construction, if dewatering is
required the contractor would be required to conform with applicable criteria in the associated NPDES
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Groundwater Permit (NPDES No. CAG919002, Order No. R9-2008-0002). While specific BMPs to address
potential water quality concerns from disposal of extracted groundwater would be determined based on
site-specific parameters, they would likely include the following types of standard measures from the
noted groundwater permit: (1) Using erosion and sediment controls similar to those described above
under item b. for applicable areas/conditions (e.g., disposal of extracted groundwater on slopes or
graded areas); (2) testing extracted groundwater for appropriate contaminants prior to discharge; and
(3) treating extracted groundwater prior to discharge, if required, to provide conformance with
applicable discharge criteria (e.g., through methods such as filtration, aeration, adsorption, disinfection,
and/or conveyance to a municipal wastewater treatment plant).

Based on the required conformance with NPDES Groundwater Permit standards and the
implementation of related BMPs, water quality impacts from project-related disposal of extracted
groundwater (if required) would be less than significant.

b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge such that
there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level
(e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not
support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project involves the construction of an emergency pond to
store recycled water from the HARRF, which would then be used for irrigation purposes in the
immediate vicinity. The additional source of irrigation water provided by the proposed project could
result in increased groundwater resources in the area by reducing the current demand for groundwater
that is used for irrigation. The proposed project would not involve the extraction or use of groundwater
resources, nor would it result in an increase of impermeable surfaces that would interfere with
groundwater recharge; therefore, no associated impacts to groundwater supplies, aquifer volumes, or
groundwater tables would occur. In the unlikely event that shallow groundwater is encountered during
project construction, temporary dewatering efforts would be implemented in conformance with
applicable NPDES requirements, as noted above. Based on the minor and temporary nature of such
potential dewatering activities, no associated significant impacts from the drawdown or depletion of
local groundwater resources would be anticipated.

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, or by other means, in a manner that would result in substantial/
increased erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is located within the San Dieguito River Watershed, which
has a total drainage area of approximately 350 square miles (RWQCB 1994). While project
implementation would result in some modification of the existing on-site drainage patterns and
directions through proposed grading and construction of slopes for the proposed pond, the project
would not affect the course of a stream or river and the overall existing on- and off-site drainage
patterns would not be substantially altered. Flows from the site would continue in a southeast direction
into existing drainages to the San Dieguito River. As a result, overall runoff patterns and directions in the
watershed would be maintained and project-related impacts to drainage alteration would be less than
significant. Ground-disturbing activities associated with construction of the proposed project could
potentially increase erosion and siltation (or sedimentation) on and off site; however, conformance with
City storm water policies, the San Diego County Grading Ordinance, appropriate NPDES permits, and the
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project-specific SWPPP would involve implementation of BMPs to minimize erosion and siltation and
impacts would be less than significant.

d. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, or by other means, in a manner that would substantially increase the
rate or amount of surface runoff and which would result in flooding on- or off-site?

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed above under Response Vlll.c., implementation of the
proposed project would not alter overall drainage patterns in the area. Construction activities may
temporarily alter on-site drainage patterns due to grading activities, but implementation of BMPs
required by the project SWPPP would minimize potential for flooding. Although a 12-foot wide
permanent driving surface would ring the edge of the pond, the road would not be paved, and the
project does not propose the installation of impervious surfaces that would increase the amount and/or
velocity of runoff in the area; rather, an open earthen storage pond is proposed that would decrease
runoff from the site by providing increased storage for precipitation during storm events. Accordingly,
impacts related to on- or off-site flooding during construction and operation of the proposed project
would be less than significant.

e. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm
water drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed under responses Vlll.a. through VIIl.d., construction of the
proposed project would temporarily alter drainage patterns on site during grading, and discharge
activities such as dewatering may be required. Conformance with associated regulations and
requirements, such as City storm water policies, appropriate NPDES permits, and the project-specific
SWPPP, would involve measures to protect water quality and minimize runoff. Impacts related to
additional sources of polluted runoff would be less than significant. Additionally, the proposed
emergency storage pond would result in a decrease in runoff from the project site due to increased
storage; therefore, implementation of the project would not exceed the capacity of the storm water
drainage system and no related impacts would occur.

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would adhere to all applicable regulations and
requirements related to the protection of water quality, and impacts would be less than significant.

g. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary
or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation?

No Impact. The nearest 100-year flood hazard area is approximately one mile southeast of the project
site along the San Dieguito River corridor (see Map number 06073C1082G at FEMA 2012). The project
site is not within a 100-year flood hazard area, nor does the project propose any housing or habitable
structures; therefore, no impacts related to the placement of housing in a flood hazard area would
occur.
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h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures that would impede or redirect flood flows?

No Impact. As noted in Response VIIl.g, the project site is not within a 100-year flood hazard area and
no structures are proposed. As such, there would be no impacts related to the placement of structures
within a 100-year flood hazard area.

i. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding,
including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

No Impact. The nearest dams to the project site are located at Lake Dixon, approximately three miles
northwest, and at Lake Wolford, approximately four miles northeast. The project site is not located
within a mapped dam inundation area (see Figure 4.9-2 in City 2012), and no impacts related to flooding
hazards from failure of a levee or dam would occur.

j- Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving inundation by
seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. A seiche can occur when a semi- or fully-enclosed
body of water is disturbed in a way that causes a standing wave to oscillate back and forth. Seiches can
be caused by strong winds, rapid changes in atmospheric pressure, or as a result of an earthquake. The
proposed emergency storage pond would only hold water after large storm events and would be
drained quickly to renew storage capacity. Additionally, the size of the pond would be relatively small,
and a seiche large enough to cause damage would be unlikely to develop. The nearest residences to the
proposed pond site are located approximately 140 feet to the east at an elevation of 24 feet higher and
270 feet south at an elevation of 11 feet higher than the ground level at the proposed pond site;
therefore, any spillover related to a seiche would not affect those residences. Downslope residences are
located to the south approximately 390 feet or further from the proposed pond site. Although a seiche
is unlikely to form in the proposed pond, the potential exists for downslope residences to be exposed to
inundation by seiche under certain conditions, and impacts would be potentially significant.

A tsunami can occur when an earthquake or submarine landslide causes a large amount of water to be
displaced, resulting in a long, high sea wave. The project site is not located within or near a tsunami
zone, and no related impacts would occur.

A mudflow can occur when loose soils become saturated from a large storm event and then move
downslope due to gravity. Soils on the project site are considered severely erodible (see Response
Vlll.a.) and construction workers, as well as downslope residences, could be exposed mudflows during a
heavy rainfall event while ground-disturbing activities are occurring. Conformance with requirements of
the General Construction Permit, including development of a SWPPP and potentially a REAP, would
result in less than significant impacts related to mudflows during construction. Following construction,
disturbed slopes would be stabilized, and impacts would remain less than significant.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure HYD-1 would reduce risks related to exposure of downslope
homes to inundation by seiche. Following implementation of this measure, impacts related to seiche
hazards would be reduced to below a level of significance.

HYD-1 Seiche Hazard Measures. Before final design of the emergency storage pond, a geotechnical
investigation shall be performed which shall include a seiche hazard risk assessment and
related recommendations to reduce risks associated with seiches, including but not limited to:
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(1) Appropriate protection devices, such as barriers or berms; (2) Required freeboard to avoid
potential spillovers; and (3) Sidewall design specifications. All geotechnical investigation
recommendations shall be included in final design and construction documents.

References

California Storm Water Quality Association (CASQA). 2009. Storm Water Best Management Practices
Handbook. November.

Escondido, City of (City). Hale Avenue Resource Recovery Facility (HARRF) website. Available at:
http://www.escondido.org/harrf.aspx. Accessed on December 5, 2016.

2012. Escondido General Plan, Downtown Specific Plan and Climate Action Plan EIR, Geology
and Soils Section. April 23. Available at:
http://www.escondido.org/Data/Sites/1/media/PDFs/Planning/GPUpdate/VollGeology.pdf.

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). 2012. Flood Insurance Rate Maps. Available at:
https://msc.fema.gov/portal/search?AddressQuery=escondido%2C%20ca#tsearchresultsanchor.

Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). 1994. Water Quality Control Plan for the San Diego
Basin (as amended). Available at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sandiego/water _issues/programs/basin plan/.

San Diego County Grading Ordinance. 2012. Available at:
http://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/dam/sdc/dpw/LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION/landp
df/gradingordinance.pdf.

United States Department of Agriculture (USDA). 1973. Soil Survey, San Diego Area, California. Part II.
December. Available at:
https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_ MANUSCRIPTS/california/CA638/0/part2.pdf.

USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS). 2016. Web Soil Survey. Available at:
http://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov/App/WebSoilSurvey.aspx. Accessed on November 22,
2016.

Emergency Recycled Water Storage Pond 48
Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration


http://www.escondido.org/harrf.aspx
http://www.escondido.org/Data/Sites/1/media/PDFs/Planning/GPUpdate/Vol1Geology.pdf
https://msc.fema.gov/portal/search?AddressQuery=escondido%2C%20ca#searchresultsanchor
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sandiego/water_issues/programs/basin_plan/
http://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/dam/sdc/dpw/LAND_DEVELOPMENT_DIVISION/landpdf/gradingordinance.pdf
http://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/dam/sdc/dpw/LAND_DEVELOPMENT_DIVISION/landpdf/gradingordinance.pdf
https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_MANUSCRIPTS/california/CA638/0/part2.pdf
http://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov/App/WebSoilSurvey.aspx

X.  LAND USE AND PLANNING

Less Than
Potentially  Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issues Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a. Physically divide an established community? O O ([
b. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or O ([ u
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the
project (including, but not limited to the general plan,
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?
c. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan O u O O

or natural community conservation plan?

