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Responses to Comments on Draft Programmatic
EIR on Santa Cruz North Coast System Repair

and Replacement Project

Introduction
The Draft Programmatic EIR (PEIR) was sent to the State Clearinghouse as required by CEQA on
April 6, 2005. The State Clearinghouse distributed the above document to selected State agencies:
Department of Fish and Game, Region 3; Department of Parks and Recreation; Department of Water
Resources; California Highway Patrol; California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), District 5;
Department of Health Services; Native American Heritage Commission; and Regional Water Quality
Control Board, Region 3. The City of Santa Cruz (Lead Agency under CEQA) distributed the Draft
PEIR on the Santa Cruz North Coast System Pipeline and Replacement Project for public review on
April 8, 2005 commencing the official public review period, which closed on May 23, 2005. The
Department of Parks and Recreation was the only agency that commented through the State
Clearinghouse by May 23, 2005, the close of the mandatory 45-day review period. However,
comments were provided separately by Caltrans. The State Clearinghouse letter confirming the City’s
compliance with their review requirements for draft environmental documents follows this
introductory section.

Written comments on the Draft PEIR were received from the following 15 agencies and
organizations:

State

• California Department of Transportation (Keith Hinrichsen)

• California Department of Parks and Recreation (David K. Vincent)

Regional/Local

• Coast Dairies & Land Co. (Catherine Elliott)

• Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District (Jean Getchell)

• Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (Nicolas Papadakis)

• University of California, Santa Cruz (Sally Salzman Morgan)

Private Groups, Organizations and Residents

• David & Stephanie Mills (represented by BossoWilliams)

• Andy Schiffrin

• Grey Hayes, PhD
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• Marty Demare

• Frederick Yukic

• Melanie Mayer

• Refugio Group (Jim Bierman)

• Bonnie Bassett

• Peter & Christiane Young

This responses to comments document is organized into two chapters. Chapter 1 presents revisions
and additions to the Draft PEIR text. Chapter 2 presents the comment letters and the lead agencies’
responses to these comments. When combined with the earlier Draft PEIR (dated April 2005), this
responses to comments document comprises the Final PEIR.



Comments and Responses

Final PEIR 3 October 10, 2005



Comments and Responses

Final PEIR 4 October 10, 2005



Comments and Responses

Final PEIR 5 October 10, 2005

Revisions to Text
Revisions to the Draft PEIR text are provided below by chapter, section, and page. Text that is
removed is shown in strikeout. Text to be added is underlined. The revisions address some of the
public comments as identified in specific responses to comments.

Executive Summary
Section ES.2 (p. ES-5): …..permits and easements. The proposed Project would require

permits and review from various agencies, such as USFWS, NOAA
Fisheries, and USACE, as discussed in Section 2.8.

Section ES.4 (p. ES-8): The No Project Alternative or Alternative 1 is the same for each of
the pipeline reaches so it is not discussed below. The Majors Reach
will include a second “alternate” alignment.

Section ES.4 (p. ES-9): Maj Alternative 2 4 – Road Alternative would reduce the extent of
pipeline construction on the steep forested slopes, eliminate use of
the cliff boring, and provide for greater ease of operations and
maintenance.

Section ES.5 (p. ES-9): The three diversion structures (Laguna, Majors, and Reggiardo)
include both the “No Project” and “Repair” alternatives. Under the
proposed Project, the diversion structures on Laguna and Majors
creeks would be modified so the existing 12-inch slide gate valves at
the dam face would be replaced by a 5-foot high by 9-foot wide
pneumatically operated spillway gate.

Section ES.6 (p. ES-12): Traffic coordination with BLM, California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans), State Parks, Trust for Public Land, County
Public Works, local farming operations, rural residents, and landfill
and sand quarry operations would occur on an as needed basis.

Section Env.Anal. (p. ES-15): As a result, impacts to agricultural resources are expected to be
minimial., therefore, with the implementation of mitigation measures
identified for the proposed pProject in Chapter 4.

Section Env.Anal. (p. ES-17): Public Services and Utilities: No cumulative adverse impacts on
public services would be expected from any of the proposed Project
alternatives. Adverse impacts on public services and utilities would
not be associated with the most of the proposed project alternatives.
However, even with mitigation impacts on traffic and emergency
response services at rural and urban residents in close proximity to
the pipeline construction, impacts may not be reduced to a less than
significant level. The proposed Project would only affect public
services and utilities during the construction phase and related
impacts would be short-term in nature. In addition, a construction
traffic mitigation plan shall be prepared to address potential impacts
related to construction traffic-related issues including emergency
vehicle access during construction. As a result, the potential
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cumulative impacts to public services and utilities are considered to
be less than significant.

Section ES.10 (p. ES-20): This PEIR contains an analysis of the potentially significant
environmental effects associated with the proposed Project. Pipeline
construction in remote areas of Laguna Reach (e.g., LAG-02 and
LAG-03) will significantly impact traffic for local residents along
Smith Grade Road. Although several mitigation measures would be
taken to minimize impacts on traffic controls, it is unlikely that
adverse impacts such as temporary road closures could be mitigated
to a less than significant level. In addition, construction of the NCP
pipeline (i.e., NCP-2), especially through the residential
neighborhoods north of High Street, would adversely impact local
residential traffic and home use due to the close proximity of the
pipeline to existing residences. Even with mitigation in place, it is
anticipated that adverse impacts could not be reduced to a less than
significant level for construction traffic, noise and aesthetic impacts.
No unavoidable potentially significant adverse program-level
impacts were identified for the proposed project.

Section Alts. (p. ES-20): No feasible alternatives with selected variation (alternatives) to the
proposed project were identified. Therefore, only the proposed
project described in Chapter 1 and the "No Project” alternative are
analyzed in this PEIR. Following the initial alternatives screening
process as discussed in more detail in Section 17.4, the only
remaining viable project and geographic alternative was a mix of
potential pipeline alignments that were in close proximity to the
existing pipeline and supply diversions. As a result, the project
alternatives associated with each of the five pipeline reaches include
the “No Project” alternative, “Existing Alignment Alternative”, and
“Alternate Alignment Alternative(s)”. The following discussion
addresses the range of alternatives that were considered as possible
alternatives to the proposed Project but did not meet the screening
criteria and were eliminated from further consideration. The “No
Project” alternative for each pipeline reach and diversion and its
potential impacts are also presented in this section.

Table ES-3 (p. ES-24): Land Use Impact Type-2 Mitigation Measures: To minimize
short-term conflicts between construction activities and sensitive
land uses, a construction coordination plan would be developed. As a
part of the plan, residents would be notified of construction
schedules and of any potential traffic controls that would be required.

Table ES-3 (p. ES-27): Aesthetic Impact Type-2 Mitigation Measures: For the NCP-02
pipeline reach, however, construction would occur through and
between private, urban residential properties potentially impairing
the aesthetic values of the property owners’ yards even with
mitigation in place.

Significance After Mitigation: LS PSU
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Table ES-3 (p. ES-30): Hydrology and Water Quality Impact Type-2 Mitigation
Measure: To minimize potential operational impacts on water
quality from the proposed diversion modifications, the City proposes
to implement applicable design measures and BMPs which will be
determined during the next phase of project development for
incorporation into the project level EIR.

Significance After Mitigation: N/A LS

Table ES-3 (p. ES-36): Noise Impact Type-2 Mitigation Measures: In residential areas,
residents would be informed of the schedule and duration of
construction activities near their homes prior to the construction
activities taking place, wherever possible. For some of the pipeline
alternatives such as LAG-02, LAG-03, NCP-02 and NCP-03,
however, noise levels could be potentially significant and
unavoidable to residents who are in close proximity to proposed
construction activities even with mitigation in place.

Significance After Mitigation: LS PSU

Table ES-3 (p. ES-38): Transportation and Traffic Impact Type-1 Mitigation Measures:
…..access during construction. This plan would be reviewed and
approved by both the County and City Public Works departments
prior to any construction or site preparation activities in the project
area.

Table ES-3 (p. ES-39): Transportation and Traffic Impact Type-2 Mitigation Measure:
Mitigation measures for this type of impact would be the same as
those described for Transportation and Traffic Impact – Type 1. For
some of the pipeline alternatives such as LAG-02 and LAG-03,
however, traffic-related impacts to local residents along Smith Grade
Road are expected to be potentially significant even with mitigation
in place, therefore unavoidable.

Significance After Mitigation: LS PSU

Proposed Project and Alternatives
Section 2.6.5.4 (p. 2-11): Typically, steel pipes in diameters appropriate for the proposed

Project come in lengths of 20 feet. The design for the pipeline
in/adjacent to Caltrans right-of-way would address specific
requirements, including depth to cover, special pipe backfill
materials including slurry or high density fill, pavement replacement,
and preparation for abandonment of existing pipeline in place, as
required.

Section 2.7.4.1 (p. 2-23): The trenching operation would be carried out with a chain trencher, a
tracked or wheeled excavator, or backhoe. Whenever possible,
trenching should be conducted outside the pavement area and avoid
wheel tracks. If trenching is to occur within limits of pavement, then
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special treatment including slurry backfill, pavement grinding, and
asphalt-concrete (AC) overlay may be required.

Section 2.8.2 (p. 2-27): California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) District 5 –
All work within the State’s right-of-way shall comply with the
general policies of the Caltrans Encroachment Permit Manual,
Section 600. In addition, if a new alignment is required in an access-
controlled highway, then it may be subject to Caltrans Headquarters
approval through the “exception process”.

Land Use and Planning
Section 3.3.2 (p. 3-2): The Coast Dairies Long-term Resource Management and Use Plan

calls for public access to the interior of the property for recreation
purposes 10 years from the date of complete conveyance to the State
Parks and BLM (ESA 2004), unless the agencies acquire funding for
staff and completion of their plans before that time.

Section 3.3.4 (p. 3-4): The Laguna Alternative 3 Ridge alignment would depart Smith
Grade Road at p.d. 1,200 feet and would traverse seven six parcels
which make up part of the Rufugio group holdings.