Environmental Evaluation
Would the project:
a. Physically divide an established community?

No Impact. The project proposes the construction of an emergency storage pond on a residential parcel
in a semi-rural neighborhood. The project would not prohibit access to, or otherwise physically divide,
an established community. No associated impacts would occur.

b. Conflict with any applicable land-use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over
the project (including, but not limited to, the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or
zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

Less Than Significant Impact. As previously noted, the project site is outside the City limits but within
the City’s Sphere of Influence, or planning area; as such, this land use and planning discussion focuses
mainly on City designations, but also notes the County designations to demonstrate similarities between
the two. The parcels within which the project site is contained are currently not zoned by the City. The
City General Plan land use designation of the project site is Rural Il. The Rural Il land use designation is
characterized by large, semi-rural residential lots with low building coverage. The maximum allowable
density of areas designated as Rural Il is one dwelling unit per two acres (Figure 1I-6 in City 2012). Areas
to the east and northeast are zoned Residential Estate and Residential Agriculture (R-A) by the City.
County designations for the site are similar to those established by the City—under the County, the site
is zone Limited Agriculture (A70) and the General Plan land use designation is Semi-rural Residential
(SR-2). There is no commercial component to the proposed project; rather, the project proposes an
emergency storage pond to hold recycled water overflows which would be used for agricultural
irrigation. The project site is not located within or adjacent to the coastal zone, and is not subject to a
specific plan or other known land use policies/regulations intended to avoid or mitigate environmental
effects. Accordingly, the proposed project would result in less-than-significant impacts related to
conflicts with applicable zoning, general plan, or other land use regulations.
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c. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan?

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. As discussed above under Biological Resources, the
project site is located within the Metro-Lakeside-Jamul segment of the County’s MSCP Subarea Plan. As
detailed in Response lll.f, the project would not conflict with the provisions or conservation goals of the
MSCP Subarea Plan. The project site does not occur within lands designated as PAMA within the MSCP
Subarea Plan (see Figure 4 in Appendix B1), nor does it meet the criteria of a BRCA. Surveys conducted in
2016 demonstrated the absence of special status species from the project site, including rare plants and
the coastal California gnatcatcher. The project would impact 6.5 acres of unoccupied Diegan coastal
sage scrub, consistent with the goals and objectives of the MSCP and County BMO. Mitigation for these
impacts shall occur as described in BIO-3 at a minimum 1:1 ratio within existing conservation lands in
the region at the Daley Ranch Conservation Bank or other approved mitigation bank. Within
implementation of this measure, associated impacts would be reduced to below a level of significance
and no further mitigation is required.

References

Escondido, City of (City). 2012. General Plan. May. Available at: http://www.escondido.org/general-
plan.aspx.

Xl.  MINERAL RESOURCES

Less Than
Potentially  Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issues Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a. Resultin the loss of availability of a known mineral O O O n
resource that would be of value to the region and the
residents of the state?
b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important O O O n

mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan?

Environmental Evaluation
Would the project:

a. Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region
and the residents of the state; or

b. Resultin the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated on
a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

No Impact (items a and b). According to Figure 4-11-1 of the City’s General Plan Environmental Impact
Report (EIR), no existing or past mineral extraction facilities are located on the project site (City 2012).
Historically, the site has not been associated with mineral mining or excavation. Additionally, there are
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no oil or gas production wells within or near the project site (DOC 2016). Therefore, no impacts resulting
in the loss of a known mineral resource or locally-important mineral resource recovery site would occur.

References

California Department of Conservation (DOC), Division of Qil, Gas & Geothermal Resources Well Finder
website. Available at: http://maps.conservation.ca.gov/doggr/index.html#close. Accessed on
December 5, 2016.

Escondido, City of (City). 2012. Escondido General Plan, Downtown Specific Plan and Climate
Action Plan EIR, Mineral Resources Section. April 23. Available at:
http://www.escondido.org/Data/Sites/1/media/PDFs/Planning/GPUpdate/
VollMinerals.pdf.

Less Than
Issues Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project result in:
a. Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in O n O O
excess of standards established in the local general plan
or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies?
b. Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive O ] O O
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?
c. Asubstantial permanent increase in ambient noise | O O n
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?
d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient O u O O
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?
e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or O O O n
where such a plan has not been adopted within two
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the
project expose people residing or working in the project
area to excessive noise levels?
f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, O O O n

would the project expose people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise levels?
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Background
Fundamentals of Sound and Environmental Noise

Noise can be defined as unwanted sound. Noise consists of any sound that may produce physiological or
psychological damage and/or interfere with communication, work, rest, recreation, or sleep. Sound
intensity or acoustic energy is measured in decibels (dBs) that are A-weighted (indicated by dBA) to
correct for the relative frequency response of the human ear.

Since decibels are logarithmic units, sound pressure levels cannot be added or subtracted by standard
arithmetic means. Typically, a doubling of sound volume will increase a noise level by 3 dBA. A 3-dBA
change in sound is the level where humans generally notice perceptible change in sound. The
predominant rating scale for analyzing construction noise is the equivalent sound level (Leq), which is
based on dBA. The Lgq represents the sound pressure level equivalent to the total sound energy over a
given period of time.

Sensitive Noise Receptors

Noise-sensitive land uses (NSLUs) are land uses that may be subject to stress and/or interference from
excessive noise. NSLUs in the project vicinity include rural residences, with the closest residential
property line to project construction approximately 25 feet to the east. NSLUs also include Diegan
coastal sage scrub, a sensitive habitat which is located throughout the project site as well as in adjacent
off-site areas. Diegan coastal sage scrub adjacent to the project site may be used by a federally listed
threatened avian species, the coastal California gnatcatcher. See Biological Resources, above, for a
discussion of indirect noise impacts to the gnatcatcher and other sensitive bird species and the
associated mitigation measures (BIO-1 and BIO-2) that would reduce such impacts to below a level of
significance.

Existing Noise Environment

Noise sources in the vicinity of the project would be traffic noise from nearby rural roads or from larger
roads approximately one mile away (Bear Valley Parkway and State Route 78), as well as from farm
equipment. In general, however, the ambient noise environment would be relatively quiet.

Regulatory Framework

Chapter 17, Article 12, Noise Abatement and Control, of the City of Escondido Municipal Code (City
Noise Ordinance) describes City noise requirements. The City Noise Ordinance sets limits pertaining to
the generation of exterior noise. Section 17-229, Sound Level Limits, of the ordinance states that in
single-family residential zones, it is unlawful for any person to cause or allow the creation of any noise at
any point on or beyond the boundaries of the property that exceeds the exterior one-hour average limit
of 50 dBA between 7 a.m. to 10 p.m. and 45 dBA between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m.

Sections 17-234, 17-238, and 17-240, of the City Noise Ordinance establishes noise limitations for
construction activities. Except for emergency work, it is unlawful for any person, including the City of
Escondido, to operate construction equipment at any construction site from 6 p.m. to 7 a.m., Monday
through Friday, and from 5 p.m. to 9 a.m. on Saturdays. Grading activities on Saturday may not begin
until 10:00 a.m. and must end by 5:00 p.m. Compliance with the Noise Ordinance would also restrict
construction groundborne vibration and noise impacts from disturbing sleep. Between 7 a.m. and 6 p.m.
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Monday through Friday and between 9 a.m. and 5 p.m. on Saturdays, construction equipment shall not
exceed a one-hour average sound level of 75 dB at any time when measured at the boundary line of the
property where the noise source is located or on any occupied property where the noise is being
received.

The San Diego County Code of Regulatory Ordinances also contains requirements related to noise
control and abatement (2008). Except for emergency work, it is unlawful for any person in to operate
construction equipment at any construction site on Sundays or a holiday, or from 7 p.m.to 7 a.m.,
Monday through Saturday. It is also unlawful for a person to operate construction equipment, or cause
construction equipment to be operated, that exceeds an average sound level of 75 dBA for an 8-hour
period, between 7 a.m. and 7 p.m., when measured at the boundary line of the property where the
noise source is located or on any occupied property where the noise is being received. In addition to the
general limitations on sound levels, it is also unlawful for a person to produce an impulsive noise that
exceeds 82 dBA at a residential property or 85 dBA at an agricultural property. Impulsive noise is defined
as a single noise event, or a series of single noise events, which result in a high peak noise level of short
duration (one second or less), measured at a specific location. Examples include, but are not limited to, a
gunshot, an explosion, or a noise generated by construction equipment.

Environmental Evaluation
Would the project:

a. Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated.
Project Construction Noise Impacts

Construction activities would produce elevated short-term noise levels that may impact NSLUs such as
nearby residences and sensitive habitat. General construction activities would include clearing and
grubbing, grading, and piping and finish work. Construction may also include hard rock handling

(e.g., blasting).

General Construction Activities

The grading phase is typically significantly louder than other phases and has the greatest potential to
create noise impacts to off-site NSLUs. Construction equipment during grading would include a dozer,
loader, earthmover (scraper), compactor, and excavator. Modeling of construction activities was
performed in the Roadway Construction Noise Model, Version 1.1 (RCNM; U.S. Department of
Transportation [USDOT] 2008).

A loader typically assists dozer and excavator operation and the construction noise was modeled
assuming both in operation at the same time. The compactor and scraper are not expected to be
working in close proximity to the other equipment at any given time due to the nature of their
respective operations. Therefore, these pieces of equipment were analyzed for construction noise
impacts separately (see Appendix D for details).
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Project construction would occur as close as 25 feet to the nearest residential property line to the east.
Over the course of a typical construction day, the equipment would be in motion on the project site and
is assumed to average approximately 100 feet from the nearest property line. The noise levels at

100 feet are shown in Table 6, Construction Noise Levels. As shown in the table, construction activities
would not exceed 75 dBA Leq at 100 feet. Therefore, general project construction activities would not
exceed City or County Noise Ordinance thresholds, and impacts would be less than significant.