Hydrology and Water Quality
Section 8.5.2.2 (p. 8-17): Bedload (i.e., sand deposits) that has been stored unnaturally behind

the current diversion structure will likely be mobilized and
transported downstream when the historic sediment transport regime
is restored through the proposed diversion modifications. Transport
of this additional sediment load may result in increased turbidity and
sediment deposition in the anadromous reach for a period of time,
though overall, the impact on the anadromous habitat of this more
natural sediment transport is undeniably beneficial. The extent and
duration of this impact will be dependent upon the magnitude and
frequency of the storm events that occur in the years immediately
following the proposed diversion modifications. To reduce the
potential impacts on water quality in Majors Creek from operations
of the proposed diversion modifications to a level that is less than
significant, the City proposes to implement applicable design
measures and BMPs which will be determined during the next phase
of project development for incorporation into the project level EIR.
This may have a short-term potentially significant impact on water
quality in Majors Creek. No feasible mitigation measures have been
identified.

Biological and Ecological Resources
Section 9.4.1.1 (p. 9-35) Construction activities would temporarily disrupt vegetation

communities along the chosen alignment. Such activities could also
introduce or spread noxious weeds, infected plants and plant parts
into currently uninfested areas, possibly resulting in the displacement
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of special-status plant species and degrading sensitive natural
communities. Revegetation requirements, such as stabilizing exposed
slopes and streambanks immediately following completion of
installation activities and restoring in a manner that encourages
vegetation to re-establish to its pre-project or improved condition by
using native plant species, and avoidance and minimization measures
would reduce these impacts.

Air Resources
Section 11.4.1 (p. 11-3): Generate cumulative emissions for a calendar year that exceed the de

minimis thresholds established by the USEPA’s general conformity
rule (100 tons per year of reactive organic compounds and 100 tons
per year of Nox).

Section 11.4.3 (p. 11-3): …..for the Monterey Bay region. However, additional air quality
analyses for potential diesel exhaust impacts may be undertaken at
the project level to address the potential impact(s) on sensitive
receptors from diesel exhaust emitted during construction.

Section 11.4.3 (p. 11-4): Instead, air pollutant emissions from construction equipment may
result in short-term, localized impacts to air quality. Air pollutant
emissions from construction equipment are not expected to result in
short-term localized impacts to air quality. VOC and NOx emissions
from typical construction equipment (i.e., dump trucks, scrappers,
bulldozers, compactors and front-end loaders) are accommodated in
the 2004 Air Quality Management Plan and, therefore, would not
have significant project level or cumulative impacts on ozone levels.
Emissions from combustion sources, as well as dust generation from
excavation activities, could result in short-term increases in pollutant
emissions during construction activities. However, under CEQA Air
Quality Guidelines, these emissions do not constitute a significant
impact.

Hazards and Hazardous Wastes
Section 13.5.1 (p. 13-7): Construction activities may result in temporary road closures/delays

in the County, City, and on private access roads. These road
closures/delays could temporarily impact the ability of emergency
services to respond to emergency calls (addressed in Section 15.4.3)
and for the private landowners to respond to emergencies. To
minimize this impact, the City will identify measures for emergency
services and private landowners in consultation with the County to
provide access as needed in emergency situations. The potential for
the release or spill of hazardous materials to occur in aquatic
habitat…..
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Transportation and Traffic
Section 14.4.6.1 (p. 14-7) Mitigation Measures: Implementation of Mitigation 14-1 (below)

would help to reduce this the level of this potential potentially
significant impact to a level that is less than significant. However,
impacts to local residents along the private access road are expected
to be significant and unavoidable.

Responses to Comments
The following sections include a copy of each comment letter in the order of the agencies and
organizations presented above, followed by the lead agencies’ response to that comment.
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Response

California Department of Transportation – Keith Hinrichsen
May 10, 2005

Caltrans-1

The work indeed will be subject to Federal, state and local cultural resource regulations at the project
level (refer to Section 10.2).

Caltrans-2

Impacts to biological resources (i.e., trees and vegetation) and avoidance measures for each of the
pipeline reaches have already been identified in the document (refer to Chapter 9).

Caltrans-3

As mentioned in Section 8.2.2 of the document, a SWPPP will need to be developed and
implemented to address the specific water quality concerns for the construction period of the
proposed NCS Project upon request of the CCRWQCB.

Caltrans-4

Comment noted. Modification made to Section 2.8.2 (or Section 2.8.2 has been corrected as
suggested).

Caltrans-5

Comment noted. Modification made to Section 2.6.5.4.

Caltrans-6

Comment noted. Modification made to Section 2.7.4.1.
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Response

California Department of Parks and Recreation – David Vincent
May 23, 2005

CDPR-1

The pipeline alignments proposed for each of the five reaches examined the biological, scenic,
cultural and recreational issues raised by CDPR. For sensitive areas, specific construction methods
and BMPs have been incorporated into this PEIR as recommended mitigation measures, and will be
examined further under the project level environmental review process. In particular, the impacts to
vegetation and potential special-status species inhabiting the Project Area were assessed and
appropriate minimization and/or compensation measures have been proposed for implementation
during the next phase of project development.

CDPR-2

For the Majors Creek reach, the use of the existing easement is identified in this PEIR as a potential
alternative. This alternative was not selected as the environmentally superior alternative because it
involves construction constraints and potentially significant environmental impacts (both long and
short-term) in the riparian corridor and heavily forested canyon areas. The existing easement’s
extreme lack of access in the steep canyon areas and current leaks and repairs that result in severe
disturbance to the fairly pristine areas are additional reasons for consideration of other possible
routes/concepts.
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Response

Coast Dairies & Land Company – Catherine Elliott
May 20, 2005

Coast-1

Comment noted.

Coast-2

For any of the proposed activities that are included in this PEIR that have a potential to impact public
access, habitat, or coastal agriculture, BMPs have been prescribed to be incorporated into project
level design and the environmental review process.

Coast–3

Comment noted.

Coast-4

During any construction activities at the project level, the City will implement measures to minimize
any service disruption and will notify the tenants prior to any shutoffs.

Coast-5

The City agrees that any required easement acquisitions should be undertaken as soon as practical
after the PEIR is certified and the program approved.

Coast-6

Comment noted. Modification made to Section 3.3.2.

Coast-7

Pipeline placement above ground is not intended to occur in viewshed areas. Above ground
construction is considered only in areas that are not intended for public access and are difficult to
access (e.g., heavily forested, steep slope areas typical of the Laguna and Majors canyons) and where
more common buried pipe construction would be more costly and/or have higher potential for
significant environmental impacts.

Coast-8

The entire Laguna/Liddell Creek Existing Alignment Alternative and Alternate Alignment from the
“Y” down to the NCP pipeline have been surveyed for cultural resources. A description of the sites
recorded/reported can be found in Section 10.3.3 of the document. As mentioned in Section 10.3.5, it
is recommended that an archeological reconnaissance survey be conducted for each of the chosen
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alternatives which would serve to identify any previously unrecorded archeological and/or cultural
sites within the proposed Project area and, additionally, would provide a project-specific assessment
and evaluation of potential impacts to previously recorded sites. Also, recommended mitigation
measures have been built into the Project to reduce potential impacts to these resources to a less than
significant level (refer to Section 10.5.9).

Coast-9

The City does not intend any future use of the proposed construction staging areas for operation and
maintenance activities.

Coast-10

Comment noted. The City will notify Coast Dairies (or BLM) of any temporary road closures in time
for Coast Dairies (or BLM) to provide notice to their tenants.

Coast-11

Comment noted. Pre-construction meetings will be held with fire and medical responders.

Coast-12

Proposed restoration of the riparian corridors will be developed during project level documentation
and will include possible removal of existing pipelines, with specific consideration of potentially
significant impacts to the corridor during removal.
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Response

Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments – Nicolas Papadakis
May 12, 2005

No comments at this time. No response required.
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Response

University of California, Santa Cruz – Sally Salzman Morgan
April 27, 2005

No comments at this time. No response required
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Response

BossoWilliams representing David & Stephanie Mills – Catherine Philipovitch
May 20, 2005

Mills-1

Comment noted.
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Response

Andy Schiffrin
April 12, 2005

Schiffrin-1

No. The lead agency for this PEIR is the City and not the Coastal Commission or the County.

Schiffrin-2

Comment noted. Modification made to Section ES.2

Schiffrin-3

 Comment noted. Modification made to Section ES.4.

Schiffrin-4

Comment noted. Modification made to Section ES.4.

Schiffrin-5

Comment noted. Modification made to Section ES.5.

Schiffrin-6

Yes. Modification made to Section ES.6.

Schiffrin-7

Yes. Modification made to Environmental Analysis Section in the Executive Summary.

Schiffrin-8

Yes, there are some significant unavoidable impacts. Modification(s) made to Environmental
Analysis Section in the Executive Summary, Section ES.10, Table ES-3 (p. 27, 36, & 39), and
Section 14.4.6.1.

Schiffrin-9

Comment noted. Modification made to Alternatives Section in the Executive Summary.
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Schiffrin-10

Residential land uses are identified in the City’s General Plan (Environmental Quality Element) as
needing protection from undesirable noise, traffic, or other activities which is why they are defined as
“sensitive land uses”. Modification made to Table ES-3 (p. 24).

Schiffrin-11

The impact is less than significant with mitigation measures in place and Table ES-3 (p. 30) and
Section 8.5.2.2 have been modified accordingly.

Schiffrin-12

Yes. Modification made to Table ES-3.
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Response

Grey Hayes
May 19, 2005

Hayes-1

“Raw water” in this context means no chemicals have been added and thus requires further treatment
(e.g., filtration) before meeting drinking water standards.

Hayes-2

This PEIR is an EIR which is prepared on a series of actions that can be characterized as one large
project related geographically, as logical parts in a chain of contemplated actions, and as individual
activities carried out under the same authorizing statutory or regulatory authority, having generally
similar environmental effects which can be mitigated in similar ways.

Hayes-3

The CEQA process for the North Coast System Repair Project in no way circumvents the City’s
obligation to comply with the Federal ESA. The City has anticipated the need to address ESA issues
related to the North Coast System Repair Project activities and is currently in the process of
developing an HCP for that purpose. Among the issues under discussion with NOAA Fisheries are
the City’s diversion operations along the North Coast streams and its proposed rehabilitation of those
structures. The City’s Draft PEIR proposes the adoption of performance standards for mitigation that
will require the City to meet all relevant measures required under Section 10. This approach will
ensure consistency between the requirement of the PEIR and the measures ultimately adopted under
the HCP.