Table 6
CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVELS

Construction Noise Level at 100 Feet
Equipment (dBA Leq)
Compactor 70.2
Dozer and loader 73.6
Excavator and loader 73.0
Scraper 73.6
Breaker 74.0

Source: Appendix D

Hard Rock Handling

Based on the existing surface geology, rock could be encountered during excavation that may require
use of a breaker, a rock crusher, and/or blasting. A hydraulically operated impact hammer attached to a
tracked excavator is commonly called a breaker. These units are used in site preparation to reduce large
granitic materials to a size where they can either be transported off site, buried on site for fill, or used as
rip rap or landscaping materials. As shown above in Table 6, a breaker would generate a noise level of
74.0 dBA Lgq at 100 feet, and impacts would be less than significant.

To minimize materials exportation and importation, a rock crusher, consisting of an impact crusher and
a jaw crusher, may be utilized. A previous HELIX report measured an impact and rock crusher and
determined that their combined noise levels would be 89 dBA Lgq at 50 feet (HELIX 2017). This would
attenuate to 82 dBA Lgq at a distance of 110 feet and 75 dBA Lgq at 250 feet. Therefore, a rock crusher
would exceed the City’s one-hour noise level limit if operated within 250 feet of the nearest residential
property line and the County’s threshold for impulsive noise of 82 dBA Luax within 110 feet. Therefore,
impacts would be potentially significant.

Blasting involves drilling small holes into the rock and placing explosives. Blasting typically includes three
components that can result in impacts: flyrock, vibration, and airblast. Flyrock is debris ejected from the
blast. Both air and ground vibrations create waves that disturb the material in which they travel; when
these waves encounter a structure, they cause it to shake and may cause structural damage. Ground
vibrations enter a house through its foundation. Airblast is a pressure wave that creates a push and pull
effect; it may be audible (noise) or inaudible (concussion). The concussion wave causes the structure to
shake and rattle and can break windows at higher pressure levels.

The closest NSLU to potential blasting would be the residences structures located adjacent to east and
south, which would be approximately 125 feet and 200 feet from potential blasting, respectively. The
type and quantity of explosive material used, and the potential timing and need for blasts cannot be
determined at this time because this information depends on the site-specific conditions and
requirements of each location. Given the potential for blasting to be disruptive to nearby NSLUs,
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impacts from blasting are assessed as potentially significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measures
NOI-1 and NOI-2 would reduce such impacts to below a level of significance.

NOI-1 Rock Crusher Limits. If a rock crusher is required as part of project construction, it shall not be
used within 250 feet of the property line for any occupied residence until a temporary noise
barrier or berm is constructed at the edge of the development footprint or around the piece
of equipment to reduce noise levels below a one-hour limit of 75 dBA Leq or an impulsive noise
level of 82 dBA Lmax at the property line for the occupied residences. If a barrier or bermis
used, decibel output shall be confirmed by a City-approved noise specialist. Otherwise, a rock
crusher shall be moved a minimum distance of 250 feet from the nearest residence before
use.

The temporary noise control barrier or berm shall be tall enough to break the line of sight
between the crusher and the sensitive receptors within 250 feet. Typical barriers for a rock
crusher would be approximately 12-feet high and would be composed of materials stock piles
(i.e., the material that is to be crushed and the material that has been crushed acts as the
barrier), or construction scaffolding as a support system for noise control blankets or plywood.
Any noise barrier other than the materials stock piles must have engineering approval for
wind control, and HELIX is not responsible for those calculations and approval.

NOI-2 Blasting Control Plan. If the proposed project requires blasting, a qualified blasting consultant
and geotechnical consultant shall prepare all required blasting plans and monitor all blasting
activities in conformance with the Escondido Fire Department Blasting Permit, including
monitoring by an approved seismograph located at the nearest man-made structure. Noticing
for blasting shall be provided between two and four weeks prior to construction to all
residents or property owners within 600 feet of the project site. The announcement shall state
specifically where and when construction will occur in the area. If construction delays of more
than 7 days occur, an additional notice shall be made, either in person or by mail.

b. Exposure of persons to, or generation of, excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise
levels?

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. Ground-borne vibration is a concern for
projects that require heavy construction activity such as blasting or earthmoving activities. As discussed
above, blasting may cause ground-borne vibration that causes structural damage. Typically, ground-
borne vibration generated by man-made sources attenuates rapidly with distance from the source of
vibration. Sensitive receptors for vibration include structures (especially older masonry structures),
people (especially residents, the elderly and sick), and vibration-sensitive equipment.

The closest vibration-sensitive land use to potential blasting activities would be the residences located
to the east and south, which would be approximately 125 to 200 feet from potential blasting,
respectively. The type and quantity of explosive material used, and the potential timing and need for
blasts, cannot be determined at this time because this information depends on the site-specific
conditions and requirements of each location. Given the potential for ground-borne vibration from
blasting to be impact nearby residential land uses, impacts from blasting are assessed as potentially
significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-2, described above under Response Xl.a, would
reduce vibration impacts from blasting to a below a level of significance.
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In addition to blasting, construction activities associated with the project have the potential to result in
ground-borne vibration. Construction vibration would result in a potentially significant impact if it
exceeds the Caltrans’ severe human response threshold of 0.4 inches per second (in/sec) peak particle
velocity (PPV) or if buildings are subject to ground-borne vibration equal to or in excess of 0.3 in/sec PPV
from a continuous/frequent intermittent source (Caltrans 2013).

Compaction would be expected to generate the highest vibration levels of a general construction
activity. Typically, vibratory rollers are used to compact foundations for roads or buildings. However, the
project would use a sheepsfoot compactor, which uses a large roller with padded drums to exert
pressure to compact the soil underneath, without vibration. Therefore, this method of compaction is not
expected to generate substantial levels of vibration that would affect neighboring uses. Therefore,
vibration impacts from general construction activities would be less than significant.

c. A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project?

No Impact. Project-related noise generation would be primarily limited to short-term construction
activities. The pond and connecting 8-inch fill pipeline, once installed, would be passive and would not
generate noise. The fill pipeline valve would be manually opened and closed, and no electrical
connections would be required or installed. No impact from a permanent increase in ambient noise
would occur.

d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. As discussed above under Response Xl.a, general
construction activities of the proposed project would not exceed the City Noise Ordinance’s
construction noise thresholds. Rock crushing and blasting may create short-term construction noise
impacts that would be potentially significant to nearby residences. However, these impacts would be
mitigated with Mitigation Measures NOI-1 and NOI-2.

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan, or where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, significant impact would occur if the
project exposed people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

No Impact. The proposed project consists of an emergency pond and connecting fill pipeline. The
project would not include the construction of structures that would result in people being exposed to
noise from a public airport. In addition, the project site is not located within an airport land use plan or
Airport Influence Area of a public airport. No impact would occur.

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, if the project exposed people residing or
working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

No Impact. The proposed project consists of an emergency pond and connecting fill pipeline. The
project would not include the construction of structures that would result in people being exposed to
noise from a private airstrip. In addition, the project site is not located within the vicinity or Airport
Influence Area of a private airstrip. No impact would occur.
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XIll. POPULATION AND HOUSING

Less Than
Potentially  Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issues Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a. Induce substantial population growth in an area, O O O n
either directly (for example, by proposing new homes
and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?
b. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, O O O n
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?
c. Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating O O O L

the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?
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Environmental Evaluation
Would the project:

a. Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other
infrastructure);

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere; or

c. Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

No Impact. The proposed project consists of an emergency recycled water storage pond and would not
induce population growth. The proposed project would provide recycled water to meet existing
agricultural irrigation demands, and therefore, would not increase the capacity of or otherwise expand
the recycled water system in direct support of new population or economic expansion. The project
would also not affect existing housing in the area. Therefore, no impacts are expected, and no mitigation
measures are required.

XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES

Less Than
Potentially  Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issues Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a. Would the project result in substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with the provision of new
or physically altered governmental facilities, need for
new or physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times or other
performance objectives for any of the public services:
1. Fire protection? O O O n
2. Police protection? O O O n
3. Schools? O O O L
4. Parks? O O O L
5. Other public facilities? O O O n
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Environmental Evaluation

Would the project:

a. Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically
altered government facilities, need for new or physically altered government facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the public
services:

1
2
3.
4
5

Fire Protection
Police Protection
Schools

Parks

Other Public Facilities

No Impact. The proposed emergency recycled water storage pond project does not include new homes
or businesses that would require any additional services or extended response times for fire or police
protection services. Furthermore, the proposed project would not change existing demand for schools,
parks, or other public facilities because population growth would not result from implementation of the
project. Therefore, no impacts to public services would occur due to the proposed project.

XV. RECREATION

Less Than
Potentially  Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issues Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a. Would the project increase the use of existing O O O n
neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated?
b. Does the project include recreational facilities or O O O n

require the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect
on the environment?
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Environmental Evaluation
Would the project:

a. Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such
that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?

b. Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities
which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

No Impact. The project consists of the construction of an emergency recycled water storage pond. The
project would not increase the use of existing parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated. The proposed project would also not
include the construction or expansion of recreational facilities. Therefore, no impacts would occur.

XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

Less Than
Potentially  Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issues Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy O O u (I
establishing measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system, taking into
account all modes of transportation including mass-
transit and non-motorized travel and relevant
components of the circulation system, including but
not limited to intersections, streets, highways and
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass
transit?
b. Conflict with an applicable congestion management O O O n
program, including, but not limited to level of service
standards and travel demand measures, or other
standard established by the county congestion
management agency for designated roads or
highways?
c. Resultin a change in air traffic patterns, including O O O n
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in
location that results in substantial safety risks?
d. Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature O O (I n
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
e. Resultin inadequate emergency access? O O u O
f. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs O O O L

supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus
turnouts, bicycle racks)?
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Environmental Evaluation
Would the project:

a. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for
the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation
including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation
system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and
bicycle paths and mass transit?