Hayes-4

The City has done a substantial amount of historical research (refer to deeds book available at the
City Water [Engineering] Department) to demonstrate conclusively that all four of the North Coast
streams have pre-1914 water right status.

Hayes-5

The term “low cost” refers to the City’s construction, operation, and maintenance costs to divert and
convey the water to its treatment facilities. More specifically, the NCS system operates by gravity
from points of diversion to its terminus at the Coast Pump Station, so the City incurs no power costs
for the gravity portion of the system.

Hayes-6

Maintenance records for the North Coast system are available at the City Water Department (contact
the Engineering counter at 831-420-5210).
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Hayes-7

The City has estimated the volume of leakage by comparing flow meter recordings along various
reaches of the pipeline, starting at the diversions and ending at the Coast Pump Station terminus.

Hayes-8

The cost of repair has not been compared to the cost of maintenance. Many reaches of the pipeline are
in poor repair and need to be replaced irrespective of the cost for current maintenance.

Hayes-9

The City mailed the Notice of Availability to the AMBAG Clearinghouse (MCH# 050516) on April
6, 2005. The Notice of Preparation of an EIR was sent to the AMBAG Clearinghouse on June 9,
2004. The City’s standard timeline for advanced notice of public meetings is ten (10) days.

Hayes-10

The primary purpose of the Project is to implement a long-term repair and replacement program for
the North Coast system facilities to maintain a reliable and efficient delivery system for the North
Coast water sources. Fish entrainment and passage are related purposes associated with specific
project improvements designed to implement the repair program.

Hayes-11

The term “repair” is used to avoid potential misinterpretation of terms used such as “upgrade” or
“improvement” which can be construed to imply an increase in pipeline capacity. The City does not
propose to increase capacity as part of this Project, rather only repair the system to match present
capacity.

Hayes-12

CEQA guidelines define a Programmatic EIR as an EIR which may be prepared on a series of actions
that can be characterized as one large project and are related either geographically, as logical parts in
the chain of contemplated actions, in connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or other
general criteria to govern the conduct of a continuing program, or as individual activities carried out
under the same authorizing statutory or regulatory authority and having generally similar
environmental effects which can be mitigated in similar ways. The Project is the repair of the North
Coast Pipeline and Diversion System and this PEIR addresses the potential impacts and mitigation
measures for the proposed system repair project.

Hayes-13

The reason the relocation of the diversions was not listed as a project objective is that the purpose of
this program is to ensure the reliability of delivery of these water supplies. Relocation of one or more
of the diversions was seriously considered but rejected because of the potential adverse impacts to
other users, fisheries, and the City’s water supply.
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Hayes-14

No, the City’s narrowing of the project objectives to “diversion repair” instead of “diversion
realignment” did not bias the alternatives.

Hayes-15

No, the City nor its representatives gave no direction to its consultants not to consider all options
including moving the diversions to sensible locations in formulating the environmentally superior
alternatives.

Hayes-16

At this time, there are no “new” facilities proposed, rather only alternatives are being considered for
implementation.

Hayes-17

Best management practices will be employed throughout the construction process to ensure that
disturbed areas are restored to baseline conditions.

Hayes-18

Detailed geotechnical evaluations will be completed during the final design phase of each reach.
Constructability related to specific geologic conditions (e.g., karst geology) will be determined during
final design.

Hayes-19

Specific construction requirements, including allowable construction seasons and erosion/sediment
control measures, will be identified in project level environmental documents to be completed prior to
construction of each reach of the Project.

Hayes-20

Comment noted. Modification made to Section 9.4.1.1.

Hayes-21

The primary staging areas proposed for implementation of the project would be established on
relatively level ground in existing open spaces, avoiding disturbances to nearby sensitive habitats.

Hayes-22

Preserving the existing water rights is a significant and primary consideration for the City. Any
proposed relocation of diversion structures could compromise existing water rights. Therefore, the
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City must consider the location of the diversion facilities (i.e., existing versus new) in evaluating its
alternatives relative to project objectives.

Hayes-23

Project specific requirements relative to the California Coastal Commission’s review and approval of
the Project will be completed during preparation of project level environmental documentation which
is to be completed prior to construction for any reach of the system.

Hayes-24

Stockpiling and replacing the top layer of soil is a frequently stipulated mitigation measure. Many
plant species in California are adapted to survival over many years as part of the “seed bank” in the
soil. Fire-adapted species can appear even after seeds in the upper inches of soil have been killed by
heat. Natural processes, including animal burrowing and water flow, result in the shifting of the seeds
in this soil layer to different depths (both up and down) through the years. However, the intent of a
soil stockpiling measure is not only to return the seed bank to the site after construction is completed
but also to provide for the replacement of local topsoil and its associated soil biota at the surface of
the disturbed site, providing suitable substrate for re-colonization from adjacent, unaffected stands.

The extent to which the seed bank can be salvaged varies, but studies have demonstrated that salvage
is possible (Brown & Bedford 1997, Ervin & Smith 2002). Other studies have addressed the extent to
which seeds in a natural seed bank are able to germinate (Crawford & Young 1998, Thompson et al.
2002).