Less Than Significant Impact. Project-related traffic increases would primarily be associated with
construction activities and would be short term and temporary. Such traffic would be minor, and would
include deliveries of equipment and materials, construction employee travel to and from the work site,
and potential hauling of excavation material off site (if necessary). Travel routes for construction
workers and truck trips would typically follow SR 78 westward to |-15 (refer to Figure 1). Data from 2016
show average daily westbound traffic on SR 78 between Cloverdale Road (to the southeast of the
project site) to the junction with I-15 ranged from 12,500 to 86,000 trips per day (Caltrans 2016). The
project would add approximately 100 trips per day (50 trips in and 50 trips out) of truck traffic to SR 78
during construction for grading activities, which would result in an increase in traffic of less than one
percent. Local streets such as South Citrus Avenue, Summit/Skyline Drive, Idaho Avenue, and Oro Verde
Road could be utilized for travel to the entrance to the project site through the access road off of Via
Sinsonte (refer to Figure 2). While short-term daily construction traffic would increase on these
roadways, the number of trips would not be substantial and would not have a significant impact on level
of service. No substantial increases in traffic in relation to the existing low-volume traffic load and
capacity of the surrounding street system is anticipated following construction. Operational traffic
would be limited to inspection, maintenance, and/or repair activities, which would occur infrequently;
as well as during wet weather events when a City employee would visit the pond to manually open and
close the fill valve. It is estimated that these activities would occur up to approximately 12 times

per year.

The intermittent operational traffic and the short-term construction traffic resulting from the proposed
project would not result in conflicts with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures
of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system. Based on these factors, less-than-
significant impacts would occur as a result of project implementation.

b. Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not limited to level of
service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by the county
congestion management agency for designated roads or highways?

No Impact. The Congestion Management Program (CMP) prepared by SANDAG for the San Diego region
only requires a traffic analysis for large-scale projects that generate at least 2,400 daily trips or 200 or
more peak-hour trips (SANDAG 2008). The proposed project does not meet the daily or peak-hour trip
generation threshold; therefore, no detailed CMP arterial analysis is required and no associated impacts
would occur.
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c. Resultin a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in
location that results in substantial safety risks?

No Impact. The proposed project does not include aviation components or structures where height
would be an aviation concern and, therefore, would not affect air traffic patterns. No associated air
traffic impacts would occur.

d. Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

No Impact. The proposed project would construct an emergency recycled water storage pond and
would not alter existing roadways or include hazardous design features such as sharp curves or
dangerous intersections. No incompatible uses are proposed. As such, no impacts related to traffic
hazards would occur.

e. Resultininadequate emergency access?

Less Than Significant Impact. Impacts to emergency vehicle access within the project vicinity during
construction are not expected to occur. Other than the movement of construction equipment and
vehicles to and from the project site, construction-related activities would not be located within public
roadway right-of-way and are not anticipated to interfere with normal traffic flow or emergency
response access to the project area. On-site operational activities would involve minimal traffic in and
out of the project site for occasional maintenance visits and wet weather visits to fill the pond. Such
intermittent operational activities are not expected to result in interference with emergency response
access. Accordingly, impacts associated with emergency access would be less than significant.

f. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian
facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities?

No Impact. No road or traffic improvements or land use changes which would affect alternative
transportation are proposed as part of this project. As such, no related impacts would occur.

References

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). 2016. 2016 Traffic Volumes on California State
Highways. Available at: http://dot.ca.gov/trafficops/census/docs/2016 aadt volumes.pdf.

San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG). 2008. Final 2008 Congestion Management Program
Update. November.
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XVII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

Less Than
Potentially  Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issues Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in
Public Resources Code Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically
defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California
Native American tribe, and that is:

a. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of O | O O
Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical
resources as defined in Public Resources Code Section
5020.1(k); or

b. Aresource determined by the lead agency, in its O u O O
discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to
be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in
Subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section
5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in Subdivision
(c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1, the lead
agency shall consider the significance of the resource
to a California Native American tribe?

Environmental Evaluation
Would the project:

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in
Public Resources Code Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object
with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is listed or eligible for listing in
the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as
defined in Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(k)?

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Assembly Bill (AB) 52, effective July 1, 2015,
introduced the Tribal Cultural Resource (TCR) as a class of cultural resource and additional
considerations relating to Native American consultation into CEQA. A TCR may be considered significant
if included in a local or state register of historical resources; determined by the lead agency to be
significant pursuant to criteria set forth in Public Resources Code §5024.1; is a geographically defined
cultural landscape that meets one or more of these criteria; is a historical resource described in Public
Resources Code §21084.1, a unique archaeological resources described in Public Resources Code
§21083.2; or is a non-unique archaeological resource if it conforms with the above criteria.

HELIX contacted the NAHC for a SLF search of the project site and for a list of consultant tribes with
traditional lands or cultural places within the project site. A response was received on April 19, 2016,
stating that a search of the SLF “was completed for the USGS quadrangle information provided with
negative results.” It was noted that the absence of specific site information does not mean there are no
Native American cultural resources within the project area. Letters were sent on April 20, 2016 to the
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contacts provided by the NAHC. Follow-up phone calls were made on December 5, 2016. Two tribal
contacts, Carmen Mojado of the San Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians and Clint Linton of the lipay
Nation of Santa Ysabel, responded that they recommend monitoring by both Kumeyaay and Luisefio
Native American monitors during all ground-disturbing construction activities. Virgil Perez, Chairman of
the lipay Nation of Santa Ysabel, requested additional information on the project. An email was sent to
him providing further information on December 5, 2016. Additionally, three Tribes (Rincon, San Luis Rey
and Soboba) were mailed and emailed notification regarding the proposed project in conformance with
Assembly Bill AB 52. Only one tribe (Rincon) responded requesting monitoring, but no formal
consultation was requested. The City did not receive any request from the three Tribes for formal
consultation regarding this project; however, a formal consultation with the San Luis Rey Tribe was held
on March 9, 2017 regarding several projects in Escondido, during which City Planning staff did provide
an overview of the proposed Emergency Storage Pond Project. Staff also indicated the standard
mitigation measures developed with the San Luis Rey Tribe most likely would be required for the project
due to the presence of cultural resources, the content of which are included as mitigation measures
CUL-1 through CUL-10 in this IS/MND. Implementation of mitigation measures CUL-1 through CUL-10
would reduce potential impacts to TCRs to a less than significant level.

b. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in Subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code
Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in Subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native
American tribe?

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. See response XV.a., above.

XVIIl. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

Less Than
Potentially  Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issues Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the O O O n
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?
b. Require or result in the construction of new water or O O O n
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?
c. Require or result in the construction of new O O u O
stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?
d. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the O O (I n

project from existing entitlements and resources, or
are new or expanded entitlements needed?
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Less Than
Potentially  Significant with Less Than

Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issues Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
e. Resultin a determination by the wastewater O O O n
treatment provider which serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments?
f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted O O O n
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste
disposal needs?
g. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and O O u O

regulations related to solid waste?

Environmental Evaluation
Would the project:

a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control
Board?

No Impact. The project consists of the construction of an emergency recycled water storage pond.
Construction and operation of the proposed project would not generate wastewater and no associated
impacts would occur.

b. Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion
of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?

No Impact. The proposed project would not require or result in the construction of new or expanded
water or wastewater treatment facilities, or expansion of existing facilities. The project entails
construction and operation of an emergency recycled water storage pond to capture heavy wet weather
flows from the City’s HARRF; without implementation of the proposed pond, excess recycled water
would flow to the land outfall and then to Escondido Creek. Therefore, no new or expanded water or
wastewater treatment facilities would be required, and no impact would occur.

c. Require, or result in, the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would not require the expansion of any off-site
storm water drainage facilities. Construction of the proposed project would temporarily alter storm
water flows at the project site due to ground disturbing activities; however, implementation of BMPs as
described above under Hydrology and Water Quality would minimize the potential for flooding,
reducing water flow to storm water drainage systems. Once construction is complete, the emergency
storage pond would capture some storm water runoff and would help reduce the amount of flow exiting
the site. Although the project would include a new impervious surface (i.e., the access road surrounding
the pond), increased drainage from this small addition of impervious surface would be offset by the
pond’s ability to capture storm water flows. Therefore, the proposed project would aid in drainage
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rather than requiring or resulting in construction of new storm water facilities or expansion of existing
facilities. Associated storm water drainage impacts would be less than significant.

d. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?

e. Resultin a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves, or may serve, the
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments?

No Impact. The proposed project is an emergency recycled water storage pond that would be used to
receive excess treated flows from the City’s HARRF during heavy wet weather events. The project would
not draw on potable water supplies, nor would it generate wastewater. No associated supply or
treatment capacity impacts would occur.

f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid
waste disposal needs?

No Impact. Solid waste generation during construction of the proposed project would be short-term and
minimal. Operation of the emergency recycled water storage pond would not generate solid waste or
affect landfill capacities; therefore, no associated impact would occur.

g. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste?

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project is an emergency recycled water storage pond that,
during operations, would not generate solid waste. Project construction would not involve demolition of
any existing structures; rather, solid waste generation during construction would be minimal and limited
to a single portable restroom for construction workers and, if necessary, heavy rock materials that may
need to be removed from the site. Therefore, the amount of solid waste generated by project
construction would be relatively small and would comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste. Associated impacts would be less than significant.