Hayes-25

Currently (and under the proposed Project), the City mows portions of the pipeline route at least
annually to maintain an 8-foot wide swath immediately adjacent to the pipeline. The City is not
responsible for or involved in an exotic weed removal program.

Comment on invasive exotic weed species noted. Modification made to Section 9.4.1.1.

Hayes-26

Detailed geotechnical evaluations of karst geologic formations and other specific soil conditions will
be completed during final design of each reach. In addition, constructability related to specific
geologic conditions will be determined during the final design phase.

As of June 2005, the cave cricket was not listed on DFG’s Special Animals List, which is a general
term that refers to all of the taxa the California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) is interested in
tracking, regarding their legal or protection status, so it was not included in Section 9.3.2 (Threatened,
Endangered, and Special-Status Terrestrial Species) of the Draft PEIR.

The potential for the cave cricket or other species to occur in the Project area in the future is
addressed under Section 9.4 of the document. Since the Project would be constructed by reach over a
15 to 20 year period, biological resources along the proposed alignments may change from current
conditions. Therefore, it is anticipated that, at a minimum, reconnaissance level surveys would be
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required to support the project-specific CEQA document that would be prepared for each reach, in
this case, the Laguna Reach, prior to construction.

Hayes-27

Best management practices will be used during construction to restore disturbed areas to existing
conditions.

Hayes-28

Coastal prairie habitat (now called “Coastal Terrace Prairie” by the California Department of Fish &
Game) is dominated by native perennial grasses such as Pacific redgrass, California oatgrass, red
fescue, and tufted hairgrass, as well as exotic species such as velvet grass (Holland 1986). Much of
the area in California, formerly occupied by this vegetation, has been converted to agriculture. The
coastal terraces proper in the vicinity of the NCS Repair Project are under cultivation. No stands of
Coastal Terrace Prairie were observed during the vegetation surveys, either on the coastal terraces or
on the grassy slopes to the east of these terraces.

Because this is a programmatic EIR, floristic surveys have not yet been conducted. If deemed
necessary, surveys will be conducted as the project-level EIRs for each segment of the over-all
project are completed. Shreve’s oak (Quercus parvula var. shrevei) and artist’s popcorn flower
(Plagiobothrys undulatus) are not identified as rare by any agency or by the California Native Plant
Society (CNPS) and are not reported in the CNDDB. Hickman’s popcorn flower (Plagiobothrys
chorisianus var. hickmanii) is a CNPS List 4 taxon that may occur in Santa Cruz County. Choris’
popcorn flower (Plagiobothrys chorisianus var. chorisianus) is a CNPS List B taxon that may occur
in Santa Cruz County. The presence of any such species will be determined when the floristic plant
surveys are conducted.

Preliminary vegetation mapping was done on large-scale aerial images. The resulting maps were
field-verified by walking surveys during May and June 2002. Two inaccessible wooded areas within
City limits on one alternative were not surveyed on foot. Typically, the smallest unit mapped is one
acre, although special habitat such as wetlands may be mapped in units as small as 0.25 acres. For this
project, some units smaller than 0.25 acres were mapped.

The plant surveys did not include the mapping of the special-status species found on the special plants
list for Santa Cruz County. Interested flora (terrestrial habitat types) was surveyed by qualified
botanists along the entire proposed Project area. In addition, mitigation and avoidance and
minimization measures would be implemented such as conducting any surveys necessary (following
Agency approved protocols) during the appropriate flowering periods for special-status plant species
to identify populations in or adjacent to the Project route prior to construction (refer to Section
9.4.1.1).

The presence of the Ohlone tiger beetle within and near the Project area is documented in Section
9.3.2.2 of the document. In addition, where data gaps currently exist as with the Ohlone tiger beetle, it
is anticipated that, at a minimum, reconnaissance level surveys would be required to support the
project-specific CEQA documentation that would be prepared for each reach prior to consultation
(refer to Section 9.4).

Special-status bird species, such as the black swift, have been documented in portions of the Project
area. As a result, construction avoidance and minimization measures would be implemented as
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needed. In addition, if warranted, additional surveys would be conducted prior to construction (refer
to Section 9.4.2.1).

Hayes-29

Habitat surveys were conducted by qualified fisheries biologists who determined that the anadromous
reach on Laguna Creek starts as the lagoon mouth and continues 1.43 miles upstream until the first
total barrier to steelhead migration located just downstream of the confluence between Laguna Creek
and “Y” Creek. The first total barrier consists of a series of cascades that range in height from 3 to 6
feet. Under no flow conditions would it be possible for upstream migrating steelhead to negotiate the
first complete barrier.

Overall, the karst topography found in the Laguna Creek watershed is considered a fair source of
spawning gravel. However, the channel in the non-anadromous reach from the first total barrier
(located 1.43 miles upstream of the lagoon) to the Laguna Creek Diversion located approximately
4.19 miles upstream becomes more confined with a steeper gradient consisting of step pool habitat
that is heavily shaded which is not considered favorable steelhead habitat. Because the majority of the
North Coast streams are typically in steep canyons, the linear amount of habitat available to steelhead
is substantially small due to numerous natural passage barriers (e.g., boulder cascades, log jams, etc.).