XIX. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Less Than
Potentially  Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issues Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a. Does the project have the potential to substantially O u O O

degrade the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a
fish or wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, substantially reduce the number
or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or
animal, or eliminate important examples of the major
periods of California history or prehistory?
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Less Than
Potentially  Significant with Less Than

Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issues Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

b. Does the project have impacts that are individually O O u O

limited, but cumulatively considerable (“cumulatively

considerable” means that the incremental effects of a

project are considerable when viewed in connection

with the effects of past projects, the effects of other

current projects, and the effects of probable future

projects)?
c. Does the project have environmental effects which O | O O

will cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly?

a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below
self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California history or prehistory?

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The project is not expected to impact resources
related to major periods of California history or prehistory. Based on the presence of cultural resources
in the vicinity of the project site, however, the project would have the potential to impact unknown
subsurface cultural resources. With implementation of mitigation measures CUL-1 through CUL-10,
however, impacts to unknown subsurface cultural resources would be reduced to below a level of
significance.

The proposed project would permanently remove approximately 6.5 acres of sensitive Diegan coastal
sage scrub; however, with implementation of mitigation measures BIO-3 through BIO-5, a like amount of
the same habitat would be preserved in perpetuity and construction-phase additional impacts/edge
effects would be avoided; as such, associated impacts would be reduced to below a level of significance.
The project would have the potential to impact the coastal California gnatcatcher and MBTA- and CFG
Code-covered species. With implementation of mitigation measures BIO-1 and BIO-2, however,
associated impacts to bird species would be reduced to below a level of significance.

b. Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable
(“cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable
when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects,
and the effects of probable future projects)?

Less than Significant Impact. Cumulative impacts are defined as two or more individual project effects
that, when considered together or in concert with other projects, combine to result in a significant
impact (CEQA Guidelines Section 15355). The proposed emergency recycled water storage pond project,
which is almost exclusively limited to construction-related effects, would not result in impacts that are
cumulatively considerable. No significant air or GHG emissions would occur, removal of sensitive habitat
would be fully mitigated, impacts to unknown buried cultural resources would be avoided through
construction monitoring, and temporary noise effects would be limited through implementation of
noise abatement measures.
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c. Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly?

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The proposed project would adhere to regulatory
codes, ordinances, regulations, standards, and guidelines for a number of issue areas addressed herein.
Based on such regulatory compliance, in addition to the project’s lack of potential to result in adverse
effects on human beings (e.g., related to emissions, hazards, flooding, etc.), and in conjunction with the
discussed mitigation measures for noise (NOI-1 and NOI-2), the proposed project would not result in a
substantial adverse effect on human beings either directly or indirectly.

Emergency Recycled Water Storage Pond 68
Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration



Appendix A

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas
Emissions Calculations
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Page 1 of 20 Date: 8/30/2017 3:34 PM

Escondido Emergency Storage Pond - San Diego County, Winter

1.0 Project Characteristics

Escondido Emergency Storage Pond
San Diego County, Winter

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
User Defined Industrial . 1.00 . User Defined Unit ! 2.88 ! 0.00 ! 0
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.6 Precipitation Freq (Days) 40
Climate Zone 13 Operational Year 2019
Utility Company San Diego Gas & Electric
CO2 Intensity 720.49 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data
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Escondido Emergency Storage Pond - San Diego County, Winter

Project Characteristics -

Land Use - Acreage based on GIS.

Construction Phase - Schedule received from Water Synergy Inc.

Off-road Equipment - Construction equipment list received from Water Synergy Inc. HP kept as default, which is more conservative.
Off-road Equipment - Default construction equipment list altered to more closely align with information received from Water Synergy Inc.
Off-road Equipment - Default construction equipment list altered to more closely align with information received from Water Synergy Inc.
Off-road Equipment - Default construction equipment list altered to more closely align with information received from Water Synergy Inc.
Grading -

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation -

Trips and VMT -

Vehicle Trips - Assumed 12 trips per year

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
tblConstDustMitigation WaterUnpavedRoadVehicleSpeed . 40 0
"""" iConstructonPhase % T Numbaye T 6.00 T ea00 T
"""" iConstructonPhase % T Numbaye T 6.00 T 000 T
"""" iConstructonPhase % T Numbaye T 3.00 T as00 T
"""""" biradng I Naeraspered T 0.00 T s000000
T  Teitanduse T LotAcreage 0.00 R Y
"""" biHRoadEqupment -+ OfiReadEqupmentUnitamount 3 1.00 N 1
"""" biHRoadEqupment -+ OfiReadEqupmentUnitamount 3 1.00 N 1
"""" biHRoadEqupment -+ OfiReadEqupmentUnitamount 3 2.00 T o0 T
"""" biofRoadEqupment 1 E T  Usagerioars T 7.00 R R
""" tiProjeciCharacteristics 5T "peraionavenr T 2018 T 019 T
""""" T e Vo - D 0.00 E Y - R

2.0 Emissions Summary
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Escondido Emergency Storage Pond - San Diego County, Winter

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)
Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx co S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2017 - 5.2102 ! 81.2331 ! 32.6754 ! 0.1212 ! 9.5770 ! 2.3622 ! 11.9392 ! 4.0055 ! 2.1812 ! 6.1867 0.0000 :12,856.00 ! 12,856.00: 2.0875 ! 0.0000 ' 12,908.19
u ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' 80 ' 80 ' ' ' 49
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B e : ————— == e
2018 " 1.4562 1+ 15.2069 ! 6.8756 + 0.0121 + 6.0632 ! 0.7972 + 6.8603 ' 3.3211 ! 0.7334 + 4.0545 0.0000 + 1,215.065 ! 1,215.065* 0.3666 * 0.0000 ! 1,224.231
- : ' : : ' : : ' : . ' : : .0
- 1
Maximum 5.2102 81.2331 32.6754 0.1212 9.5770 2.3622 11.9392 4.0055 2.1812 6.1867 0.0000 12,856.00 | 12,856.00 2.0875 0.0000 12,908.19
80 80 49
Mitigated Construction
ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2017 E: 52102 ' 81.2331 ! 32,6754 @ 0.1212 ' 95770 ! 23622 @ 119392 ' 4.0055 ! 21812 ' 6.1867 0.0000 :12,856.00!12,856.00 ' 2.0875 ! 0.0000 !12,908.19
- L} 1 L} 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 80 1 80 1] 1] 1 49
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B e : ————— = m
2018 = 14562 @ 152069 ! 6.8756 @ 0.0121 : 6.0632 ! 0.7972 : 6.8603 : 3.3211 ! 0.7334 : 4.0545 0.0000 :1,215.065! 1,215.065! 0.3666 '@ 0.0000 !1,224.231
- L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 1] L] 7 1 7 1] 1] 1
Maximum 5.2102 81.2331 | 32.6754 0.1212 9.5770 2.3622 11.9392 4.0055 2.1812 6.1867 0.0000 | 12,856.00 | 12,856.00 | 2.0875 0.0000 | 12,908.19
80 80 49
ROG NOx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
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2.2 Overall Operational

Unmitigated Operational

Page 4 of 20

Escondido Emergency Storage Pond - San Diego County, Winter

Date: 8/30/2017 3:34 PM

ROG NOx Cco S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area = 1.0000e- + 0.0000 ! 1.0000e- * 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ° ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ! 2.2000e- 1 2.2000e- ¢ 0.0000 ! ! 2.3000e-
- 005 v 004 : ' : : ' : . 004 ; o004 | : 1 004
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : e m e —— gy : e m -
Energy = 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ° ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! 0.000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 1 1] 1] 1
----------- ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et EEEE R e : ———————— e m e
Mobile 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000  0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ' 0.0000
1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 1 1] 1] 1
Total 1.0000e- 0.0000 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e- | 2.2000e- 0.0000 0.0000 2.3000e-
005 004 004 004 004
Mitigated Operational
ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area = 1.0000e- *+ 0.0000 & 1.0000e- + 0.0000 + '+ 0.0000 +* 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 +* 0.0000 1 2.2000e- * 2.2000e- * 0.0000 v 2.3000e-
- 005 . \ o004 . : ' : : : : . 004 004 : . 004
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ke m e ———m gy - fm——————— e e
Energy = 0.000 @ 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ¢ ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 1 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
L1} L} 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ke m e ——mm gy - m———————— == a e
Mobile - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
L1} L} 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
- 1
Total 1.0000e- | 0.0000 | 1.0000e- | 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e- | 2.2000e- | 0.0000 0.0000 | 2.3000e-
005 004 004 004 004
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Escondido Emergency Storage Pond - San Diego County, Winter

ROG NOx cO S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days | Num Days Phase Description
Number Week
1 *Clear and Grub *Site Preparation 14/3/2017 16/2/2017 ! 5! 45}
2 T Srating =TT §Es'r;&ir'1§'"""""""":6/'37561'7'""'";573'1750'1'7""'";"""'B’E""""'"'EZE’ I
3 Fiping and Finish Work Grading Yoi1/017 51/4/2018 I 5I 90? """""""""""""

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0
Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 96
Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 (Architectural
Coating — sqft)

OffRoad Equipment
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Page 6 of 20

Escondido Emergency Storage Pond - San Diego County, Winter

Date: 8/30/2017 3:34 PM

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Architectural Coating *Excavators ! 1 8.00: 158; 0.38