Hayes-30

Moving the diversion downstream would not provide for a more healthy steelhead trout population.
Placement of the diversion at the upper end of the anadromous reach would provide no improvement
in habitat conditions for steelhead. Furthermore, construction and operation of a diversion
downstream in the anadromous reach would permanently consume steelhead spawning and rearing
habitat which are in short supply on Laguna Creek and limited by natural migration barriers.

The City has not been advised by any property owners that moving the diversion downstream of its
current location would trigger legal action.

Moving the diversion downstream at the upper end of the anadromous reach has the potential to
negatively affect the availability of prey for salmonids in the system, as well as negate the current
benefit of natural accretion that occurs between the current point of diversion and the anadromous
reach thereby making water diversion a more direct impact on spawning and rearing habitat for
salmonids.

The effects of moving the diversion downstream on the microclimate of the adjoining cave system is
not an issue because this alternative was rejected, thus they were not assessed in this PEIR.

The objective of the proposed Project is not to increase flow in the Laguna Creek watershed or the
other North Coast streams but rather to maintain system capacity by providing a reliable
infrastructure through upgrades such as pipeline replacement, diversion structure modifications, etc.
Thus, the effects of increased summer flow in Laguna Creek on steelhead, black swift nesting habitat
and stream aesthetics were not assessed.

Besides environmental impacts, the biggest impediment for moving the diversion downstream would
be that the City would have to acquire property and access to a suitable site on the anadromous reach
of Laguna Creek. Also, relocation of the diversion could potentially jeopardize the City’s water
rights. In this PEIR, the City has considered alternatives that will not jeopardize its water rights and
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which are consistent with the existing system configuration, including pipeline reconstruction in
existing alignments.
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Response

Marty Demare
May 20, 2005

Demare-1

The City has anticipated the need to address ESA issues related to the NCS Repair Project activities
and is currently in the process of developing an HCP for that purpose. Among the issues under
discussion with NOAA Fisheries are the City’s diversion operations along the North Coast streams
and its proposed rehabilitation of those structures. The City’s Draft PEIR proposes the adoption of
performance standards for mitigation that will require the City to meet all relevant measures required
under Section 10. This approach will ensure consistency between the requirement of the PEIR and the
measures ultimately adopted under the HCP.

Demare-2

Many reaches of the pipeline are in poor repair and need to be replaced, irrespective of cost for
current maintenance. All construction activities to repair the pipeline will be prioritized based on
system need, such that recently repaired and/or serviceable reaches will not be repaired until
necessary.

Demare-3

The proposed Project will not deter from the public enjoyment of the proposed State Park
campground that will be connected to the Majors Creek Diversion by a trail. Mitigation measures to
limit swimming and/or wading upstream of the City’s diversion will be required as part of the
campground construction, irrespective of the pipeline alignment for the system upgrades.

Demare-4

Any new pumping facilities (if implemented) would be enclosed in a small sound-insulated building.
Specific requirements for noise mitigation will be defined during final design and incorporated into
the accompanying Project Level environmental documentation at the time the specific project reach
segments are implemented.
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Response

Frederick Yukic
May 20, 2005

Yukic-1

The existing gravity flow pipeline route is efficient and generally preferred. Those alternatives that do
not provide gravity flow are developed with consideration of potential environmental impacts to
construct in routes suitable for gravity operation, and with consideration of long-term operation and
maintenance.

Yukic-2

Capital and operating costs were considered in the City’s engineering support documents for the Draft
PEIR (refer to Technical Memorandum No. 4: Alternative Evaluation, January 2003). Energy usage
was a component of operating costs, so energy efficiency has been considered as a component of total
costs as summarized in the table below.

Reach Estimated Cost ($ Millions)
Existing Alignment Alternate Alignment

Liddell Reach
LID (0+00 to 13+98)
(alternate alignment LID ALT 0+00 to 15+22)

$0.4 $0.4

LID 13+98 to 99+62 (no proposed alternate) $2.3 -
Laguna Reach
LAG 0+00 to 11+85 (no proposed alternate) $0.7 -
LAG 11+85 to 117+53
(alternate alignment LAG ALT 0+00 to 89+78)

$3.8 $5.4

LAG 117+53 to 125+68 (no proposed alternate) $0.2 -
Liddell –Laguna Reach
LDLG 0+00 to 10+37 (no proposed alternate) $0.2 -
LDLG 10+37 to 61+06
(alternate alignment LDLG ALT 0+00 to 91+32)

$1.8 $1.2

Majors Reach
MAJ 0+00 to 94+55
(alternate alignment MAJ ALT 0+00 to 91+32)

$4.1 $3.5

MAJ 94+55 to 113+40 (no proposed alternate) $0.3 -
North Coast Pipeline
NCP 0+00 to 379+63 $18.8 -
NCP 379+63 to 442+52
(alternate alignment NCP ALT 0+00 to 95+77)

$4.3 $6.2

Total Cost
(Cost of alternate includes sections for which
no alternate section is proposed)