Architectural Coating FRubber Tred Loaders T ""'1 """""" 8.00 Sos T 0.36

Clearand Grub :E;'r;&e'r; """"""""""" ""'1 """""" 8.00 57 T 0.41

Clearand Grub :'s'cF:;p;'ré """""""""" ""'o """""" 8.00 Se7i T 0.48

Clearand Grub FraciorslLoadersBackhoes ""'1 """""" 7.00 §7i T 0.37

Gradng 77 Ecavators T ""'1 """""" 8.00 T5er T 0.38

Gradng 77 :E;'r;&e'r; """"""""""" ""'1 """""" 8. 66§ 57 T 0.41

Gradng 77 :Ha'té Compactors ""'1 """""" 8.00 g 0.43

Gradng 77 FRubber Tred Dozers T ""'1 """""" 8.00 Sa7 T 0.40

Gradng 77 :'s'cF:;p;'ré """""""""" ""'1 """""" 8.00 Se7i T 0.48

Gradng 77 FraciorslLoadersBackhoes ""'z """""" 7.00 §7i T 0.37

Piping and Finish Work foraders | TTTTTTTTTTTITITI ""'o """""" 8.00 57 T 0.41

Piping and Finish Work FRubber Tred Dozers T ""'1 """""" 8. 66§ Sa7 T 0.40

Igiﬁihé-a-nzj-lz-ir;i-sﬁ W6ri< -------- ;Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes ; 1 8.00; 97; ----------- 0 -157-

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment | Worker Trip | Vendor Trip JHauling Trip | Worker Trip Vendor Trip | Hauling Trip | Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling

Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Vehicle Class | Vehicle Class

Clear and Grub E 2: 5.00! 0.00 0.00: 10.80: 7.30} 20.00! LD_Mix :HDT_Mix EHHDT

Gradng . 7:%------:[8- G0t T o0l T 6250001 10.805- 7300 z'déé!ib'jﬁ'ix' """" -hBT'_'M&"'?JAE)'T """

Piping and Finish 5 >t 500" 0.00° 500" 1080+ 7.30; 36.00:LD, Mix ot Wik haT T

\A/nrl,

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
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3.2 Clear and Grub - 2017

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Page 7 of 20

Escondido Emergency Storage Pond - San Diego County, Winter

Date: 8/30/2017 3:34 PM

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust - ! ' ! ' 0.5303 ' 0.0000 ! 0.5303 ' 0.0573 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0573 ' ' 0.0000 ! ' ' 0.0000
L 1] 1 L} 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- ———————n ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : I
Off-Road = (08128 1 10.1343 * 4.0541 1 9.3800e- * v 04439 v 0.4439 v 04084 + 0.4084 1 959.7370 + 959.7370 + 0.2941 ' 967.0885
- : : i 003 : ' : ' : : : : : '
Total 0.8128 10.1343 4.0541 9.3800e- 0.5303 0.4439 0.9742 0.0573 0.4084 0.4657 959.7370 | 959.7370 0.2941 967.0885
003
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 @ 0.0000 @ 0.0000  0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : N
Vendor ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 * 0.0000 : 0.000 : 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : i
Worker ! 00195 @ 01842 1 4.4000e- ! 0.0411 : 3.0000e- ! 0.0414 : 0.0109 ! 2.8000e- ! 0.0112 ' 43.3359 ! 433359 ! 1.6300e- ! ! 43.3768
' ' v 004 Vo004 ' v 004 : ' ¢ 003, '
Total 0.0265 0.0195 0.1842 4.4000e- 0.0411 3.0000e- 0.0414 0.0109 2.8000e- 0.0112 43.3359 | 43.3359 | 1.6300e- 43.3768
004 004 004 003
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3.2 Clear and Grub - 2017

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Escondido Emergency Storage Pond - San Diego County, Winter

Date: 8/30/2017 3:34 PM

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust - ! ' ! ' 0.5303 ' 0.0000 ! 0.5303 ' 0.0573 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0573 ' ' 0.0000 ! ' ' 0.0000
L 1] 1 L} 1 ] [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- ———————n ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e} ———————n : I
Off-Road = (08128 1 10.1343 * 4.0541 1 9.3800e- * v 04439 v 0.4439 v 04084 + 0.4084 0.0000 * 959.7370 » 959.7370 * 0.2941 ' 967.0885
- : : i 003 : ' : ' : : : : : '
Total 0.8128 10.1343 4.0541 9.3800e- 0.5303 0.4439 0.9742 0.0573 0.4084 0.4657 0.0000 959.7370 | 959.7370 0.2941 967.0885
003
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 @ 0.0000 @ 0.0000  0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : N
Vendor ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 * 0.0000 : 0.000 : 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : i
Worker ! 00195 @ 01842 1 4.4000e- ! 0.0411 : 3.0000e- ! 0.0414 : 0.0109 ! 2.8000e- ! 0.0112 ' 43.3359 ! 433359 ! 1.6300e- ! ! 43.3768
' ' v 004 Vo004 ' v 004 : ' ¢ 003, '
Total 0.0265 0.0195 0.1842 4.4000e- 0.0411 3.0000e- 0.0414 0.0109 2.8000e- 0.0112 43.3359 | 43.3359 | 1.6300e- 43.3768
004 004 004 003
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Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Page 9 of 20

Escondido Emergency Storage Pond - San Diego County, Winter

Date: 8/30/2017 3:34 PM

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust - ! ' ! ' 7.7226 ' 0.0000 ! 7.7226 ' 3.4986 ! 0.0000 ' 3.4986 ' ' 0.0000 ! ' ' 0.0000
L 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- ———————n ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : A
Off-Road - 4.0353 : 46.9228 ! 24.6902 : 0.0414 ! ! 2.1668 : 2.1668 ! : 1.9942 ! 1.9942 ! 4,223.230 ! 4,223.230 : 1.2870 ! ! 4,255.405
L 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} 5 [} 5 1 [} L] 7
Total 4.0353 46.9228 24.6902 0.0414 7.7226 2.1668 9.8894 3.4986 1.9942 5.4928 4,223.230 | 4,223.230 1.2870 4,255.405
5 5 7
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 1.0794 1 34.2402 + 7.3222 ' 00782 : 17065 ' 0.1944 ! 19008 @ 0.4677 ! 0.1859 ' 0.6536 1 8,476.768 1 8,476.768 1  0.7946 ! ! 8,496.632
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 2 1] 2 1 1] 1] 8
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : N
Vendor ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 * 0.0000 : 0.000 : 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : rommmaa
Worker ! 00701 : 06630 ! 1.5700e- ! 0.1479 : 1.0900e- ! 0.1490 : 0.0392 ! 1.0100e- ! 0.0402 ' 156.0093 ! 156.0093 ! 5.8800e- ! ! 156.1564
' ' ¢ 003, « 003 ' ¢ 003, : ' ¢ 003, '
Total 1.1749 34.3103 7.9852 0.0798 1.8544 0.1954 2.0498 0.5069 0.1870 0.6939 8,632.777 | 8,632.777 | 0.8005 8,652.789
5 5 2
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3.3 Grading - 2017

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Escondido Emergency Storage Pond - San Diego County, Winter

Date: 8/30/2017 3:34 PM

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust - ! ' ! ' 7.7226 ' 0.0000 ! 7.7226 ' 3.4986 ! 0.0000 ' 3.4986 ' ' 0.0000 ! ' ' 0.0000
L 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- ———————n ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e eaaan) ———————n : A
Off-Road - 4.0353 : 46.9228 ! 24.6902 : 0.0414 ! ! 2.1668 : 2.1668 ! : 1.9942 ! 1.9942 0.0000 ! 4,223.230 ! 4,223.230 : 1.2870 ! ! 4,255.405
L 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} 5 [} 5 1 [} L] 7
Total 4.0353 46.9228 24.6902 0.0414 7.7226 2.1668 9.8894 3.4986 1.9942 5.4928 0.0000 4,223.230 | 4,223.230 1.2870 4,255.405
5 5 7
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 1.0794 1 34.2402 + 7.3222 ' 00782 : 17065 ' 0.1944 ! 19008 @ 0.4677 ! 0.1859 ' 0.6536 1 8,476.768 1 8,476.768 1  0.7946 ! ! 8,496.632
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 2 1] 2 1 1] 1] 8
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : N
Vendor ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 * 0.0000 : 0.000 : 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : rommmaa
Worker ! 00701 : 06630 ! 1.5700e- ! 0.1479 : 1.0900e- ! 0.1490 : 0.0392 ! 1.0100e- ! 0.0402 ' 156.0093 ! 156.0093 ! 5.8800e- ! ! 156.1564
' ' ¢ 003, « 003 ' ¢ 003, : ' ¢ 003, '
Total 1.1749 34.3103 7.9852 0.0798 1.8544 0.1954 2.0498 0.5069 0.1870 0.6939 8,632.777 | 8,632.777 | 0.8005 8,652.789
5 5 2




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2016.3.1 Page 11 of 20 Date: 8/30/2017 3:34 PM

Escondido Emergency Storage Pond - San Diego County, Winter

3.4 Piping and Finish Work - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust - ! ' ! ' 6.0221 ' 0.0000 ! 6.0221 ' 3.3102 ! 0.0000 ' 3.3102 ' ' 0.0000 ! ' ' 0.0000
L 1] 1 L} 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- ———————n ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e} ———————n : N
Off-Road = 15480  16.4105 + 7.0205 * 0.0116 v 0.8832 1 0.8832 v 08126 + 0.8126 11,192,228 + 1,192.228 + 0.3653 ' 1,201.360
- : : : : : : : : : o4 4 : . 8
Total 1.5480 16.4105 7.0205 0.0116 6.0221 0.8832 6.9053 3.3102 0.8126 4.1228 1,192.228 | 1,192.228 0.3653 1,201.360
4 4 8
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 @ 0.0000 @ 0.0000  0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : N
Vendor ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 * 0.0000 : 0.000 : 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : i
Worker ! 00195 @ 01842 1 4.4000e- ! 0.0411 : 3.0000e- ! 0.0414 : 0.0109 ! 2.8000e- ! 0.0112 ' 43.3359 ! 433359 ! 1.6300e- ! ! 43.3768
' ' v 004 Vo004 ' v 004 : ' ¢ 003, '
Total 0.0265 0.0195 0.1842 4.4000e- 0.0411 3.0000e- 0.0414 0.0109 2.8000e- 0.0112 43.3359 | 43.3359 | 1.6300e- 43.3768
004 004 004 003




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2016.3.1 Page 12 of 20 Date: 8/30/2017 3:34 PM

Escondido Emergency Storage Pond - San Diego County, Winter

3.4 Piping and Finish Work - 2017
Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust - ! ' ! ' 6.0221 ' 0.0000 ! 6.0221 ' 3.3102 ! 0.0000 ' 3.3102 ' ' 0.0000 ! ' ' 0.0000
L 1] 1 L} 1 ] [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- ———————n ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - eaao) ———————n : N
Off-Road = 15480  16.4105 + 7.0205 * 0.0116 v 0.8832 1 0.8832 v 08126 + 0.8126 0.0000 1 1,192.228 » 1,192.228+ 0.3653 ' 1,201.360
- : : : : : : : : : o4 4 : . 8
Total 1.5480 16.4105 7.0205 0.0116 6.0221 0.8832 6.9053 3.3102 0.8126 4.1228 0.0000 1,192.228 | 1,192.228 0.3653 1,201.360
4 4 8
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 @ 0.0000 @ 0.0000  0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : N
Vendor ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 * 0.0000 : 0.000 : 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : i
Worker ! 00195 @ 01842 1 4.4000e- ! 0.0411 : 3.0000e- ! 0.0414 : 0.0109 ! 2.8000e- ! 0.0112 ' 43.3359 ! 433359 ! 1.6300e- ! ! 43.3768
' ' v 004 Vo004 ' v 004 : ' ¢ 003, '
Total 0.0265 0.0195 0.1842 4.4000e- 0.0411 3.0000e- 0.0414 0.0109 2.8000e- 0.0112 43.3359 | 43.3359 | 1.6300e- 43.3768
004 004 004 003
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Escondido Emergency Storage Pond - San Diego County, Winter

3.4 Piping and Finish Work - 2018
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust - ! ' ! ' 6.0221 ' 0.0000 ! 6.0221 ' 3.3102 ! 0.0000 ' 3.3102 ' ' 0.0000 ! ' ' 0.0000
L 1] 1 L} 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- ———————n ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : S
Off-Road - 1.4322 : 15.1897 ! 6.7132 : 0.0116 ! ! 0.7969 : 0.7969 ! : 0.7331 ! 0.7331 ! 1,172.949 ! 1,172.949 : 0.3652 ! ! 1,182.078
L 1] 1 L} 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] 3 [} 3 1 [} L] 2
Total 1.4322 15.1897 6.7132 0.0116 6.0221 0.7969 6.8190 3.3102 0.7331 4.0434 1,172.949 | 1,172.949 0.3652 1,182.078
3 3 2
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 @ 0.0000 @ 0.0000  0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : N
Vendor ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 * 0.0000 : 0.000 : 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : i
Worker ! 00172 : 01624 1 4.2000e- : 0.0411 : 3.0000e- ! 0.0414 : 0.0109 ! 2.7000e- ! 0.0112 ' 421164 ' 421164 1 1.4600e- ! ' 421529
' ' v 004 Vo004 ' v 004 : ' ¢ 003, '
Total 0.0240 0.0172 0.1624 | 4.2000e- 0.0411 3.0000e- 0.0414 0.0109 2.7000e- 0.0112 42.1164 | 42.1164 | 1.4600e- 42.1529
004 004 004 003




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2016.3.1 Page 14 of 20 Date: 8/30/2017 3:34 PM

Escondido Emergency Storage Pond - San Diego County, Winter

3.4 Piping and Finish Work - 2018
Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust - ! ' ! ' 6.0221 ' 0.0000 ! 6.0221 ' 3.3102 ! 0.0000 ' 3.3102 ' ' 0.0000 ! ' ' 0.0000
L 1] 1 L} 1 ] [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- ———————n ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -} ———————n : S
Off-Road = 14322 151897 + 6.7132 1+ 0.0116 v 0.7969 1 0.7969 v 07331 + 0.7331 0.0000 *1,172.949 1,172,949+ 0.3652 ' 1,182.078
- : : : : : : : : : T3 3 : Vo2
Total 1.4322 15.1897 6.7132 0.0116 6.0221 0.7969 6.8190 3.3102 0.7331 4.0434 0.0000 1,172.949 | 1,172.949 0.3652 1,182.078
3 3 2
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 @ 0.0000 @ 0.0000  0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : N
Vendor ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 * 0.0000 : 0.000 : 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : i
Worker ! 00172 : 01624 1 4.2000e- : 0.0411 : 3.0000e- ! 0.0414 : 0.0109 ! 2.7000e- ! 0.0112 ' 421164 ' 421164 1 1.4600e- ! ' 421529
' ' v 004 Vo004 ' v 004 : ' ¢ 003, '
Total 0.0240 0.0172 0.1624 4.2000e- 0.0411 3.0000e- 0.0414 0.0109 2.7000e- 0.0112 42.1164 | 42.1164 | 1.4600e- 42.1529
004 004 004 003

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile
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4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile
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Escondido Emergency Storage Pond - San Diego County, Winter

Date: 8/30/2017 3:34 PM

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Mitigated 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
........... b d.bo_b______t______t______i....._.
Unmitigated = 0.0000 * 0.0000 : 0.0000 '@ 0.0000 * 0.0000 : 0.0000 '@ 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000 = ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ' 0.0000
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
User Defined Industrial ' 0.00 ! 0.00 0.00 . .
Total | 0.00 0.00 0.00 | |
4.3 Trip Type Information
Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use H-Wor C-W | H-Sor C-C | H-O or C-NW [H-W or C-W| H-S or C-C | H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by
User Defined Industrial . 9.50 ! 7.30 ! 7.30 . 0.00 ! 0.00 ' 0.00 . 0 . 0 . 0
4.4 Fleet Mix
oA | worr | wr2 | mov | tHp1 | wHp2 | wmHD | mHD | oBus | uweus | mcy | seus | wH

Land Use I
User Defined Industrial .

0.581689* 0.044135' 0.186694! 0.113515' 0.018244! 0.005600' 0.015197: 0.022573' 0.001888: 0.002088! 0.006279: 0.000742! 0.001357
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Escondido Emergency Storage Pond - San Diego County, Winter

5.0 Energy Detail

Date: 8/30/2017 3:34 PM

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

ROG NOx Cco S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day

NaturalGas = 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 & 0.0000 * + 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 +* 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000

Mitigated ' : ' : : : : : : . : : : '

- 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 L] 1 1 1 1

----------- M= = e e e R S R e e e R e g WM R R M E m e e e = = o om e =

NaturalGas = (0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000

Unmitigated =
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
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Escondido Emergency Storage Pond - San Diego County, Winter

Date: 8/30/2017 3:34 PM

Unmitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOx CcoO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
User Defined 0 & 0.0000 @ 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 * 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
Industrial i ' ' . . : ' ' ' ' : .
[0 [
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Mitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
User Defined 0 E- 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 : 0.000 : 0.0000 : 0.000 ! 0.0000
Industrial :: ' ' ] ] ' ' : ] ' ' ]
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

6.0 Area Detall

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
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Escondido Emergency Storage Pond - San Diego County, Winter

Date: 8/30/2017 3:34 PM

ROG NOXx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust | PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 [ Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Totalco2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Mitigated = 1.0000e- *+ 0.0000 ! 1.0000e- ' 0.0000 ! ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 + 2.2000e- 1 2.2000e- + 0.0000 * ! 2.3000e-
n 005 \ 004 : , : : ' : » 004 , 004 : \ 004
- 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1] 1 1 1 1
----------- B = = = = e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e N N e e e e e e e = ———— == ===
Unmitigated = 1.0000e- * 0.0000 : 1.0000e- + 0.0000 * + 0.0000 :* 0.0000 ¢ + 0.0000 * 0.0000 = + 2.2000e- + 2.2000e- + 0.0000 * + 2.3000e-
- 005 . 004 . . . . . . . . 004 | 004 . . 004
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
ROG NOXx co S02 Fugitve | Exhaust | PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 | Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Totalco2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural = 0.0000 ' ' ' ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 , ' 0.0000 ! ' ' 0.0000
Coating :: : ' : : ' : : ' : : ' : : ]
----------- H f———————— : f———————— : f———————— : ———g e el ———— : e ———— e
Consumer = 0.0000 ¢ ' ' ' ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 , ' 0.0000 ! ' ' 0.0000
Products - : ] : : ] : : ] : : ] : : '
----------- H R : f———————— : f———————— : ———g e el ————— : e ———— e
Landscaping = 1.0000e- * 0.0000 ! 1.0000e- ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 2.2000e- ! 2.2000e- ' 0.0000 * ! 2.3000e-
n 005 \ 004 : , : : ' : » 004 , 004 : \ 004
Total 1.0000e- | 0.0000 | 1.0000e- | 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e- | 2.2000e- | 0.0000 2.3000e-
005 004 004 004 004
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Escondido Emergency Storage Pond - San Diego County, Winter

Date: 8/30/2017 3:34 PM

ROG NOx co S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural = 0.0000 ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000
Coating : ' : : ' : : : : . : : : '
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ———k e e m————eq - m———————- e e
Consumer = 0.0000 ¢ ' ' ' v 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' v 0.0000 ¢ ' + 0.0000
Products - : . : : . : : . : : : . . :
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : - S o - fm——————— - e e
Landscaping = 1.0000e- * 0.0000 + 1.0000e- * 0.0000 1 v 0.0000 * 0.0000 - '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 + 2.2000e- 1 2.2000e- * 0.0000 1 '+ 2.3000e-
- 005 . \ o004 . : ' : : : : . 004 004 : . 004
- 1
Total 1.0000e- 0.0000 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.2000e- | 2.2000e- 0.0000 2.3000e-
005 004 004 004 004
7.0 Water Detail
7.1 Mitigation Measures Water
8.0 Waste Detail
8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste
9.0 Operational Offroad
Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators
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Escondido Emergency Storage Pond - San Diego County, Winter

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

11.0 Vegetation
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Escondido Emergency Storage Pond - San Diego County, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

Escondido Emergency Storage Pond
San Diego County, Annual

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
User Defined Industrial . 1.00 . User Defined Unit ! 2.88 ! 0.00 ! 0
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.6 Precipitation Freq (Days) 40
Climate Zone 13 Operational Year 2019
Utility Company San Diego Gas & Electric
CO2 Intensity 720.49 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data
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Escondido Emergency Storage Pond - San Diego County, Annual

Project Characteristics -

Land Use - Acreage based on GIS.