$36.8 $39.2

Note: This cost estimate does not include provisions for major existing utility relocation, major pipeline rock excavation, excavation/disposal of
contaminated materials, and financing/bond costs.
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Yukic-3

The alternative pipeline route for the NCP reach is the superior alternative because it avoids existing
neighborhoods and provides the most direct route that would result in the fewest significant
environmental and public impacts during construction. Potential hazardous soil conditions are
identified in the Draft PEIR. Design of the pipeline and construction in these sensitive areas will
adhere to best management practices, to be defined in Project Level environmental documentation.
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Response

Melanie Mayer
May 3, 2005

Mayer-1

The alternative of relocating one or more of the diversion structures was seriously considered but
rejected because of the potential adverse impacts to other users, fisheries and the City’s water supply.
The two primary objectives for the pipeline facilities are to improve system reliability and to maintain
system capacity. Since any claim of harm to other users or to fisheries has the potential to jeopardize
the City’s rights, the alternative of relocating the diversions was rejected.
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Response

Refugio Group
May 19, 2005

Refugio-1

The alternative of relocating one or more of the diversion structures was seriously considered but
rejected because of the potential adverse impacts to other users, fisheries and the City’s water supply.
The two primary objectives for the pipeline facilities are to improve system reliability and to maintain
system capacity. Since any claim of harm to other users or to fisheries has the potential to jeopardize
the City’s rights, the alternative of relocating the diversions was rejected (also refer to Hayes-30 in
this document).

Refugio-2

The impact of energy consumption has been considered in evaluating alternatives, along with several
other factors including potential environmental impacts and constraints during and after construction,
long term operation and maintenance of the facilities, and cost of construction and operation (refer to
Technical Memorandum No. 4, Alternative Analysis, North Coast System Rehabilitation Project,
Carollo Engineers, December 2003).

Refugio-3

The design of the proposed pipeline would account for improvements to bridge(s) and/or roadway(s)
as necessary to complete the construction with no compromise to existing conditions.

Refugio-4

Comment noted. Modification made to Section 3.3.4.

Refugio-5

No, telephone and private water systems would not be interrupted during construction or post-
construction activities. Temporary systems would be constructed as necessary during construction
where potential route conflicts and would be restored to existing conditions after construction.

Refugio-6

No, the environmentally superior alternative or preferred alternative is Lag. Alt. 2 which would
replace the existing pipeline along the existing alignment with no deviations from the existing ROW
thus avoiding the pasture lands that exist along Lag. Alt. 3. Furthermore, in Section 3.5.3.1, there is
mention of temporary disturbance to cattle grazing along the meadow areas adjacent to the access
road for Lag. Alt. 3 due to construction activities, but implementation of the proposed mitigation
measures would reduce the level of potential impacts to a less than significant level.
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Refugio-7

Noise disturbance associated with air release vents would be investigated at the project level to
address the potential impact(s) on sensitive receptors.

Refugio-8

The requirements for soil and slope stabilization would be investigated in detail during final design.
Geotechnical design elements would be included in the final design phase as necessary to address
slope stabilization.

Refugio-9

Moving the diversion downstream would not provide for a more healthy steelhead trout population.
Placement of the diversion at the upper end of the anadromous reach would provide no improvement
in habitat conditions for steelhead or California red-legged frog. Furthermore, construction of the
diversion in the anadromous reach would permanently consume steelhead spawning and rearing
habitat, which are in short supply on Laguna Creek due to natural migration barriers (e.g., boulder
cascades, log jams, etc.). Placement of the diversion near the mouth of Laguna Creek would also
increase the risk of decreased water availability during the dry season (summer) and could
substantially reduce the quality of the water instream which could potentially have a greater impact
on steelhead and California red-legged frog habitat.

We assume the commenter is referring to native perennial grasslands, which cover substantially less
acreage in California today than they did historically. Most grasslands along the various pipeline
alternative routes are dominated by non-native annual grasses and by non-native forbs, including
thistles. A few small stands with purple needlegrass were scattered in the annual grasslands in Laguna
Creek and Majors Creek watershed and on the slopes just west of the City in the Moore Creek
Preserve. Non-native grasslands are not considered to be threatened. Placement of utilities beneath
existing roads, rather than placement in vegetated areas, is assumed to minimize potential impacts to
vegetation in the vicinity of a project.

Refugio-10

Yes, the City will notify residents during each phase of development. Modification made to Section
13.5.1.

Refugio-11

In the event of a power outage, the City could opt to divert water from other sources. Alternatively, if
the City constructs an emergency generator, the generator would be designed and permitted in
conformance with applicable codes and regulations relative to sound mitigation, fuel storage and
containment, and exhaust discharge.

Power costs are highly dependent on the volume of flow from the creek, which varies seasonally and
annually. The estimated power costs for Laguna Alternative 3 range from approximately $45,000 to
$90,000 per year.
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Response

Bonnie Bassett
May 20, 2005

Bassett-1

All of the parties who were originally notified of the preparation of the Draft PEIR will be advised of
the public hearing where the City Council could certify the Final PEIR following any additional
public comments. Regarding project level questions, such as which trees might be removed, etc., such
matters would be addressed at the project level under separate environmental review.
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Response

Peter & Christiane Young
May 1, 2005

Young-1

Comment noted.