Construction Phase - Schedule received from Water Synergy Inc.

Off-road Equipment - Construction equipment list received from Water Synergy Inc. HP kept as default, which is more conservative.
Off-road Equipment - Default construction equipment list altered to more closely align with information received from Water Synergy Inc.
Off-road Equipment - Default construction equipment list altered to more closely align with information received from Water Synergy Inc.
Off-road Equipment - Default construction equipment list altered to more closely align with information received from Water Synergy Inc.
Grading -

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation -

Trips and VMT -

Vehicle Trips - Assumed 12 trips per year

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
tblConstDustMitigation WaterUnpavedRoadVehicleSpeed . 40 0
"""" iConstructonPhase % T Numbaye T 6.00 T ea00 T
"""" iConstructonPhase % T Numbaye T 6.00 T 000 T
"""" iConstructonPhase % T Numbaye T 3.00 T as00 T
"""""" biradng I Naeraspered T 0.00 T s000000
T  Teitanduse T LotAcreage 0.00 R Y
"""" biHRoadEqupment -+ OfiReadEqupmentUnitamount 3 1.00 N 1
"""" biHRoadEqupment -+ OfiReadEqupmentUnitamount 3 1.00 N 1
"""" biHRoadEqupment -+ OfiReadEqupmentUnitamount 3 2.00 T o0 T
"""" biofRoadEqupment 1 E T  Usagerioars T 7.00 R R
""" tiProjeciCharacteristics 5T "peraionavenr T 2018 T 019 T
""""" T e Vo - D 0.00 E Y - R

2.0 Emissions Summary
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Escondido Emergency Storage Pond - San Diego County, Annual

Date: 8/30/2017 3:33 PM

ROG NOx co S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year tons/yr MT/yr
2017 " 0.2523 ' 3.5448 ! 1.4413 ' 4.6400e- ' 0.5908 ! 0.1235 ' 0.7143 ' 0.2788 ! 0.1139 ' 0.3927 0.0000 ' 444.2666 ! 444.2666 ' 0.0805 ' 0.0000 : 446.2784
L 1] 1] 1 1] 003 [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n - ———————— - ———————n : ———k e e jmm——— g - fm——————p ==
2018 = 2.9100e- * 0.0304 '+ 0.0138 1 2.0000e- * 0.2711 1 1.5900e- * 0.2727 1+ 0.1490 ' 1.4700e- * 0.1505 0.0000 + 2.2053 1+ 2.2053 1 6.7000e- * 0.0000 * 2.2220
- 003 | ' \ 005 . V003 . : Vo003 . : ' \ o004 :
- 1
Maximum 0.2523 3.5448 1.4413 4.6400e- 0.5908 0.1235 0.7143 0.2788 0.1139 0.3927 0.0000 444.2666 | 444.2666 0.0805 0.0000 446.2784
003
Mitigated Construction
ROG NOx CcoO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year tonsl/yr MTlyr
2017 E: 0.2523 : 3.5448 ! 1.4413 : 4.6400e- * 05908 ! 0.1235 ' 07143 : 02788 ! 01139 ' 0.3927 0.0000 : 444.2664 ! 444.2664 * 0.0805 ' 0.0000 ! 446.2781
- 1] 1 1] 003 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 1 1] 1] 1
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————n : m——g e lm—————eg - fm——————p e ===
2018 = 2.9100e- * 0.0304 * 0.0138  2.0000e- * 0.2711 * 1.5900e- * 0.2727 '+ 0.1490 ' 1.4700e- * 0.1505 0.0000 * 2.2053 '+ 2.2053 1 6.7000e- * 0.0000 ' 2.2220
> 003 | ' Vo005 . \ 003 . : i 003 . ' Vo004 . :
Maximum 0.2523 3.5448 1.4413 4.6400e- 0.5908 0.1235 0.7143 0.2788 0.1139 0.3927 0.0000 | 444.2664 | 444.2664 0.0805 0.0000 | 446.2781
003
ROG NOx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
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Date: 8/30/2017 3:33 PM

Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)
1 4-3-2017 7-2-2017 0.9213 0.9213
2 7-3-2017 9-30-2017 1.8427 1.8427
Highest 1.8427 1.8427
2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Area E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 1.0000e- ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 2.0000e- ! 2.0000e- ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 2.0000e-
- ' ' 005 ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' 005 ' 005 ' ' ' 005
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B et T : e mm e
Energy - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- L} 1 L} L} 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 1 1] 1] 1
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B et T : f————— e m -
Mobile - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- L} 1 L} L} 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 1 1] 1] 1
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B et T : e m -
Waste - ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- L} 1 L} L} 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 1 1] 1] 1
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B et T : e m -
Water - ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- L} 1 L} L} 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 1 1] 1] 1
Total 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e- | 2.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005 005 005 005
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Escondido Emergency Storage Pond - San Diego County, Annual

Date: 8/30/2017 3:33 PM

ROG NOx co S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Area - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 1.0000e- ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 2.0000e- ! 2.0000e- ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 2.0000e-
- ' v 005, ' ' ' ' ' ' . 005, 005 , ' 005
----------- n ———————n : ———————— - ———————— : e R T - fm——————p e
Energy = 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 - ' 0.0000 : 0.0000 - ' 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 *: 0.0000 : 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 ] ] 1 ] L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n - f———————n : e R O - fm—————— s
Mobile = 0.0000 : 0.0000 ' 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 ] ] 1 ] L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————— - ———————— : e R T - fm——————p ==
Waste - ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 ] ] 1 ] L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————— - ———————— : e R T - fm——————p e
Water " ! ! ! ! ' 0.0000 : 0.0000 - ' 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 *: 0.0000 : 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 ] ] 1 ] L] 1 [} [} L}
- 1
Total 0.0000 0.0000 | 1.0000e- | 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 | 2.0000e- | 2.0000e- | 0.0000 0.0000 | 2.0000e-
005 005 005 005
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
3.0 Construction Detail
Construction Phase
Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days | Num Days Phase Description
Number Week
1 *Clear and Grub *Site Preparation :4/3/2017 16/2/2017 ! 5! 45,
------- Ll b e B et L e e AL LR P E P PP PP
2 *Grading *Grading :6/3/2017 18/31/2017 ! 5! 64,
....... P I } ! ! ! ) eeeccessssssssssscsmsm=nn
3 =Piping and Finish Work *Grading 19/1/2017 11/4/2018 ! 5! 90:
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Escondido Emergency Storage Pond - San Diego County, Annual

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 96

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 (Architectural

Coating — sqft)

OffRoad Equipment

Date: 8/30/2017 3:33 PM

Load Factor

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power
Architectural Coating *Excavators ! 1 8.00! 158!
------------------------------------------------------- R el bt '
Architectural Coating -Rubber Tired Loaders ! 1 8.00! 203;
---------------------------- H R i st it '
Clear and Grub *Graders ! 1 8.00! 187!
---------------------------- H R i st b '
Clear and Grub -Scrapers ! 0 8.00: 367
------------------------------------------------------- R el etk '
Clear and Grub -Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes ! 1 7.00! 97
---------------------------- H R et e e '
Grading *Excavators ! 1 8.00! 158!
---------------------------- '---------------------------|-------------------------------: '
Grading -Graders ! 1 8.00: 187!
------------------------------------------------------- R el bt '
Grading -Plate Compactors ! 1 8.00: 8!
------------------------------------------------------- R el bt '
Grading -Rubber Tired Dozers ! 1 8.00: 247
---------------------------- H e i st b '
Grading -Scrapers ! 1 8.00: 367,
------------------------------------------------------- R ks et '
Grading -Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes ! 2 7.00 ! 97
---------------------------- H R i st it '
Piping and Finish Work -Graders ! 0 8.00: 187,
------------------------------------------------------- R el bt '
Piping and Finish Work -Rubber Tired Dozers ! 1 8.00: 247,
Piping and Finish Work :Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.005 975

Trips and VMT




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2016.3.1

Page 7 of 25

Escondido Emergency Storage Pond - San Diego County, Annual

Date: 8/30/2017 3:33 PM

Phase Name Offroad Equipment | Worker Trip | Vendor Trip JHauling Trip | Worker Trip | Vendor Trip | Hauling Trip | Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling
Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Vehicle Class | Vehicle Class
Clear and Grub . 2: 5.00! 0.00 0.00: 10.80: 7.30} 20.00! LD_Mix :HDT_Mix {HHDT
---------------- : gy I- e
Grading . 7:r 18.00! 0.00 6,250.00: 10.SOE 7.30! 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix {HHDT
................ = } ! [ 4+ ! } 3 .
Piping and Finish . 2! 5.00: 0.00: 0.00: 10.80* 7.30! 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix 'HHDT
il : ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ;
3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
3.2 Clear and Grub - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx Cco S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM1