


 

 
 

 

 
 

Memorandum  
 

Date: March 5, 2004 

To: Interested Parties  
 

From: Kurt Kroner 
 

Re: Release of the Final EIR for the Freeport Regional Water Project  

 
 
Enclosed is a copy of the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Freeport Regional Water Project 
(FRWP).  As lead agency, the Freeport Regional Water Authority (FRWA) has prepared the enclosed Final EIR 
in accordance to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  The Final EIR, together with the Draft 
EIR, analyzes the No Action Alternative; four alternatives for the Freeport Intake Facility to the Zone 40 
Surface Water Treatment Plant and Mokelumne Aqueducts project; and the Freeport Intake Facility to Zone 40 
Surface Water Treatment Plant/Enlarge Pardee Reservoir Alternative.  The purposes of the project include: (1) 
to support acquisition of additional Sacramento County Water Agency (SCWA) surface water entitlements to 
promote efficient conjunctive use of groundwater in its Zone 40 area, consistent with the Sacramento Area 
Water Forum Agreement and County of Sacramento General Plan policies; (2) provide facilities through which 
SCWA can deliver existing and anticipated surface water entitlements to Zone 40 area; (3) provide facilities 
through which East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) can take delivery of a supplemental supply of 
water that would substantially meet its need for water and reduce existing and future customer deficiencies 
during droughts; and (4) improve EBMUD system reliability and operational flexibility during droughts, 
catastrophic events, and scheduled major maintenance at Pardee Dam or Reservoir.  The U.S. Department of the 
Interior, Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) is the federal lead agency under the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) and is responsible for completion of the environmental impact statement (EIS) for the 
project. 
 
Public workshops to discuss the purpose and content of the EIR/EIS were held in April 2002.  The Draft 
EIR/EIS was released to the public for review and comment between August 8 and December 15, 2003.  Public 
hearings to receive comments on the Draft EIS/EIR were held in September through December 2003.   The 
Final EIR contains comments received on the Draft EIS/EIR and responses to those comments. 
 
FRWA is releasing this document for CEQA purposes.  Reclamation is currently reviewing the document to 
assure compliance with NEPA regulations prior to its formal release as a Final EIS.   
 
Additional CD copies may be requested from Mr. Kurt Kroner, Freeport Regional Water Authority, at 916-326-
5489, or via e-mail at k.kroner@frwa.com.  The Draft and Final EIR documents are also accessible from the 
following website: www.freeportproject.org
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Chapter 1 
Foreword 

This document presents comments and responses pertaining to the draft 
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) for the 
Freeport Regional Water Project (FRWP).  The draft EIR/EIS for the FRWP, 
prepared by the Freeport Regional Water Authority (FRWA) and the U.S. 
Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), was 
distributed to the public and to agencies for review and comment on August 8, 
2003.  The draft EIR/EIS includes a description of the proposed project, an 
assessment of potential effects associated with implementation of the project 
alternatives, and proposed mitigation measures aimed at avoiding or reducing 
significant environmental effects. 

Comments on the draft EIR/EIS were received at a series of public hearings held 
in September 2003 in communities within the project area, including Herald, 
Oakland, and multiple locations in Sacramento.  Comments were also received in 
letters and other written materials submitted during the public comment period.  
The comment period began August 8, 2003, and was extended twice before its 
final expiration on December 15, 2003. 

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines require the lead agencies to respond to 
comments received during the comment period.  This document has been 
prepared pursuant to these requirements.  This response to comments volume, 
together with the draft EIR/EIS, constitutes the Final EIR/EIS for the FRWP. 

Organization of This Summary of  
Comments and Responses 

This document presents responses to comments received during the comment 
period.  Comment letters are presented in their entirety followed by responses.  
Each comment within each letter has been marked and numbered.  Oral 
comments received during the public hearings have been paraphrased for clarity 
and are included in Chapter 10.  The location of the full transcripts is noted in 
Chapter 10.  

Chapter 3 of this document contains detailed responses to key issues raised 
during the comment period.  Chapters 5 through 10 contain comment letters and 
responses organized by the category of commentors.  For example, comments 
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received from federal agencies are contained in Chapter 5.  The responses 
generally provide clarification of the materials in the draft EIR/EIS; however, 
they occasionally include changes or additions to its text.  The document is 
organized as follows: 

Chapter 1—Foreword 
Chapter 2—Project Update/Activities since Publication of the Draft 
EIR/EIS  
Chapter 3—Master Responses 
Chapter 4—List of Comments Received 
Chapter 5—Responses to Federal and State Agency Comments 
Chapter 6—Responses to Local Agency Comments 
Chapter 7—Responses to Comments from Special Interest Groups 
Chapter 8—Responses to Comments from Individuals 
Chapter 9—Responses to Form Letter Comments 
Chapter 10—Responses to Comments from Public Hearings 
Appendix A—Intake Structure Siting Summary 

Guide for Review 
Chapter 4 provides a list of commentors and indicates the numbering system used 
to organize comment letters.  A total of 103 comment letters were received for 
this project (not including two different form letters).  The following key presents 
the code and numbering system used to identify written comments received. 

Comment Code Key (Written Comments) 

F = federal agency comment 

St = state agency comment 

L = local agency comment 

Sp = comment by a special interest group 

I = comment by an individual 

FL = form letters 

Examples: 

I1-1 = individual, letter #1 from those sent by individuals, first  
  comment in letter 

I2-2 = individual, letter #2 from those sent by individuals, second  
  comment in letter 

 
 

Chapter 10 identifies oral comments received during the public hearings.  The 
oral comments are grouped by meeting location. 
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Chapter 2  
Project Update/Activities since  
Publication of the Draft EIR/EIS  

This chapter is intended to provide an update on various aspects of the project 
that have changed since issuance of the draft EIR/EIS on August 8, 2003.  Many 
of these changes are a result of comments received on the draft EIR/EIS during 
the comment period, which ended December 15, 2003.  Changes to the project 
are presented in the list below, followed by a more detailed description of each. 

1. Modifications to the layout and configuration of the intake facilities 

2. Site identification for Zone 40 water treatment plant 

3. Revised modeling and coordinated operation agreement assumptions 

4. Water contract settlement agreements 

None of these changes results in new impacts.  In some cases they result in a 
reduction of severity of impacts identified in the draft EIR/EIS. A revised 
summary of impacts and mitigation measures is provided at the end of this 
chapter in Tables S-1, S-2, and S-3. Table S-1 summarizes the significant 
environmental impacts and Table S-2 summarizes the less-than-significant 
environmental impacts of the FRWP alternatives. Table S-3 summarizes 
significant cumulative impacts. The tables are organized to present impacts by 
environmental topic area and to indicate the significance of each impact, 
available mitigation measures, and the significance of each impact if mitigation is 
implemented. 

Responsibility for Project Implementation 
As noted in Chapter 1 of the draft EIR/EIS, FRWA is a joint powers agency 
formed by the Sacramento County Water Agency and East Bay Municipal Utility 
District.  The City of Sacramento is an associate member of FRWA as well.  
During project implementation, each agency will have responsibility for certain 
aspects of project construction, mitigation implementation, and operation.  In 
general, these responsibilities can be described as follows: 

FRWA:  construct and operate the intake and appurtenant facilities, the pipeline 
from the intake facility to the Folsom South Canal, and the pipeline to the SCWA 
treatment facility. 
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SCWA:  construct and operate the Zone 40 surface water treatment plant and 
appurtenant facilities. 

EBMUD:  construct and operate the pipeline from the Folsom South Canal to the 
Mokelumne Aqueducts, the Canal pumping plant, and the Aqueduct pumping 
plant and pretreatment facilities. 

In general, implementing and monitoring mitigation measures for each of these 
facilities will be the responsibility of the agency responsible for construction of 
the facility. 

Modifications to the Layout and Configuration of 
the Intake Facilities 

Although the site selected for locating the intake structure is the same as shown 
in the draft EIR/EIS, the layout of the site has been modified in response to 
public comment.  In addition, more detail has been added to the project 
description in order to elaborate on the basis for selecting the proposed intake 
facility site.  Additional detail on this matter is included in this final EIR/EIS in 
Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” under Intake Facility Issues and in Appendix A. 

Several refinements have been made to the site layout and project description to 
increase the project’s compatibility with the existing site and further minimize 
potential impacts.  Many of these refinements are based on input received during 
the public comment period.  Most of this input came from representatives of the 
City of Sacramento and residents of the South Pocket and Meadowview 
communities.  The refinements include additional commitments made by FRWA 
and physical refinements to the site layout and facility configurations. 

Additional commitments made by FRWA include: 

 Visual elements 

 Provide approximately 5 acres of landscaped buffer area to be 
maintained by FRWA 

 Improve visual aesthetics of the site over its current state  

 Implement a public process for the architectural design of the intake 
facility 

 Noise control  

 Design facilities so that the levels of noise generated by project operation 
will remain at or below current background noise levels at the nearest 
sensitive receptor.  The commitment and methods to minimize 
operational noise are described below under the Updated Project 
Description heading. 
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 Minimizing use and storage of chemicals 

 Use only sodium hypochlorite on site (sodium hypochlorite is two to 
three times stronger than household bleach) 

 Store on site only as needed 

 Use triple containment for storage of sodium hypochlorite  

 Minimizing adverse construction effects and resolving construction-related 
issues 

 Implement measures to minimize construction noise and the amount of 
dust and dirt leaving the site, and take measures as necessary to avoid 
potential adverse effects of pile-driving on property and structures 

 Work closely with local residents and City of Sacramento representative 
to reduce impacts as much as possible and to jointly develop mitigation 
plans 

 Provide a 24-hour FRWA contact person 

 Work together to monitor mitigation throughout construction 

The basic elements of the intake facility are the intake structure located on the 
riverbank (which houses the pump station) and several associated features 
located on the landside of the levee.  The associated facilities include an 
electrical switchyard, chemical injection facility, surge tanks, air compressor 
station, and settling basins. 

The locations of the electrical switchyard, chemical injection facility, surge 
tanks, air compressor station, and settling basins have changed since publication 
of the draft EIR/EIS.  In general, all of these facilities have been moved east to 
provide greater distance between the facilities and the adjacent residences.  The 
revised intake site layout, including the locations of these facilities, is shown in 
Figure 2-1.   

The location of the intake structure has not changed.  However, some aspects of 
the structure have been modified in order to minimize operation-related noise.  A 
brief description of each associated feature follows: 

 The electrical switchyard will contain necessary electrical equipment such as 
electrical transformers and controls. 

 The chemical injection facility is needed to control potential biofouling 
within the pipeline and will be located adjacent to the pipeline to allow direct 
injection into the pipe.  It will consist of a permanent double-containment on-
site tank and an associated containment basin for chemical delivery to 
effectively result in triple containment to meet applicable codes, ordinances, 
and industry safety standards.  The pump and tank may be constructed in a 
belowground vault. 
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 Approximately five surge tanks measuring 12 feet in diameter and 60 feet 
long will be contained in a structure adjacent to the electrical switchyard.   

 The air compressor station is needed to provide air charge for the surge 
tanks.  The compressors will be contained in a structure adjacent to the surge 
tanks. 

 Several options for managing sediment in the intake were described in the 
draft EIR/EIS.  These included settling basins at the intake facility site, 
settling basins adjacent to the FSC, and managing sediment within the FSC 
itself.  The only sediment management option currently being considered to 
remove sediments that settle in the intake forebay is the use of settling basins 
at the intake site.   

Updated Project Description 
The portion of the project description that has changed since publication of the 
draft EIR/EIS is set forth below.  All other portions of the project description 
remain the same as in the draft EIR/EIS. 

Freeport Intake Facility 

Location 

An intake facility and pumping plant would be constructed on the Sacramento 
River to divert water from the river.  In identifying potential locations for the 
intake facility, several factors were considered to minimize the potential for 
water quality problems: 

 To minimize potential for intake of treated effluent from the SRCSD 
discharges during a reverse flow event, the intake point would need to be 
located at least 3,500 feet (ft) upstream from the SRCSD discharge point.   

 To minimize water quality issues from the combined sewage outfall (CSO) 
near the Pioneer Bridge, the intake would need to be located at least 9,000 ft 
downstream to achieve full mixing and dilution of the discharges.   

 To avoid water quality impacts associated with discharges from the 
Sacramento Yacht Club (e.g., fuel spills, solid wastes, sanitary wastes), the 
intake would need to be located at least 9,000 ft downstream of the marina.  

The intake site is located on the left, or northeast, bank in the City of Sacramento, 
approximately 6,500 ft upstream of the Freeport Bridge and adjacent to the 
southeast edge of the South Pocket community.  (The left bank is the left side of 
the river when facing downstream.) 
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Intake Facility Layout
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Numerous technical evaluations were conducted to identify the best location 
along the Sacramento River to locate the necessary intake structure.  While water 
quality and river geometry are primary factors when considering location, several 
other factors, including impacts on adjacent residents, were also considered.  The 
results indicate that there are very few suitable locations.   

An initial screening of potential sites was performed based primarily on water 
quality and potential sources of contamination.  There were three primary items 
considered:  to keep the site sufficiently upstream of the SRCSD outfall to limit 
diversion of poor quality water during reverse flow events; to locate the site 
sufficiently downstream of the CSO discharge to ensure full mixing of sewer 
discharges and river water; and to avoid the potential fuel spills and solid and 
sanitary waste disposal associated with marinas.  This initial screening greatly 
reduced the number of possible locations. 

On occasion, when river flow is low and tides in the Pacific Ocean are high, 
water in the Sacramento River in the project vicinity can flow northward (i.e., 
backward, upstream).  According to SRCSD measurements during the period 
1984–2000, reverse flow occurred in approximately 5% of all days.  During those 
periods, the reverse flow in the river could cause treated wastewater to reach the 
intake.  Therefore, the farther upstream from the outfall the intake is located, the 
better.  The reverse flow events are typically of such duration that treated 
wastewater reaches a limited distance upstream of the outfall.  FRWA’s technical 
team set a target criterion of finding a site where treated wastewater would reach 
the site on no more than 20% of the occasions when reverse flow occurs.  
Computer modeling revealed that this distance is at least 3,500 feet.  Therefore, 
the 3,500 feet of river closest to the SRCSD outfall was excluded from further 
analysis. 

Locating the intake downstream and in general proximity to the WWTP outfall 
would be a breach of the member agencies’ duty to protect the public’s health 
and would be very unlikely to be approved by regulatory agencies such as the 
Department of Health Services.  The waste discharges carried by reverse flows 
that FRWA is attempting to avoid are infrequent events, yet are still of great 
concern because waste discharges will be continuous and impossible to avoid.   

In addition to the water quality issues posed by the SRCSD WWTP, the City of 
Sacramento operates a combined storm and sanitary sewer system serving a 
portion of the City and County of Sacramento.  Under most conditions, the 
combined flow of the sewers is directed to the SRCSD WWTP and is treated 
(secondary treatment) before discharge to the river.  On occasion, however, storm 
flows are so great that the capacity of the WWTP is exceeded, and the excess 
flow is diverted to a series of smaller treatment plants that treat the water before 
discharge to the river to a lesser degree (primary treatment) than the SRCSD 
WWTP.  On even less frequent occasions, the capacity of both the WWTP and 
the primary treatment facilities is exceeded, and raw sewage combined with 
storm drainage is discharged to the river with no treatment at all.  These 
intermittent events are of concern to FRWA. 
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The only way to avoid completely the effect of untreated CSO discharges on the 
intake would be to locate it upstream of any untreated CSO discharge sites.  This 
would require relocating the intake upstream of Sump No. 2, which is west of 
William Land Park.  Locating the intake upstream of Sump No. 2 would add at 
least 5 miles to the length of the pipeline, running through some of the most 
densely developed parts of Sacramento.  Conservatively, project construction 
costs would increase by at least $20 million, if a vacant site with sufficient room 
could be found.  The permanent environmental impacts associated with a site this 
far upstream would be at least as much as the preferred site, but the construction 
impacts would be much greater.  An additional environmental impact would 
result from the increased electrical power required to pump the water through the 
longer pipeline. 

As an alternative to placing the intake upstream of any untreated CSO discharge, 
FRWA tried to find a location where untreated discharges would mix fully with 
river water before reaching the intake.  If untreated discharges could not be 
completely avoided, the next best thing is to make sure they are as diluted with as 
much river water as possible.  Computer modeling indicated that approximately 
9,000 feet of river length is necessary for full mixing. 

It was also a criterion to locate the intake a similar distance below any marinas, 
which might be the source of fuel spills or other waste discharges (Stan’s Yolo 
Marina is at RM 50.6; Site A is about 9,000 feet downstream).  These criteria 
limited the study reach to approximately 3,500 feet above the SRCSD discharge 
to approximately 9,000 feet below Sump No. 2.  This stretch of river extends 
from Chicory Bend (RM 54.6) to the northern limits of the developed portion of 
Freeport (RM 46.7). 

The only undeveloped areas on the left bank (looking downstream) within this 
water quality–constrained reach are the preferred site and a site approximately 
3,000 feet downstream of the preferred site, near the northern limits of 
development in Freeport.  Potentially suitable sites with less residential 
development exist on the right bank. 

After public health and safety were addressed, several engineering criteria were 
applied to the site selection.  The first of these criteria is river geometry.  In 
general, deep water and fast-flowing water are desirable.  The pumps and intake 
screens must be placed under water, and naturally deep water allows this pump 
submergence and minimizes environmentally harmful and costly dredging.  High 
flow velocities across the intake minimize sediment accumulation and improve 
the functioning of the required fish screens.  The high velocities help to sweep 
sediment and fish past the intake.  Sediment buildup can interfere with the flow 
of water to the pumps, causing noisy operation and possibly damage to the 
pumps.  Buildup as a result of erosion can also damage the pumps and create 
locally higher velocities of flow through the fish screens.  Fish screens protect 
fish best with even, slow flow through the screens. 

Deeper, faster-flowing water is found at the outside of bends.  Within the reach 
defined by water quality constraints, five bends exist:  Oak Hall Bend (RM 53.7), 
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Clay Bank Bend (RM 52), Garcia Bend (RM 51), RM 49.2, and Freeport Bend 
(RM 47.2). 

The outside of Oak Hall Bend is on the left bank.  Dense development (the 
Greenhaven area) exists adjacent to the river, and no vacant sites are available.  
Construction of an intake at that site would require obtaining private property and 
constructing approximately 4 miles of additional pipeline (approximately $15 
million) through a very densely populated area.  This is the only bend on the left 
bank in the study reach other than the preferred site, and is either inferior or 
equivalent to the preferred site in every evaluation criterion. 

The three bend sites on the right bank all have some similarity with respect to the 
evaluation criteria:  they all have comparable levels of adjacent development; and 
they all require additional pipeline length and an expensive river crossing.  The 
biggest difference between them is the length of pipeline added to the project.  
Therefore, only the site requiring the least additional pipe (RM 49.2) was given 
further consideration because all the other right-bank bends were considered to 
have flaws of relatively greater magnitude. 

As a result of this analysis, it was determined that the preferred site best meets 
the range of criteria, including those relating to institutional, technical, and 
environmental issues.  Additional detail is included in Appendix A of the final 
EIR/EIS.  This site is located along the left (north) bank of the Sacramento River 
just southeast of the South Pocket neighborhood and approximately 1 mile north 
of the town of Freeport.  The site, a former sewage treatment plant, is currently 
owned by the City of Sacramento Department of Utilities, and existing public 
facilities include an elevated water storage tank and stormwater outfall pumps.  
The site has long been considered suitable for public water facilities. 

Design 

The intake facility would be located on the riverbank.  Site features would 
include an intake and pump station, electrical switchyard, chemical storage and 
injection facility, surge tanks, air compressor station, settling basins, security 
fencing, parking, and access pathways (Figure 2-1).  The pump station would be 
located within the intake facility, and the remaining features would be located 
behind (north and east of) the intake facility.  The entire facility, including the 
intake facility and associated features (e.g., electrical switchyard, chemical 
injection facility, surge tanks, air compressor station), would require 
approximately 7 acres.  FRWA is providing landscaping on site to mitigate any 
potential visual or noise impact on the adjacent neighborhood.  The extent of any 
additional off-site landscaping on City-owned property above and beyond what is 
necessary to mitigate visual and noise impacts to a less-than-significant level, 
how much FRWA will contribute to those costs, and how any such landscaping 
will be maintained is a matter of negotiation between the City and FRWA as part 
of the Purchases and Sales Agreements for the intake site. 
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The recommended foundation for the intake is a pile foundation with steel H-
piles, precast concrete piles, or concrete-filled pipe piles.  Each pile type has 
advantages and disadvantages and selection is best determined by load, soil 
conditions, and driving conditions.  Given the need for more precise soil 
conditions and structural loadings, the type, size, spacing, and depth of piles must 
be determined in final design.  Some of the sheet piles that would be built to 
facilitate construction of the intake would be left in place, and stone riprap would 
be installed around the intake.  The riprap would be 3 ft thick and would extend 
approximately 200 ft from the top of the levee to the toe of the embankment.  
Riprap would also extend approximately 50 ft upstream and downstream beyond 
the sheet piling. 

The intake facility would include a fish exclusion system designed to meet DFG, 
NOAA Fisheries, and USFWS criteria for adequate screen area, maintenance 
features, and facility hydraulics.  The fish screen could be as long as 175 ft.  A 
floating log boom would be installed on the river side of the intake facility to 
protect the fish screen from damage by floating debris and boaters. 

The pump station would have seven to nine vertical turbine pumps with a total 
capacity of 185 MGD enclosed in a structure approximately 225 feet long and 
would accommodate a pump spacing of about 15 feet, assuming nine pumps.   

Low-wattage fascia wash lighting fixtures would be installed on the river-facing 
walls of the intake facility and fish screen.  The debris boom would be fitted with 
a strobe light in accordance with U.S. Coast Guard requirements.  Exterior doors 
would be equipped with photocell/motion detector–controlled downlighting. 

The primary operation noise sources at the intake facility would include the 
pump station, electrical switchyard, and air compressor station.  All the pumps 
and motors would be enclosed in a structure approximately 225 ft long.  The 
intake structure and support facilities design will incorporate noise control 
measures so that noise generated by the facility will not be at levels above 
existing background noise at the nearest sensitive receptor.  Possible measures 
might include interior and exterior noise control measures for the pump station 
such as the use of low noise motors, acoustic louvers, acoustic access doors and 
wall panels; use of low noise transformers; and acoustical treatment of the 
compressor station, electrical switchyard, and surge tank facilities.  Noise 
measurements will be conducted after the project startup to determine the 
effectiveness of the acoustical treatment measures and whether additional 
measures are needed. As a result, the significant and unavoidable operational 
noise impact identified in the draft EIR/EIS is now a less-than-significant impact.  

Operation and Maintenance 

The new intake facility and pumping plant would allow the delivery of up to 
185 MGD of water and would be capable of diverting water under all river 
hydraulic conditions.  A source of electrical power would be required to operate 
the new intake facility.   
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The intake facility, including screens and pumping equipment, would be 
accessible year-round from the levee bank for operations and maintenance.  The 
screen face would be oriented parallel to the river flow and would extend into the 
river section to allow adequate water depth at the screen (10 ft minimum).  The 
orientation would also allow for suitable sweeping flows across the screens, 
reduce the overall screen length needs, and reduce maintenance requirements.  
The pumping wet well would be located on the water side of the levee section.  
Discharge lines would cross over the levee bank. 

Construction Considerations 

The first phase of the intake construction would involve construction of a 
temporary ring levee, followed by construction of a sheet-pile cofferdam.  
Excavation within the area enclosed by the cofferdam and levee would proceed 
next followed by installation of structural piles.  Following pile placement, a 
concrete tremie seal would be placed to allow dewatering inside the cofferdam.  
Following dewatering, actual construction of the intake would begin.  
Construction materials may be brought to the site by water or land.  Some 
dredging of the site may be required. 

Settling Basins 

Location 

Because the intake facility would be used under a wide range of river-flow 
conditions, there is potential for grit and sediment to enter the intake facility and 
pipelines.  Larger sediments will be deposited in the forebay of the intake.  Such 
deposits would need to be removed to keep the forebay clear and to keep 
approach velocities at the fish screen relatively uniform along all parts of the 
screen.  A set of settling basins, located near the intake facility site, would collect 
the relatively large-diameter sediments (Figure 2-1).  Smaller particles would 
likely continue into the pipelines.  These sediments would be carried to the Zone 
40 Surface WTP and the FSC, where, in both locations, suspended sediment 
would settle out and periodically be removed by dredging. No modifications have 
been made to the optional settling basins considered for construction near the 
terminal facility.  

Design 

If it is determined during design that settling basins are required at the intake 
facility, they would consist of two or more concrete-lined basins with discharge 
piping from the intake forebays to the basins and return lines from the basins 
back to the intake forebays or sanitary sewer.  Access ramps would be installed 
in each basin for cleaning purposes.  Preliminary analysis indicates that the total 
area required for these settling basins would be approximately 2 acres.  For 
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purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that settling basins would be required at 
the intake facility.  Because the relatively large-diameter size of the 
predominantly inorganic sediments to be removed and the absence of small 
particle–size organic-laden sediment, odor from the accumulated sediment is not 
expected. 

Operation and Maintenance 

The amount of sediment will vary with the amount of water diverted, the time of 
year it is diverted, and the sediment load in the river.  The basins would be 
configured with two or more cells so that individual cells could be drained and 
dried out.  Depending on the final design of the basins, actual operational 
practices, and other factors, the frequency of basin cleaning may vary from year 
to year.  However, for the purpose of this analysis, annual cleaning has been 
assumed.  At the intake facility, potential estimated annual sediment 
accumulation could range from 310 tons under minimum conditions (a uniform 
10 MGD per year to SCWA only) to 4,540 tons under severe conditions (125% 
of median flows to both SCWA and EBMUD and double the median suspended 
solids concentrations in the river).  Under average conditions (full time SCWA 
diversion and EBMUD diversions every 3.3 years), annual sediment 
accumulation would be approximately 1,910 tons.   

The collected sediment would be excavated and hauled to the nearest landfill 
(assumed to be located off Kiefer Road near Grant Line Road).  The principal 
equipment required for cleaning the sediment basins includes wheeled front-end 
loaders, dozers, and tractor-trailer dump trucks.  The duration of equipment usage 
would depend on the rate that material can be loaded into the trucks and the haul 
distance/round trip time for the trucks. 

Construction Considerations 

The material excavated for construction of the settling basins would be 
stockpiled and used as embankment fill, and any excess material would be hauled 
off site to an approved landfill. 

Chemical Storage 

Sodium hypochlorite is proposed for use at FRWA’s intake to control potential 
biofouling in the pipeline.  There is a possibility that the pipeline capacity will be 
reduced because of the growth of slime or other organisms in the pipe.  That 
growth can be removed through chemical treatment and flushing. 

Sodium hypochlorite, in liquid form, would be injected into and slowly 
distributed through the pipeline with low velocity flow of water.  The chlorinated 
water would be emptied from the pipeline at Sacramento County’s Zone 40 water 
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treatment plant and at the FSC settling basin (if constructed).  It is expected that 
this operation would be infrequent, likely less than annually. 

Sodium hypochlorite solution is a yellowish liquid with a characteristic odor.  
The substance to be used at the intake is very similar to household bleach, albeit 
with a higher concentration (about 10–12% hypochlorite at the intake vs. 3–6% 
in household bleach).  It is widely used in homes, schools, hospitals, swimming 
pools, drinking water supplies, and for disinfecting hard surfaces and surgical 
instruments. 

According to a May 1996 article in Environmental Science and Engineering, 
years of investigation have produced the conclusion that hypochlorite is safe for 
humans and the environment.  In the environment, sodium hypochlorite 
decomposes into water, oxygen, and table salt.   

Sodium hypochlorite is typically delivered by truck.  For example, the City of 
Sacramento receives sodium hypochlorite in 4,500-gallon truckloads at their 
treatment plants.  During unloading, the truck would park within a containment 
basin, which in its simplest form would consist of a depressed concrete pad with 
entry and exit ramps at each end.  The truck would transfer its contents into a 
permanent on-site tank made of fiberglass, fiber-reinforced plastic, or other 
material not susceptible to corrosion.  The pump and tank may be constructed in 
a belowground vault, which would both mask the equipment from view and act 
as a containment structure should the tank leak.  The only aboveground facilities 
would be a connection for the truck to the pump or to the underground storage 
tank, and vault ventilation intake and exhaust.  As an alternative, the truck, tank, 
and pump could all be housed inside a small building.  The truck would not need 
to be on site for more than 1 day at a time. 

The project description in the draft EIR/EIS identified the possible use of 
chemicals at the intake facility.  The related impact in Chapter 15, “Public Health 
and Safety,” discussed the use of sodium hypochlorite at the Zone 40 Surface 
Water Treatment Plant.  This impact (Impact 15-6 on page 15-9 of the draft 
EIR/EIS) was found to be less than significant and adequately describes the 
potential impact of its use at the intake facility. Therefore, the proposed use of 
sodium hypochlorite at the intake facility does not introduce a new impact or 
substantial new information.   

Site Identification of the Zone 40  
Surface Water Treatment Plant 

The draft EIR/EIS included a description of the proposed location, design, and 
construction of the Zone 40 Water Treatment Plant.  Since publication of the 
draft EIR/EIS, more information has become available regarding the specific 
location where the Zone 40 Water Treatment Plant may be constructed. 
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The draft EIR/EIS included a description of the general area in which the Zone 
40 Surface Water Treatment Plant would be constructed.  The general area was 
described as the area bounded by Elder Creek Road on the north, Gerber Road on 
the south, Bradshaw Road on the west, and Excelsior Road on the east.  The 
Zone 40 Surface Water Treatment Plant would require an 80- to 100-acre parcel 
within that area. 

SCWA has recently secured an option on an 80-acre parcel that could be used for 
the Zone 40 Surface Water Treatment Plant.  The parcel is located within the 
general area described in the draft EIR/EIS and is at the north side of Florin Road 
halfway between Bradshaw and Excelsior Roads (Figure 2-2).  The analysis in 
the draft EIR/EIS adequately addresses the resources and issues associated with 
this parcel. As described in the draft EIR/EIS, SCWA will ultimately purchase a 
parcel, potentially this one, and construct the Zone 40 Surface Water Treatment 
Plant at that location. However, additional detailed surveys and associated 
supplemental environmental documentation may be required before SCWA 
purchases the parcel and constructs the facility. 

Modification to the Operation of the  
Canal Pumping Plant 

Design 
The plant will be designed with a 100-MGD capacity.  The main facilities 
include a turnout in the canal, a traveling screen structure used to remove debris 
in the FSC water, a chain link–fenced electrical substation, surge control features, 
access roads and site infrastructure, and the main pumping plant building.  

All the pumps and motors would be enclosed in a structure.  The intake structure 
and support facilities design will incorporate noise control measures so that noise 
generated by the facility at the nearest existing sensitive receptor (e.g., residence) 
will not exceed 5dBa above existing background noise. Noise measurements will 
be conducted after the project startup to determine the effectiveness of the 
acoustical treatment measures and whether additional measures are needed. As a 
result, the significant and unavoidable operational noise impact identified in the 
draft EIR/EIS is now a less-than-significant impact. 

Hydrologic Modeling Assumptions 
Project-Level Analysis 

Since publication of the draft EIR/EIS, Reclamation has made minor changes to 
the 2001 level-of-development version of the CALSIM II model and assumptions 
regarding the FRWP.  The primary changes in the model are that Reclamation 
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has slightly revised the way that CALSIM II interprets implementation of CVPIA 
3406(b)(2) water and the Environmental Water Account to better reflect 
anticipated operations.  These changes have very minor implications for project 
modeling of environmental effects and result in essentially indiscernible changes.   

Also since publication of the draft EIR/EIS, Reclamation has determined that 
deliveries to EBMUD should be treated as a Delta export for purposes of the 
Coordinated Operations Agreement (COA), rather than as a Sacramento in-basin 
use.  This assumption results in minor changes to model results but does not 
result in any meaningful changes to the impact analysis.  Appendix 3 of the draft 
EIR/EIS (Section 3.4.10) included a preliminary CALSIM II model run under the 
assumption that deliveries to EBMUD would be treated as an export under the 
COA, rather than an in-basin use.  A review of this study concluded that there 
would be no difference in the impact assessment compared to the modeling used 
for the draft EIR/EIS.   

FRWA and Reclamation have determined that it is appropriate to conduct 
additional modeling for this final EIR/EIS and to review the results of that 
modeling to determine whether these changes in modeling assumptions would 
have any potential to change the results of the impact analysis contained in the 
draft EIR/EIS.  A comparison of the key hydrologic modeling results from the 
draft EIR/EIS and the revised CALSIM II modeling for 2001 level-of-
development is summarized in Table 2-1.  As shown in that table, the difference 
in results between the two sets of modeling studies is extremely small and would 
not affect the analysis of potential environmental effects and conclusions drawn 
regarding significance of impacts that relies in part on the results of the CALSIM 
II modeling.   

Based on review of the modeling, Reclamation and FRWA have determined that 
the minor changes in assumptions with respect to CALSIM II modeling would 
not alter the conclusions of the draft EIR/EIS and, therefore, do not constitute 
significant new information.  If the revised assumptions were to be used, 
Reclamation and FRWA would reach the same conclusions reached in the draft 
EIR/EIS with respect to potential environmental effects related to hydrologic 
impacts, the significance of those effects, and the need for mitigation measures. 

Cumulative Impact Analysis 
Similar to and in addition to the changes made in the project-level modeling 
(2001 level-of-development), Reclamation has also revised the 2020 level-of-
development hydrologic modeling that is intended to form the basis of ESA 
Section 7 consultation with USFWS and NOAA Fisheries for purposes of its 
revised CVP Operations Criteria and Plan (OCAP).  The version of the 2020 
level-of-development CALSIM II model that was available in summer 2003 
formed the basis for the cumulative impact analysis in the draft EIR/EIS.  
Reclamation and FRWA also conducted a review of the revised version of this 
model scenario released in February 2004 to determine whether the changes in 
modeling assumptions would have any potential to change the results of the 
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cumulative impact analysis contained in the draft EIR/EIS.  A comparison of the 
key hydrologic modeling results from the draft EIR/EIS and the revised CALSIM 
II modeling for 2020 level-of-development is summarized in Table 2-2.  As 
shown in that table, the difference in results between the two sets of modeling 
studies is extremely small and would not affect the analysis of potential 
cumulative environmental effects.   

Based on review of the modeling, Reclamation and FRWA have determined that 
the minor changes in assumptions with respect to CALSIM II modeling would 
not alter the conclusions of the cumulative impact analysis contained in the draft 
EIR/EIS and, therefore, do not constitute significant new information.  If the 
revised modeling were to be used for the cumulative impact analysis, 
Reclamation and FRWA would reach the same conclusions reached in the draft 
EIR/EIS with respect to potential environmental effects related to hydrologic 
impacts, the significance of those effects, and the need for mitigation measures. 

Settlement Agreements 
Since publication of the draft EIR/EIS, FRWA and its member agencies have 
negotiated settlements with other water agencies that had challenged the 
adequacy of the environmental documentation that supported EBMUD’s 
amendatory contract with Reclamation.  That amendatory contract provides for 
EBMUD’s participation in the FRWP.  As part of these settlements, FRWA and 
EBMUD have agreed to provide one of those agencies, Contra Costa Water 
District, limited access to FRWP facilities for the purposes of conveying a 
limited amount of water.  In addition, FRWA and EBMUD agreed to one other 
minor change in operations as part of a settlement.  The relevant aspects of those 
settlement agreements are summarized below and the environmental effects are 
addressed herein to the extent possible.  Some of the settlements also include 
financial compensation and other types of agreements.  Because these aspects of 
the settlement agreements do not have any potential to result in environmental 
effects, they are not discussed further in this final EIR/EIS. 

As described in the draft EIR/EIS, under the terms of EBMUD’s amendatory 
contract with Reclamation, EBMUD is able to take delivery of Sacramento River 
water in any year in which EBMUD’s March 1 forecast of its October 1 total 
system storage is less than 500,000 acre-feet (af) (this is considered a drought 
condition).  When this condition is met, the amendatory contract entitles 
EBMUD to take up to 133,000 af annually.  However, deliveries to EBMUD are 
limited to its portion of the diversion capacity of the FRWP (100 MGD), which is 
equivalent to approximately 112,000 af/year.  Deliveries to EBMUD are also 
subject to curtailment pursuant to CVP shortage conditions and are further 
limited to no more than 165,000 af in any three-consecutive-year period that 
EBMUD’s forecasted October 1 storage remains below 500,000 af. 

EBMUD would take delivery of its entitlement at a maximum rate of 100 MGD.  
Deliveries would start at the beginning of the CVP contract year (March 1) or 



Table 2-1.  Summary Statistics of CALSIM and EBMUDSIM Hydrologic Modeling Parameters for FRWP Alternatives 2–5 at a 2001 Level of 
Development Comparison of DEIR/EIS Modeling and Revised Modeling 

Page 1 of 2 

FRWP DEIR/EIS Modeling b Revised Modeling c 

Location/Resource 
No 

Action 

FRWP 
Alternatives 
2–5 Change 

from No 
Action 

FRWP 
Alternatives 
2–5 Change 

from No 
Action (%) No Action d 

FRWP 
Alternatives 
2–5 Change 

from No 
Action e 

FRWP 
Alternatives 
2–5 Change 

from No 
Action (%) 

Difference:  
Change in Revised  
Modeling Results  

minus  
Change in  

DEIR/EIS Modeling 
Results 

Trinity Reservoir Storage (TAF) f 1318 -4 -0.3 1335 -7 -0.5 -3 

Shasta Reservoir Storage (TAF) f 2672 -15 -0.6 2659 -15 -0.5 1 

Oroville Reservoir Storage (TAF) f 2113 -8 -0.4 2079 -2 -0.1 5 

Folsom Reservoir Storage (TAF) f 503 -4 -0.9 535 -8 -1.4 -3 

San Luis Reservoir Storage (TAF) f 573 -5 -0.9 586 -13 -2.2 -8 

Pardee Reservoir Storage (TAF) f 176 6 3.4 176 6 3.4 0 

Camanche Reservoir Storage (TAF) f 221 17 7.4 221 17 7.4 0 

Mokelumne Inflow to Delta (TAF) 284 8 2.8 284 8 2.8 0 

Delta Outflow (TAF) 14473 -33 -0.2 14408 -43 -0.3 -9 

Exports, Banks Pumping Plant (TAF) 3170 -6 -0.2 3159 4 0.1 10 

Exports, Tracy Pumping Plant (TAF) 2300 -4 -0.2 2321 -4 -0.2 -1 

X2 Position (km) 75.7 0.0 0.0 75.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 

CVP Deliveries North of Delta (TAF) g 2210 0 0.0 2211 0 0.0 0 

CVP Deliveries South of Delta (TAF) 2595 -4 -0.2 2631 -8 -0.3 -4 

SWP Deliveries South of Delta (TAF) h 3213 -6 -0.2 3212 9 i 0.7 15 
 

a Values are averages for the 72-year simulation period (1922–1993), based on water years (October–September)  
b Draft EIR/EIS values from Table 3-1. 



Table 2-1.  Continued Page 2 of 2 

c Revised modeling results based on CALSIM II version utilized for Draft OCAP Biological Assessment Studies, released February 2, 2004 . 

d OCAP Study 3, “Today CVPIA 3406 b(2) with EWA.” 
e OCAP Study  3, “Today CVPIA 3406 b(2) with EWA,” with FRWP added.  EBMUD is considered a Delta export.  EWA, (b)(2), and salinity control actions 

are fixed to No Action study. 
f End of September carryover storage. 
g Does not include American River Division and FRWP deliveries. 
h Includes 65 TAF of annual losses.  
i The apparent benefit to the SWP in the revised modeling is not an effect of the FRWP, but rather results from a very minor change during a single year in the 

calculation of the trigger for changing the Feather River minimum flow requirement.  Change in this minimum flow requirement directly affects the 
simulated SWP delivery that year.  Under actual project operations, there would be effectively no difference in this minimum flow requirement, and thus the 
average change in SWP deliveries caused by the FRWP would be similar to the difference simulated in the FRWP DEIR modeling.  For discussion on the 
appropriate interpretation of CALSIM II results, see Sections 2.7, 3.4.9, and 3.5.9 in Volume 3 of the draft EIR/EIS. 

 



Table 2-2.  Summary Statistics of CALSIM and EBMUDSIM Hydrologic Modeling Parameters for FRWP Alternatives 2–5 at a 2020 Level of 
Development Comparison of DEIR/EIS Modeling and Revised Modeling 

Page 1 of 2 

FRWP DEIR/EIS Modeling b Revised Modeling c 

Location/Resource No Action 

FRWP 
Alternatives 
2–5 Change 

from No 
Action 

FRWP 
Alternatives 
2–5 Change 

from No 
Action (%) No Action d

FRWP 
Alternatives 
2–5 Change 

from No 
Action e 

FRWP 
Alternatives 
2–5 Change 

from No 
Action (%) 

Difference:  
Change in Revised 
Modeling Results 

minus  
Change in  

DEIR/EIS Modeling 
Results 

Trinity Reservoir Storage (TAF) f 1318 -4 -0.3 1293 -4 -0.3 0 

Shasta Reservoir Storage (TAF) f 2582 -15 -0.6 2538 -9 -0.4 5 

Oroville Reservoir Storage (TAF) f 2066 -11 -0.5 2046 -2 -0.1 9 

Folsom Reservoir Storage (TAF) f 479 -3 -0.6 504 -4 -0.8 -1 

San Luis Reservoir Storage (TAF) f 558 -4 -0.7 551 -4 -0.7 0 

Pardee Reservoir Storage (TAF) f 173 7 4.0 173 7 4.0 0 

Camanche Reservoir Storage (TAF) f 211 21 10.0 211 21 10.0 0 

Mokelumne Inflow to Delta (TAF) 270 15 5.5 270 15 5.5 0 

Delta Outflow (TAF) 14291 -26 -0.3 14094 -33 -0.2 -8 

Exports, Banks Pumping Plant (TAF) 3229 -2 -0.1 3337 1 0.0 4 

Exports, Tracy Pumping Plant (TAF) 2267 -7 -0.3 2320 -7 -0.3 0 

X2 Position (km) 75.8 0.0 0.0 75.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 

CVP Deliveries North of Delta (TAF) g 2274 0 0.0 2262 0 0.0 0 

CVP Deliveries South of Delta (TAF) 2526 -6 -0.2 2638 -14 -0.5 -8 

SWP Deliveries South of Delta (TAF) h 3319 -6 -0.2 3393 10 i 0.3 15 
 

a Values are averages for the 72-year simulation period (1922–1993), based on water years (October–September) 
b Draft EIR/EIS values from Table 3-3. 
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c Revised modeling results based on CALSIM II version utilized for Draft OCAP Biological Assessment Studies, released February 2, 2004 . 

d OCAP Study 5, “Future CVPIA 3406 b(2) and SDIP with EWA,”  with FRWP removed.  
e OCAP Study 5, “Future CVPIA 3406 b(2) and SDIP with EWA.”  
f End of September carryover storage. 
g Does not include American River Division and FRWP deliveries. 
h Includes 65 TAF of annual losses.  
i The apparent benefit to the SWP in the revised modeling is not an effect of the FRWP, but rather results from a very minor change during a single year in the 

calculation of the trigger for changing the Feather River minimum flow requirement.  Change in this minimum flow requirement directly affects the 
simulated SWP delivery that year.  Under actual project operations, there would be effectively no difference in this minimum flow requirement, and thus the 
average change in SWP deliveries caused by the FRWP would be similar to the difference simulated in the FRWP DEIR modeling. For discussion on the 
appropriate interpretation of CALSIM II results, see Sections 2.7, 3.4.9, and 3.5.9 in Volume 3 of the draft EIR/EIS. 
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any time afterward.  Deliveries would cease when EBMUD’s CVP allocation for 
that year is reached, when the 165,000 af limitation is reached, or when EBMUD 
no longer needs the water, whichever comes first.  Alternatives 2–5 assume that 
delivery limitations mandated in the Hodge Decision would not apply to the 
Sacramento River diversion point because it is not located on the lower American 
River. 

Contra Costa Water District 

FRWA and EBMUD have agreed to “wheel” 3,200 af/year of water for the 
Contra Costa Water District (CCWD).  Wheeling is the transmission of water 
owned by one entity through the facilities owned by another.  In this case, 
CCWD water, which would normally be diverted in the Delta, would instead be 
diverted from the Sacramento River at the FRWP intake and conveyed to CCWD 
through FRWP facilities, Reclamation’s Folsom South Canal, and EBMUD’s 
Mokelumne Aqueduct.  The path of the Mokelumne Aqueduct intersects the path 
of CCWD’s Los Vaqueros Pipeline in Brentwood, California.  CCWD would 
design and construct interconnection facilities, which are expected to be located 
within the existing EBMUD and CCWD rights-of-way at the intersection of the 
Mokelumne Aqueduct and Los Vaqueros Pipeline.  CCWD water could be 
wheeled every year, upon request by CCWD, unless there are unavoidable 
conditions that reduce the capacity of the system to the extent that FRWA and 
EBMUD are unable to wheel the water.  The rate of delivery of the wheeled 
water will be determined each year in conjunction with development of the 
wheeling schedule.  The maximum wheeling rate would be 155 cubic feet per 
second (cfs) (100 MGD), the full capacity of the Folsom South Canal 
Connection. 

Santa Clara Valley Water District 

EBMUD would make available to the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
(SCVWD) 6,500 af of EBMUD’s CVP water allocation in the first year of a 
drought cycle in which EBMUD would take delivery of Sacramento River water.  
If the next year is also a drought year in which EBMUD continues to take 
delivery of water, then SCVWD would be obligated to return up to 100% of the 
6,500 af of water to EBMUD, or at EBMUD’s discretion, the water may be 
returned in the following year.  If drought conditions do not continue in the 
second and/or third years, SCVWD would keep EBMUD’s water and would 
compensate EBMUD for its Reclamation costs.  SCVWD would take delivery of 
EBMUD’s CVP water at Tracy Pumping Plant, and EBMUD would take delivery 
of SCVWD’s CVP water at Freeport, so no additional facilities would need to be 
constructed.  The exchange described above provides a means to offset shortages 
that would otherwise occur in SCVWD’s CVP supply as a result of EBMUD 
diversions at Freeport, and does not result in any increased water demand within 
SCVWD’s service area. 
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Environmental Considerations 

The proposed operations under the settlement agreements would result in no 
measurable changes in the environmental impact analysis contained in the draft 
EIR/EIS.  Each of the settlement agreements described above would result in the 
same amount of water being diverted each year, although the location of the 
diversion would vary slightly compared to the draft EIR/EIS analysis.   

Under the settlement with CCWD, each year CCWD could take delivery of a 
small portion of its CVP supply (less than 3%) at the FRWP intake instead of its 
Rock Slough or Old River intakes in the Delta.  CVP operations would be 
essentially identical, as the volume of CVP water delivered to CCWD would be 
unchanged, and no measurable changes in Delta outflow, Delta exports by others, 
or Delta hydrodynamics would occur.  Increasing diversions at Freeport by 3,200 
af/year would result in no net environmental impact on Delta habitat and fisheries 
because (1) the change in diversion volume at that location is not substantial 
(average diversions are approximately 90,000af/year), (2) it would be offset by 
an identical reduction in diversions from the Delta as shown in Table 2-3, and (3) 
fish screening capabilities at the FRWP intake are equivalent to fish screening 
capabilities at CCWD’s Delta intakes where the wheeled water would otherwise 
be diverted. 

The agreement with CCWD also would require the construction of new facilities 
by CCWD connecting the Mokelumne Aqueduct and CCWD’s Los Vaqueros 
Pipeline in Brentwood, California, to provide for delivery of water from the 
Mokelumne Aqueduct.  The interconnection would be constructed, to the extent 
feasible, within existing rights-of-way of the two facilities and would have a 
capacity of 100 MGD.  The environmental effects associated with construction, 
operation, and maintenance of the interconnection piping and associated valves 
would be subject to further environmental review and are anticipated to be very 
minor.  The rights-of-way for EBMUD’s and CCWD’s existing conveyance 
facilities have been previously highly disturbed and are currently heavily 
maintained to facilitate access for inspection and maintenance to help ensure 
water supply reliability.  Potential environmental effects would most likely be 
construction-related (noise, dust, traffic circulation) but are expected to be well 
within the range of normal urban construction disturbance.  No significant 
environmental effects associated with the interconnection facility are anticipated. 

Under the settlement agreement with SCVWD, EBMUD would divert 6,500 af 
less at the FRWP intake than currently assumed in the project modeling during 
the first year of a drought when EBMUD would take delivery of water under its 
contract.  This same amount of water would then be delivered to SCVWD via 
Reclamation’s Tracy pumping plant in the Delta, resulting in no net change in 
CVP deliveries.  Based on historical hydrology, it is expected that this shift in 
delivery location for 6,500 af would take place in 19% of all years.  In the second 
consecutive year (or at EBMUD’s discretion, the third year) of a drought, 
SCVWD would be obligated to return the water to EBMUD for diversion at the 
FRWP intake.  As not all droughts continue for more than a year, the return of 
water to EBMUD would occur less often, in 8% of all years (based on historical 
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hydrology).  The net effect of this difference in the occurrence of first year and 
second year of droughts is a slight reduction in the average FRWP total diversion 
(by 0.7%) and the average EBMUD diversion at Freeport (by 2.7%).   

Table 2-3 summarizes the net changes in diversion that result from these 
settlement agreements compared to operations assumed in the draft EIR/EIS. 

Table 2-3.  Change in Assumed Deliveries under the Settlement Agreements 

 
Nondrought Years First Drought Year 

Second or Third 
Consecutive Drought Year 

 FRWP 
Intake (af) 

 
Delta (af) 

FRWP 
Intake (af) 

 
Delta (af) 

FRWP 
Intake (af) 

 
Delta (af) 

EBMUD 0 0 -6,500 0 +6,500 0 

CCWD +3,200 -3,200 +3,200 -3,200 +3,200 -3,200 

SCVWD 0 0 0 +6,500 0 -6,500 

Change +3,200 -3,200 -3,300 +3,300 +9,700 -9,700 

Net Change 0 0 0 
 

These changes are extremely small in the total CVP system that delivers an 
average of approximately 5.5 million af/year to customers even in dry years.  The 
settlement agreements simply modify slightly the location of CVP deliveries; 
total quantities delivered are unchanged or reduced slightly.  No new or increased 
environmental impacts would result from these slight modifications in deliveries.   

The primary change that would occur as a result of the settlement agreements is 
that inflow to the Delta and flow in the Sacramento River downstream of the 
FRWP intake would be slightly altered compared to the modeling conducted for 
the draft EIR/EIS.  In nondrought years, Delta inflow and river flow below the 
FRWP intake could be reduced by up to 3,200 af.  This volume is equal to an 
average reduction of 4 cfs.  It is important to note that during normal and wet 
years, Sacramento River flow nearly always exceeds 14,000 cfs.  Thus, the 
anticipated average change in Sacramento River inflow to the Delta during 
nondrought years would be less than 0.03%.  Delta diversions would be reduced 
by an identical amount, so there would be no net effect on Delta outflow.   

In the first year of a drought, inflow to the Delta would be increased by a nearly 
identical amount, 3,300 af.  This slight increase would be offset by an identical 
increase in Delta pumping, resulting in no change in Delta outflow.  Evaluation 
of hydrologic modeling results indicates that in the first year of droughts, 
allowable Tracy Pumping Plant capacity will be sufficient to convey the 
additional deliveries to SCVWD.  In most of these years, this capacity would be 
available during conditions when Delta water quality would be unaffected by a 
slightly increased Delta export.  During those years, no additional carriage water 
would be needed.  Consequently, this shift in delivery locations would not result 
in a substantial change to the impact analysis.   
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In the second or third consecutive year of a drought, Delta inflow may be 
decreased by as much as 13 cfs on the average.  This decrease, which remains 
minor (0.1%) compared to the typical low flows of 10,000 cfs in the Sacramento 
River, is also offset by decreased pumping in the Delta, resulting in no net 
change in Delta outflow and the resulting impact analysis. 
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Resource Topic/Impact 
Applicable 
Alternative Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance 
after Mitigation 

Hydrology, Water Supply, and Power—No 
significant impacts    

Water Quality—No significant impacts    

Fish—No significant impacts    

Recreation    

Loss of recreational area from inundation of a segment 
of the Mokelumne Coast to Crest Trail 

Alternative 6 Implement Mitigation Measure 6-1:  Relocate a portion of 
the Mokelumne Coast to Crest Trail 

LS 

Loss of the New Middle Bar take-out facility because 
of inundation 

Alternative 6 Implement Mitigation Measure 6-2:  Replace necessary  
Middle Bar Take-Out Facility amenities 

LS 

Loss of whitewater boating on the Upper Mokelumne 
River Electra Run 

Alternative 6 Implement Mitigation Measure 6-3:  Ensure availability of 
a take-out on the Electra Run 

SU 

Loss of whitewater boating on the Upper Mokelumne 
River between Middle Bar Bridge and SR 49 Bridge 

Alternative 6 No mitigation available SU 

Vegetation and Wetland Resources    

Temporary disturbance to or potential loss of sensitive 
vegetation and wetland resources near active 
construction areas 

 

Alternatives 2–6 Implement Mitigation Measure 7-1:  Confine construction 
activities and equipment to the designated construction 
work area 

Implement Mitigation Measure 7-2:  Avoid and protect 
sensitive vegetation and wetland resources near designated 
construction work areas 

Implement Mitigation Measure 7-3:  Reestablish 
preconstruction site conditions to allow natural colonization 
of plant species and reseed, if necessary 

LS 

Potential introduction and spread of noxious weeds Alternatives 2–6 Implement Mitigation Measure 7-4:  Implement best 
management practices during construction activities 

LS 
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Resource Topic/Impact 
Applicable 
Alternative Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance 
after Mitigation 

Degradation of blue oak woodlands and loss of 
individual locally protected trees 

Alternatives 2–6 Implement Mitigation Measure 7-5:  Identify and avoid oak 
woodland and individual locally protected trees 

Implement Mitigation Measure 7-6:  Obtain and comply 
with county tree removal permits and implement conditions 
of permits 

LS 

Loss of or disturbance to riparian communities Alternatives 2–6 Implement Mitigation Measure 7-7:  Establish a protection 
buffer around woody riparian communities 

Implement Mitigation Measure 7-8:  Compensate for 
unavoidable riparian woodland losses 

LS 

Loss of or disturbance to jurisdictional waters of the 
United States, including wetlands 

Alternatives 2–6 Implement Mitigation Measure 7-9:  Avoid and minimize 
impacts on jurisdictional waters of the United States, 
including wetlands, by installing protective barriers and 
implementing best management practices 

Implement Mitigation Measure 7-10:  Obtain and comply 
with state and federal wetland permits 

Implement Mitigation Measure 7-11:  Compensate for 
unavoidable impacts on jurisdictional waters of the United 
States 

LS 

Potential loss of special-status plant populations Alternatives 2–6 Implement Mitigation Measure 7-12:  Conduct 
preconstruction surveys in areas not previously inventoried 

Implement Mitigation Measure 7-13:  Avoid known 
special-status plant populations during project design 

Implement Mitigation Measure 7-14:  Compensate for 
impacts on special-status plant populations 

LS 

Permanent loss of riparian woodland and riparian scrub 
communities within the inundation zone 

Alternative 6 Implement Mitigation Measure 7-15:  Compensate for 
unavoidable riparian habitat losses 

LS 
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Resource Topic/Impact 
Applicable 
Alternative Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance 
after Mitigation 

Potential impacts on jurisdictional waters of the United 
States, including wetlands and riparian woodland, 
within the water fluctuation zone 

Alternative 6 Implement Mitigation Measure 7-16:  Monitor and 
adaptively manage vegetation affected by inundation 

LS 

Loss of or disturbance to jurisdictional waters of the 
United States, including wetlands, as a result of 
inundation 

Alternative 6 Implement Mitigation Measures 7-9 through 7-11 LS 

Permanent loss of oak woodland communities within 
the inundation and flood zone 

Alternative 6 Implement Mitigation Measure 7-17:  Replace individual 
trees 

Implement Mitigation Measure 7-18:  Permanently preserve 
intact blue oak woodland 

LS 

Loss of or disturbance to oak woodland communities 
with the water fluctuation zone 

Alternative 6 Implement Mitigation Measures 7-16 through 7-18 LS 

Permanent loss of special-status plants and habitats 
within the inundation and flood zone 

Alternative 6 Implement Mitigation Measure 7-19:  Compensate for 
impacts on sensitive vegetative communities and associated 
special-status plants 

LS 

Wildlife    

Loss or alteration of vernal pools, vernal swales, and 
other temporary ponds that could provide habitat for 
vernal pool fairy shrimp, vernal pool tadpole shrimp, 
midvalley fairy shrimp, and California linderiella 

Alternatives 2–6 Implement Mitigation Measure 8-1:  Conduct surveys and 
develop a mitigation plan for vernal pool fairy shrimp and 
vernal pool tadpole shrimp 

LS 

Potential mortality of, disturbance to, or removal of 
habitat of the valley elderberry longhorn beetle during 
construction 

Alternatives 2–6 Implement Mitigation Measure 8-2:  Conduct 
preconstruction surveys for valley elderberry longhorn 
beetle and avoid or compensate for loss of habitat 

LS 

Potential mortality of, disturbance to, or loss of habitat 
for giant garter snake and western pond turtle 

Alternatives 2–6 Implement Mitigation Measure 8-3:  Avoid, minimize, and 
compensate for unavoidable impacts on jurisdictional 
waters of the United States, including wetlands, and 
implement associated wildlife protection and compensation 
measures 

LS 
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Resource Topic/Impact 
Applicable 
Alternative Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance 
after Mitigation 

Potential mortality of, disturbance to, or loss of habitat 
for the California tiger salamander and western 
spadefoot 

Alternatives 2–6 Implement Mitigation Measure 8-4:  Conduct 
preconstruction surveys and compensate for loss of 
California tiger salamander and western spadefoot habitat if 
these species are present 

LS 

Loss of or disturbance to active raptor nests or 
tricolored blackbird nests 

Alternatives 2–6 Implement Mitigation Measure 8-5:  Conduct surveys for 
nesting raptors and tricolored blackbirds 

LS 

Disturbance of nesting Swainson’s hawks Alternatives 2–6 Implement Mitigation Measure 8-5 

Implement Mitigation Measure 8-6:  Consult with the 
California Department of Fish and Game if hawks are 
present and follow mitigation guidelines to avoid 
disturbance of nesting hawks and/or the removal of hawks’ 
nesting trees 

LS 

Loss of Swainson’s hawk and white-tailed kite foraging 
habitat 

Alternatives 2–6 Implement Mitigation Measure 8-7:  Consult with 
California Department of Fish and Game and Sacramento 
County and compensate for loss of foraging habitat 

LS 

Loss of or disturbance to nesting western burrowing 
owls 

Alternatives 2–6 Implement Mitigation Measure 8-5 

Implement Mitigation Measure 8-8:  Consult with 
California Department of Fish and Game and follow the 
burrowing owl mitigation guidelines 

LS 

Potential loss of habitat for Sacramento anthicid beetle 
and Sacramento valley tiger beetle 

Alternatives 2–6 Implement Mitigation Measures 7-7 and 7-8 LS 

Loss of or alteration to riparian wildlife habitat Alternative 6 Implement Mitigation Measures 7-15 and 7-8 LS 

Potential mortality to or disturbance of nesting cliff 
swallows 

Alternative 6 Implement Mitigation Measure 8-9:  Conduct 
preconstruction surveys for nesting birds 

Implement Mitigation Measure 8-10:  Avoid active nests 
during the breeding season 

LS 

Mortality or disturbance of nesting birds in the 
vegetation clearance and inundation zone 

Alternative 6 Implement Mitigation Measure 8-11:  Avoid removal of 
trees and other vegetation during the bird breeding season 

LS 
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Resource Topic/Impact 
Applicable 
Alternative Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance 
after Mitigation 

Potential mortality to roosting bat species of concern Alternative 6 Implement Mitigation Measure 8-12:  Conduct 
preconstruction bat clearance surveys 

LS 

Geology, Soils, Seismicity, and Groundwater    

Inadvertent soil loss from clearing operations Alternative 6 Implement Mitigation Measure 9-1:  Prevent inadvertent 
soil loss from clearing operations 

LS 

Land Use—No significant impacts    

Agricultural Resources    

Loss or conversion of prime farmland and farmland of 
statewide importance 

Alternatives 2–6 Implement Mitigation Measure 11-1:  Comply with 
Sacramento County General Plan requirements 

LS 

Traffic and Transportation    

Reduced access options for area residents Alternative 6 Implement Mitigation Measure 12-1:  Replace the Middle 
Bar Bridge with a new bridge 

LS 

Air Quality    

Short-term increase in NOx and CO emissions in 
Sacramento County 

Alternatives 2–5 Implement Mitigation Measure 13-1:  Include air quality 
mitigation measures as part of the proposed project’s 
construction management plan 

LS 

Short-term increase in NOx emissions in San Joaquin 
County 

Alternatives 2–5 Implement Mitigation Measure 13-1 LS 

Short-term increase in PM10 emissions in San Joaquin 
County 

Alternatives 2–5 Implement Mitigation Measure 13-2:  Comply with 
Regulation VIII for control measures of fugitive PM10 

LS 

Short-term increase in NOx emissions in Sacramento 
County 

Alternative 6 Implement Mitigation Measure 13-1 LS 

Short-term increase in PM10 emissions in Amador and 
Calaveras Counties 

Alternative 6 Implement Mitigation Measure 13-3:  Implement dust 
control measures 

LS 
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Resource Topic/Impact 
Applicable 
Alternative Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance 
after Mitigation 

Noise    

Short-term increases in construction noise levels during 
daytime hours 

Alternatives 2–6 Implement Mitigation Measure 14-1:  Provide public notice 
of proposed activities and provide noise shielding to the 
extent feasible 

SU 

Exposure of noise-sensitive land uses to general 
construction noise at night 

Alternatives 2–6 Implement Mitigation Measure 14-1 

Implement Mitigation Measure 14-2:  Minimize nighttime 
construction activity 

SU 

Public Health and Safety—No significant impacts    

Visual Resources    

Adverse impacts on views of the Zone 40 Surface WTP Alternatives 2–6 Implement Mitigation Measure 16-1:  Reduce visual 
intrusion by preparing design plans consistent with rural 
visual character, providing vegetative buffer 

LS 

Adverse change to views of the canal pumping plant 
site 

Alternatives 2–5 Implement Mitigation Measure 16-1 LS 

Adverse change to views of the aqueduct pumping 
plant and pretreatment facility site (Camanche site and 
optional Brandt site) 

Alternatives 2–5 Implement Mitigation Meaure16-2:  Implement appropriate 
aesthetic treatment at the aqueduct pumping plant and 
pretreatment facility site 

LS 

Changes in visual resources from inundation of the area 
upstream of the existing Pardee Reservoir (Upper 
Mokelumne River) 

Alternative 6 No mitigation available SU 

Cultural Resources    

Disturbance of known cultural resources Alternatives 2–5 Implement Mitigation Measure 17-1:  Prepare and 
implement a cultural resources significance evaluation, 
effects analysis, and mitigation plan for known cultural 
resources 

LS 
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Resource Topic/Impact 
Applicable 
Alternative Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance 
after Mitigation 

Disturbance of unidentified cultural resources Alternatives 2–5 Implement Mitigation Measure 17-2:   Prepare and 
implement a cultural resources inventory, significance 
evaluation, effects analysis, and mitigation plan for 
unidentified cultural resources 

Implement Mitigation Measure 17-3:  Prepare and 
implement a plan for unanticipated discovery of cultural 
resources 

LS 

Disturbance of known cultural resources at Pardee 
Reservoir that are listed on the National Register of 
Historic Places 

Alternative 6 Implement Mitigation Measure 17-4:  Conduct Historic 
American Engineering Record documentation where 
avoidance to structures is impossible 

LS 

Disturbance to other known cultural resources from the 
intake facility to the Zone 40 Surface WTP and at 
Pardee Reservoir 

Alternative 6 Implement Mitigation Measure 17-1 LS 

Disturbance of unidentified cultural resources from the 
intake facility to the Zone 40 Surface WTP and at 
Pardee Reservoir 

Alternative 6 Implement Mitigation Measures 17-2 and 17-3 LS 

LS = Less than significant 
SU = Significant and unavoidable 
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Resource Topic/Impact Applicable Alternative Mitigation Measure 

Hydrology, Water Supply, and Power   

Changes in Upper Sacramento River Basin 
hydrologic conditions 

Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Changes in Lower Sacramento River, Delta 
Inflow, and Delta Outflow hydrologic conditions 

Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Changes in Mokelumne River Basin hydrologic 
conditions 

Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Changes in south-of-Delta water supply delivery 
operations 

Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Hydropower and energy production changes at 
CVP facilities 

Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Water Quality   

Potential contaminant discharges during 
construction could occur for approximately 2 
years, and disturbed construction areas would be 
exposed to storms that could transport materials 

Alternatives 2–5 

 

No mitigation required 

Operational effects during reverse flow in the 
Sacramento River associated with diversion of 
water from the Freeport intake facility could result 
in diluted discharges 

Alternatives 2–5 

 

No mitigation required 

Operational effects on water quality in the 
Sacramento River downstream of the diversion 
(the Freeport intake facility) could result due to 
reduced background streamflow and increased 
SRWWTP effluent discharges 

Alternatives 2–5 

 

No mitigation required 

Changes to reservoir temperature patterns for 
Camanche and Pardee Reservoirs attributable to 
project-related diversions of Sacramento River 
water 

Alternatives 2–5 

 

No mitigation required 

Increased inorganic mineral content and nutrients 
could incrementally increase the frequency or 
duration of adverse taste and odor events in 
EBMUD terminal reservoirs 

Alternatives 2–5 

 

No mitigation required 

Changes to Folsom South Canal water quality, 
attributable to project-related diversions of 
Sacramento River water that will be discharged to 
the FSC 

Alternatives 2–5 

 

No mitigation required 

Operation effects on Delta water quality Alternatives 2–5 No mitigation required 

Pipeline operation effects on surface drainages 
attributable to change in discharge levels 

Alternatives 2–5 

 

No mitigation required 
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Resource Topic/Impact Applicable Alternative Mitigation Measure 

Freeport Intake Facility to Zone 40 Surface 
WTP/Enlarge Pardee Reservoir has potential for 
contaminant discharges hazardous to aquatic 
habitats and existing vegetation during 
construction 

Alternative 6 

 

No mitigation required 

Operating effects during reverse flow in the 
Sacramento River could reduce or increase the 
distance of travel and/or limit dilution water in the 
river that is available for SRWWTP effluent 
discharge compliance 

Alternative 6 No mitigation required 

Operational effects on water quality in the 
Sacramento River downstream of the diversion 
(the Freeport intake facility) could result due to 
reduced background streamflow and increased 
SRWWTP effluent discharges 

Alternative 6 

 

No mitigation required 

Changes to reservoir temperature patterns Alternative 6 No mitigation required 

Discharges of contaminants during construction of 
Pardee Dam 

Alternative 6 No mitigation required 

Operational effects of chloride and EC differences 
on Delta water quality 

Alternative 6 No mitigation required 

Fish   

Negative impact on spawning habitat of fish 
species from construction-related activities 

Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Negative impact on rearing habitat of fish species 
from construction-related activities 

Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Negative impact on migration habitat of fish 
species from construction-related activities 

Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Introduction of contaminants harmful to fish 
populations during construction 

Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Creation of additional habitat for predators of 
native fish populations from temporary structures 

Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Direct injury to fish from construction activities Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Adverse impacts on spawning habitat of fish 
resulting from decreased flows during ongoing 
operations 

Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Adverse impacts on rearing habitat of fish 
resulting from decreased flows during ongoing 
operations 

Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Adverse impacts on migration habitat of fish 
resulting from decreased flows during ongoing 
operations 

Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Adverse impacts on water temperature resulting 
from changes in reservoir storage and river flow 
during operations 

Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 
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Resource Topic/Impact Applicable Alternative Mitigation Measure 

Potential risk of fish entrainment at the intake 
facility 

Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Adverse impacts on fish habitat resulting from 
changes in reservoir storage during project 
operations 

Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Recreation   

Temporary disruption to recreational opportunities 
during construction of the intake facility 

Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Temporary disruption to recreational opportunities 
during construction of the pipeline from the intake 
facility to Zone 40 Surface WTP/FSC 

Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Temporary disruption to recreational opportunities 
along the Folsom South Canal 

Alternatives 2–5 No mitigation required 

Temporary disruption to recreational opportunities 
during construction of the pipeline from the 
Folsom South Canal to the Mokelumne Aqueducts 

Alternatives 2–5 No mitigation required 

Change in water-dependent and water-enhanced 
recreation opportunities at Shasta, Oroville, and 
Trinity Reservoirs and the Sacramento River 

Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Change in water-dependent and water-enhanced 
recreation opportunities at Folsom Reservoir 

Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Change in water-dependent recreation 
opportunities on the lower American River 

Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Disruption to recreation opportunities on the 
Sacramento River associated with location of the 
intake facility 

Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Potential inconsistency with local plans and 
policies addressing recreation 

Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Temporary disruption of whitewater use along the 
Electra Run near State Route 49 

Alternative 6 No mitigation required 

Temporary disruption of water-dependent 
recreation activities near Pardee Dam 

Alternative 6 No mitigation required 

Temporary disruption to water-dependent and 
water-enhanced recreation activities on Pardee 
Reservoir 

Alternative 6 No mitigation required 

Change in water-dependent recreation 
opportunities on Pardee Reservoir 

Alternative 6 No mitigation required 

Change in recreation opportunities at Camanche 
Reservoir from increased storage 

Alternative 6 No mitigation required 

Change in recreation opportunities on the Lower 
Mokelumne River from increased water release 

Alternative 6 No mitigation required 

Loss of recreation area from inundation of the 
Pardee Recreation Area 

Alternative 6 No mitigation required 

Loss of fishing access attributable to inundation of 
Middle Bar Bridge 

Alternative 6 No mitigation required 
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Resource Topic/Impact Applicable Alternative Mitigation Measure 

Vegetation and Wetland Resources   

Temporary disturbance to and permanent loss of 
developed areas, agricultural land, eucalyptus 
stands, artificially created roadside drainage 
ditches, and annual grassland habitat within 
construction corridor 

Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Permanent loss of developed areas, non-serpentine 
chaparral, and annual grassland habitat within the 
inundation zone 

Alternative 6 No mitigation is required 

Wildlife   

Loss of or disturbance to developed and 
agricultural lands and associated wildlife habitats 

Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Temporary loss or alteration of Swainson’s hawk 
foraging habitat 

Alternative 2–6 No mitigation required 

Temporary loss of San Joaquin pocket mouse 
habitat 

Alternative 2–6 No mitigation required 

Loss of grassland habitats for wildlife Alternative 6 No mitigation required 

Loss of chaparral-type habitats for wildlife Alternative 6 No mitigation required 

Loss of upland woodland wildlife habitats Alternative 6 No mitigation required 

Loss of perching habitat for bald eagles Alternative 6 No mitigation required 

Increase in open water and shoreline habitat for 
waterfowl, waterbirds, and associated species 

Alternative 6 No mitigation required 

Geology, Soils, Seismicity, and Groundwater   

Localized erosion and sedimentation from 
construction-related activities 

Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Threat of hydrological hazards from potential 
trench dewatering 

Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Destruction of unique geological features from 
construction-related activities 

Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Threat of ground shaking and fault rupture Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Subsidence south of the Delta from increased 
groundwater pumping 

Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Threat of a reservoir-induced seismic event Alternative 6 No mitigation required 

Erosion and sedimentation within the expanded 
reservoir inundation zone from reservoir 
operations 

Alternative 6 No mitigation required 

Land Use   

Construction-period conflicts with residential and 
urbanized land uses 

Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Postconstruction conflicts with residential and 
urbanized land uses 

Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Inconsistency with local plans and policies and 
land use designations 

Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 
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Resource Topic/Impact Applicable Alternative Mitigation Measure 

Conflicts with planned new land uses Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Disproportionate impacts on low income residents 
and other environmental justice considerations 

Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Conflict with proposed scenic highway 
designation for SR 49 

Alternative 6 No mitigation required 

Loss of land because of inundation associated with 
enlarging Pardee Reservoir 

Alternative 6 No mitigation required 

Conflict with mineral resources zone general plan 
classification 

Alternative 6 No mitigation required 

Agricultural Resources   

Loss of agricultural production Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Nonrenewal or termination of Williamson Act 
Contracts 

Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Reduction in agricultural productivity in the San 
Joaquin Valley 

Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Traffic and Transportation   

Alteration of present patterns of vehicular 
circulation, increased traffic delay, and increased 
traffic hazards during construction of facilities 

Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Damage to the roadway surface during 
construction of facilities 

Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Disruption of rail traffic during construction Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Interference with emergency response routes 
during construction 

Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Interference with bicycle routes during 
construction 

Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Congestion of roadways and the permanent 
alteration of present patterns of vehicular 
circulation from the facility operations 

Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Air Quality   

Short-term increase in ROG and PM10 emissions 
in Sacramento County from construction 

Alternatives 2–5 No mitigation required 

Short-term increase in ROG and CO emissions in 
San Joaquin County from construction 

Alternatives 2–5 No mitigation required 

Long-term increase in emissions in Sacramento 
and San Joaquin Counties from operations 

Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Short-term increase in ROG, CO, and PM10 
emissions in Sacramento County from 
construction 

Alternative 6 No mitigation required 

Short-term increase in ROG, NOx, and CO 
emissions in Amador and Calaveras Counties from 
construction 

Alternative 6 No mitigation required 
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Resource Topic/Impact Applicable Alternative Mitigation Measure 

Short-term release of NOx, CO, and PM10 from 
blasting at the existing Pardee Reservoir during 
construction 

Alternative 6 No mitigation required 

Long-term increase in emissions in Amador and 
Calaveras Counties from continued operation 

Alternative 6 No mitigation required 

Noise   

Exposure of existing structures to vibration from 
pile driving activities 

Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Exposure of existing structures and noise-sensitive 
uses to noise and vibration from blasting activities 
at enlarged Pardee Reservoir 

Alternative 6 No mitigation required 

Exposure of noise-sensitive land uses to continued 
operation of power-generating facilities 

Alternative 6 No mitigation required 

Increase in noise levels from facility operation Alternatives 2-6 No mitigation required 

Public Health and Safety   

Exposure of people to existing contamination Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Contamination of soil and water during 
construction 

Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Increased risk of fires during construction Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Increased flooding along Sacramento River Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Increased flooding during pipeline construction Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Increased risk from use and storage of hazardous 
materials during operations at water treatment 
plants and intake facility 

Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Increased risk from transportation of hazardous 
materials during operations 

Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation required 

Construction activity hazards to workers Alternative 6 No mitigation required 

Downstream flood hazards from rupture of the 
proposed dam 

Alternative 6 No mitigation required 

Increased flooding during dam construction Alternative 6 No mitigation required 

Visual Resources   

Short-term changes to views associated with 
construction of project components 

Alternatives 2–5 No mitigation required 

Adverse changes to views of the intake facility site Alternatives 2–5 No mitigation required 

Adverse changes to views along the pipeline from 
the intake facility to Zone 40 Surface WTP/FSC 

Alternatives 2–5 No mitigation required 

Adverse changes to views along the pipeline from 
the FSC to the Mokelumne Aqueducts 

Alternatives 2–5 No mitigation required 

Short-term changes to views associated with 
construction of project components from the intake 
facility to the Zone 40 Surface WTP 

Alternative 6 No mitigation required 
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Resource Topic/Impact Applicable Alternative Mitigation Measure 

Short-term changes to views associated with 
construction of the enlarged Pardee Reservoir 

Alternative 6 No mitigation required 

Adverse changes to views of the intake facility site Alternative 6 No mitigation required 

Adverse changes to views along the pipeline from 
the intake facility to Zone 40 Surface WTP 

Alternative 6 No mitigation required 

Adverse impacts on visual resources from raising 
Pardee Reservoir water elevations 

Alternative 6 No mitigation required 

Adverse impacts on visual resources from 
inundation of the area downstream of the existing 
Pardee Dam (Middle Mokelumne River) 

Alternative 6 No mitigation required 

Adverse impacts on visual resources from changes 
in Camanche Reservoir water elevations 

Alternative 6 No mitigation required 

Change in views of the Pardee replacement dam Alternative 6 No mitigation required 

Change in views of the new Pardee saddle dams Alternative 6 No mitigation required 

Change in view of the new Jackson Creek saddle 
dams 

Alternative 6 No mitigation required 

Change in view of the raised intake tower Alternative 6 No mitigation required 

Change in views of raised or relocated utility lines Alternative 6 No mitigation required 

Change in views of new roads and bridges Alternative 6 No mitigation required 

Change in views from the new Pardee Recreation 
Area 

Alternative 6 No mitigation required 

Cultural Resources—No less-than-significant 
impacts 

  

 



 

Page 1 of 2 Table S-3.  Summary of Significant Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures for the Freeport Regional Water Project 
 

Resource Topic/Impact 
Applicable 
Alternative Mitigation Measure Result 

Hydrology, Water Supply, and Power—No project-
related contribution    

Water Quality—No project-related contribution    

Fish—No project-related contribution    

Recreation—No project-related contribution    

Vegetation and Wetland Resources    

Effects of local and regional projects and general 
growth in the region, in combination with the FRWP, 
on the cumulative loss of identified sensitive resources, 
including wetlands and riparian woodlands. 

Alternatives 2–6 Implementing all mitigation measures described in Chapter 
7, “Vegetation and Wetland Resources,” will eliminate any 
contribution to cumulative effects. 

Not cumulatively 
considerable 

Wildlife    

Effects of local and regional projects and general 
growth in the region on the cumulative loss of 
identified sensitive resources, including habitats for 
sensitive wildlife species. 

Alternatives 2–6 Implementing all mitigation measures described in Chapter 
8, “Wildlife,” will eliminate any contribution to cumulative 
effects. 

Not cumulatively 
considerable 

Geology, Soils, Seismicity, and Groundwater—No 
significant impacts 

   

Land Use—No project-related contribution    

Agricultural Resources    

Effects of local and regional projects and general 
growth in the region, in combination with the FRWP, 
on the cumulative loss of prime agricultural lands. 

Alternatives 2–6 No mitigation available to reduce effect to less than 
cumulatively considerable 

SU 

Traffic and Transportation—No project-related 
contribution 

   

Air Quality—No project-related contribution    

Noise—No project-related contribution    



Table S-3.  Continued Page 2 of 2

Resource Topic/Impact 
Applicable 
Alternative Mitigation Measure Result 

Public Health and Safety—No project-related 
contribution 

   

Visual Resources—No project-related contribution    

Cultural Resources    

Effects of local and regional projects and general 
growth in the region on the cumulative loss of cultural 
(archeological and historic) resources. 

Alternatives 2–6 Implementing all mitigation measures described in Chapter 
17, “Cultural Resources,” will eliminate any contribution to 
cumulative effects. 

Not cumulatively 
considerable 

SU = Significant and unavoidable    
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Chapter 3 
Master Responses 

Introduction 
This chapter contains responses to similar comments that were received from 
several commenting parties.  Where appropriate in the responses to comments in 
subsequent chapters of this final document, the reader is referred to the major 
issue responses contained in this chapter.  The responses included in this chapter 
are: 

 Environmental Justice Issues 

 Public Outreach Process 

 Intake Facility Issues 

1.  Environmental Justice Issues 
Comment:  The project appears to disproportionately affect low-income and 
minority communities.  The residents of these ethnically diverse, largely minority 
communities have been unfairly treated by the siting of the proposed intake 
facility and the routing of the pipeline, and FRWA has not done enough to 
involve the public in the EIR review process.  Also, the draft EIR/EIS misleads 
the public by stating that the operation of the proposed intake facility is not 
expected to result in a disproportionate impact on a minority or low income 
population because of the distance between the facility and 
residential/commercial areas, and the draft EIR/EIS fails to completely assess 
environmental justice impacts since it does not include data for Census Tract 
40.12 (which includes City of Sacramento residents and the proposed intake 
structure). 

Response:  Following careful review of comments relating to environmental 
justice, it was concluded that a master response was necessary to adequately 
respond to the various environmental justice–related concerns. 
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Origins of Environmental Justice 

The catalyst for the environmental justice movement was a small, predominantly 
African-American community in Warren County, North Carolina, when the State 
of North Carolina decided to build a toxic waste landfill in an overwhelmingly 
low-income and minority community in Warren County.  This landfill site was 
proposed for the disposal of PCB–contaminated soil, removed from 14 counties 
throughout the state.  Civil rights and environmental activists collaborated to 
stage numerous demonstrations.  Numerous reports and studies on the topic of 
environmental justice followed.  

Legal Framework 

The basis for environmental justice lies in the Equal Protection Clause of the 
U.S. Constitution.  The Fourteenth Amendment expressly provides that the states 
may not “deny to any person within [their] jurisdiction the equal protection of the 
laws” (U.S. Constitution, amend. XIV, §1).   

On February 11, 1994, President Clinton signed Executive Order (EO) 12,898, 
titled “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations 
and Low-Income Populations.”  The EO followed a 1992 report by the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) indicating that “[r]acial minority 
and low-income populations experience higher than average exposures to 
selected air pollutants, hazardous waste facilities, and other forms of 
environmental pollution.”  Among other things, EO 12898 directed federal 
agencies to incorporate environmental justice into their missions.  

In a memorandum accompanying EO 12,898, President Clinton underscored 
existing federal laws that can be used to further environment justice.  These laws 
include Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA), among others.  Title VI prohibits any recipient (state or local 
entity or public or private agency) of federal financial assistance from 
discriminating on the basis of race, color, or national origin in its programs or 
activities (42 USC §2000d-2000d-7).  NEPA applies to projects carried out or 
funded by a federal agency (including the issuance of federal permits).  NEPA is 
useful relative to environmental justice because it requires public participation 
(please also see master response to comments relating to public outreach, page 3-
7) and discussion of alternatives and mitigation measures that could reduce 
disproportionate effects on low-income and minority populations.  Additionally, 
in 1999, Governor Davis signed SB 115 (Solis, Chapter 690, Statutes of 1999) 
into law, defining environmental justice in statute and establishing the Office of 
Planning and Research as the coordinating agency for state environmental justice 
programs and directing the California Environmental Protection Agency to 
develop a model environmental justice mission statement (Public Resources 
Code §65040.12).  
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Methodology of the Environmental Justice Analysis 

The definitions of minority and low-income populations used for the 
environmental justice analysis are those of the Council on Environmental 
Quality, whose definitions are widely used when assessing environmental justice 
in the environmental review process.  In a state like California where minority 
individuals are the majority of the residents, it is most appropriate to define 
minority populations according to the following criterion:  where the minority 
population percentage of the affected area is meaningfully greater than the 
minority population percentage of the general population (in this case, the City of 
Sacramento and Sacramento County).   

The criterion for determining low-income populations is where the population 
percentage below the median household income is meaningfully greater than that 
of the population percentage in the general population.  To determine 
disproportionately high and adverse impacts, the distribution of impacts between 
geographic sub-areas was compared between low-income and minority 
communities and the county and study areas. 

The response to this issue is divided into several sections: 

1.1  Disproportionate Impacts 
1.2  Census Tract 40.12 
1.3  Alternative 5—Preferred Alternative 
1.4  Meaningful Public Involvement 

1.1  Disproportionate Impacts  
Numerous commentors are concerned that the project appears to 
disproportionately affect low-income and minority communities, particularly the 
South Pocket and Meadowview communities.  

The environmental impacts identified for each project alternative have been 
found to affect communities of both low- and high-income populations as well as 
minority and non-minority populations.  Although the project crosses both rural 
and urban areas, it has been determined that the various components of the 
project do not result in a highly disproportionate impact on minority and low-
income populations in the project area.  Furthermore, project features in the 
South Pocket and Meadowview communities also do not result in a highly 
disproportionate impact on minority and low-income populations (Please see 
Figure 3-1 and corresponding Table 3-1.  Please also see discussion regarding 
Census Tract 40.12 below). 

Regarding the impact on noise levels in areas of concern, including low-income 
and minority communities, the construction-period impacts of the project would 
consist primarily of nuisance effects (e.g., noise level impacts, among others) but 
would be temporary and relatively short-term.  Commentors are referred to page 
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14-22 of the draft EIR/EIS regarding mitigation measures for construction-
related impacts that address this impact of concern.  Also, FRWA is committed 
to working with the local community on a design for the intake structure that will 
reduce operational noise so it does not exceed existing background levels at the 
nearest sensitive receptor.  

Lastly, commentors stated that the fair treatment of an ethnically diverse, largely 
minority community has been neglected. 

As discussed in the draft EIR/EIS, efforts to minimize social effects were 
considered as part of the alternative development process.  Efforts included an 
extensive screening analysis that evaluated various alignment alternatives against 
several criteria, including environmental and technical factors.  (Please also see 
comments below regarding public involvement.) 

1.2  Census Tract 40.12  
Many commentors raised the concern that the draft EIR/EIS failed to include 
Census Tract 40.12, which includes City of Sacramento residents and the 
proposed intake structure.  

The commentors are correct.  The EIR/EIS preparers acknowledge this oversight 
and include Census Tract 40.12 in its analysis here.  As a result of including 
Census Tract 40.12, the following data on income and ethnicity were revealed 
and compared to the county average: 

 

Area/Census 
Tract 

Median 
Household 
Income ($) 

% 
White 

% 
African-
American 

% 
American 
Indian % Asian 

% 
Hawaiian 
or Pacific 
Islander 

% 
Hispanic 
or 
Latino 

% 
Other 

Relevant 
Project 
Alternative 

40.12 69,031 44 9 <1 33 <1 9 <1 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 

Sacramento 
County 
Average 

43,816 58 10 <1 11 <1 16 4  

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau (2000) 

 
 

The information derived from the new data shows that although the percentage of 
the minority population in Census Tract 40.12 is slightly more than 50%, the 
median household income in this tract is much higher than the county average.  
The various components of the project, including the intake facility, do not result 
in a highly disproportionate impact on minority or low-income populations in 
Census Tract 40.12 and in the project area in general because the population here 
is not disproportionately minority and low-income. 



Figure 3-1

Census Tracts in the Meadowview/Pocket Areas
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Table 3-1.  Income and Ethnicity Totals of Census Tracts in the Project Area 

Jurisdiction/ 
Census Tract 

Median 
Household 
Income ($) % White 

% Black 
or African 
American 

% 
American 
Indian and 
Alaska 
Native % Asian 

% Native 
Hawaiian 
and Other 
Pacific 
Islander 

% 
Hispanic 
or Latino 

% 
Minority 

Below Poverty 
(below 80% of 
County Median 
Household 
Income) 

County of 
Sacramento 43,816 58 10 < 1 11 <1 16 37   

City of Sacramento 37,049 48 16 1 17 < 1 22 56   

 40.12 69,031 44 9 <1 33 < 1 9 51 n 

 42.01 39,280 32 30 < 1 12 1 28 71 n 

 42.02 27,134 14 27 < 1 24 3 25 79 y 

 42.03 26,385 15 23 < 1 18 5 33 79 y 

 43.00 27,669 15 26 < 1 27 3 23 79 y 

 49.03 28,687 12 37 < 1 23 2 19 81 y 

 49.04 41,804 44 17 < 1 14 < 1 22 53 n 

 49.05 31,168 23 22 < 1 11 < 1 37 70 y 

 49.06 39,349 25 24 < 1 23 < 1 20 67 n 

 50.02 25,498 31 23 < 1 22 < 1 18 63 y 

 96.01 46,652 14 27 < 1 31 3 18 79 n 

 96.06 36,351 22 29 < 1 16 1 26 72 n 

 96.07 35,216 16 28 < 1 21 2 25 76 n 

 96.08 50,893 42 23 1 21 < 1 15 60 n 

 96.10 48,224 30 23 < 1 26 1 19 69 n 
 



Freeport Regional Water Authority and the  
U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation 

 Chapter 3.  Master Responses

 

 
Freeport Regional Water Project  

3-5 
  March 2004

J&S 03-072
 

1.3  Alternative 5—the Preferred Alternative 
Alternative 5 was chosen as the preferred and environmentally superior 
alternative based on its ability to fully meet the project purpose and objectives; 
engineering and economic feasibility; minimization of environmental impacts; 
minimization of construction-related impacts associated with traffic, air quality, 
and noise; and community input received during the public scoping process.  
FRWA has evaluated various alternatives to minimize impacts associated with 
the project for all affected communities and has not targeted minority and low-
income populations.  Although a single intake location was considered because it 
was determined to meet project objectives and other engineering and 
environmental considerations, Alternative 5 was identified as the preferred 
alternative because this alternative, including its pipeline alignment, was superior 
to those analyzed in the other alternatives.  From an environmental justice 
vantage point, Alternative 5 is ideal for the proposed pipeline alignment because 
it would be the greatest distance from urbanized areas as shown in Figure 3-1.  
With specific regard to the Meadowview community (Census Tracts 43.00 and 
96.01, in particular), the pipeline alignment is typically more than ½ mile from 
the nearest development.  This distance substantially avoids and minimizes any 
construction-related impacts on this community.  Additionally, Alternative 5 
would minimize or avoid: 

 economic impacts on area businesses; 

 construction-related impacts (i.e., nuisance effects) on commercial and 
residential uses; 

 aesthetic impacts on homes and businesses; and 

 impacts on minority and low-income populations, as the alternative that is 
the farthest from urbanized areas and not located in communities with a 
meaningfully greater percentage of minority and low-income populations. 

1.4  Meaningful Public Involvement 
Several commentors were concerned that environmental justice was not 
considered during the public scoping and review processes.  

Public involvement is crucial to the successful implementation of environmental 
justice.  As many of the commentors pointed out, meaningful public involvement 
is part of U.S. EPA’s definition of environmental justice and required as a part of 
NEPA.  Although the State of California’s definition of environmental justice 
does not include public involvement, numerous regional, state, and local agencies 
have nevertheless incorporated a public participation strategy into their 
environmental justice programs.  The attention that has been given to public 
involvement is proof of the importance that agencies have placed on the topic.  

FRWA has demonstrated its commitment toward meaningful public involvement 
for the FRWP by going over and beyond what is legally required, including, but 
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not limited to:  twice extending the public review and comment period for the 
draft EIR/EIS; multiple briefings with community residents, community 
organizations, and businesses, among others; announcements in all major 
newspapers and small local newspapers in the project area; and numerous public 
hearings for verbal commenting opportunities.  Additionally, FRWA has worked 
very closely with the City of Sacramento, Sacramento County, community 
groups, and individuals to identify ways to minimize short- and long-term 
impacts as much as possible.  (Please also see master response to comments 
relating to public outreach, below.) 

During public outreach, communities and concerned residents raised comments 
on the project as early as the scoping process in 2002.  Comments related to 
environmental justice involved the placement of the pipeline and other project 
features within neighborhoods.  Specifically, comments included concerns about 
project impacts on low-income and minority populations. 

As a result of these public outreach efforts and in response to the issues raised by 
the public, the project was modified to reduce adverse effects in relation to 
environmental justice.  For example, residents of the Meadowview area were 
opposed to the Meadowview project alignment.  This concern was an important 
reason that the Meadowview alignment (Alternatives 2 and 3) was not selected as 
the preferred alternative.  In addition, project activities have been coordinated 
with other projects in the vicinity to reduce community disruption and 
environmental disturbance, and the alignment has been located away from 
residences as feasible to reduce impacts on minority, ethnic, and low-income 
populations.  Several residents of the South Pocket area expressed opposition to 
the intake facility being located within their neighborhood.  However, while 
viable alternatives existed to the Meadowview pipeline alignment, this was not 
the case for the intake site, as described below in the master response on the 
Intake Facility Issues.  In response to concerns raised by South Pocket area 
residents, the project has been modified from the layout shown in the draft 
EIR/EIS (see the Project Update in Chapter 2 of this final EIR/EIS).  The 
identification of Alternative 5 as the preferred alternative was the most context-
sensitive alternative and is the most ideal from an environmental justice vantage 
point. 

Successful public involvement is dependent on the participation of the affected 
stakeholders.  FRWA commends everyone who has been involved in any of the 
project’s public forums (i.e., attendance at hearings, comments on the draft 
EIR/EIS, etc.) for their participation. 

2.  Public Outreach Process 
Comment:  The FRWA has not done adequate outreach to members of the 
Pocket community, and the methods employed seem insufficient.  
Communication with the public has been poor, and there has not been adequate 
notice given regarding the stages of the project.  The FRWA only minimally 
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involved City and County of Sacramento planners.  Also, the price of a hard copy 
of the DEIR was prohibitive.   

Response:  FRWA has conducted extensive public outreach to provide 
information and solicit input for the proposed FRWP.  Public outreach for the 
project has been conducted prior to and in tandem with preparation of the draft of 
the project’s EIR/EIS.  Since 2001, project representatives have met with elected 
and appointed officials from the City and County of Sacramento, including city 
council members from all affected areas, residents, community organizations, 
businesses, and representatives from local, state, and federal agencies to discuss 
the FRWP in general and the potential intake locations and pipeline alignments 
specifically.  FRWA has been and continues to be committed to informing and 
engaging the public about the project during all phases of the environmental 
review process and the design, construction, and operation of the project. 

The response to this issue is divided into several sections: 

2.1  Scoping Process 
2.2  Draft EIR/EIS Availability 
2.3  Public Hearings on the Draft EIR/EIS 
2.4  Draft EIR/EIS Comment Period 
2.5  Future Outreach Efforts 

2.1  Scoping Process 
CEQA and NEPA provide for public participation at various stages of the draft 
EIR/EIS review process for projects such as the proposed FRWP.  In accordance 
with CEQA and NEPA, five public scoping meetings were held in April 2002 to 
initiate the environmental review process and to solicit public comments on the 
scope and content of the proposed project.  The five public scoping meetings 
were held on April 8, 11, 15, 18, and 25, 2002, in Oakland, Freeport, 
Sacramento, Herald, and Sacramento, respectively.  The meetings were held in 
the evening to accommodate daytime schedules of residents who work or have 
other obligations.  To announce the public scoping meetings, meeting notices that 
included a summary of the project and the date and locations of the meetings 
were placed in all major newspapers and small local newspapers in the project 
area, including Sacramento, San Joaquin, Contra Costa, and Alameda Counties, 
and in the Federal Register (Vol. 67, No. 57, pg. 13656 on March 25, 2002).  
Meeting notices were mailed to stakeholders in the project database, including 
owners of property contiguous to the potential project intake location and 
pipeline alignments.  The names and addresses of many stakeholders in the 
project area were based on the most current tax records from the county where 
the property near the project was located.  Public outreach materials and visual 
aids presented at the scoping meetings included detailed maps highlighting the 
four intake facility locations under consideration during the scoping phase and 
the various pipeline alignments being evaluated.  The maps and other 
informational materials were posted on the project web site, which was widely 
publicized. 
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Following the April 2002 public scoping meetings and during the preparation of 
the draft EIR/EIS, project representatives continually met with elected officials 
from the City and County of Sacramento, and other various city, county, state, 
and federal agency staff and representatives to discuss all elements of the 
proposed project.  Project representatives have conducted and continue to 
conduct informational briefings for residents, community organizations, 
businesses, and homeowners associations in areas near the proposed location of 
the intake facility, including the Pocket Area of Sacramento, Clarksburg, and 
Freeport and Yolo Counties; in areas near the proposed pipeline alignments in 
central Sacramento County, including Meadowview, Valley Hi, Cosumnes River 
Boulevard, and North Laguna Creek; and in areas near the proposed pipeline 
alignments adjacent to the Folsom South Canal Connection and in San Joaquin 
County, including Herald and Clements. 

In specific response to comments received from residents in the Pocket and 
Meadowview areas regarding insufficient community outreach, the following 
meetings were either hosted or attended by FRWA representatives to educate, 
update, and solicit input on the FRWP: 

 Meadowview Development Committee—April 2, 2002; December 5, 2002; 
February 6, 2003; November 6, 2003; December 8, 2003 

 Mack Road Merchants & Property Owners—May 21, 2002; June 18, 2002; 
February 18, 2002 

 Area 2 Apartment Complex Group—February 19, 2003 

 Area 2 Leadership—March 18, 2002; February 24, 2003 

 Sacramento/Meadowview/Pocket Community—April 11 and 15, 2002 
(scoping); May 9, 2002; September 4, 2003 (hearing); September 29, 2003; 
December 4, 2003 

 South Pocket Homeowners Association—May 14, 2002; April 18, 2003; 
September 9, 2003 

 Neighbors adjacent to proposed intake structure site—June 28, 2003; 
September 24, 2003; October 29, 2003; October 30, 2003; November 19, 
2003; November 20, 2003 

2.2  Draft EIR/EIS Availability 
The draft EIR/EIS for the FRWP was available for an extended 130-day public 
review and comment period from August 8, 2003, through December 15, 2003.  
A notice of availability for the draft EIR/EIS was published in the Federal 
Register (Vol. 68, No. 153, Pg. 47363) on August 8, 2003.  The notice of 
availability contained information about the project and the public hearings 
schedule.  To announce the publication of the draft EIR/EIS, publication notices 
were placed in all major newspapers in the project area, including Sacramento, 
San Joaquin, Contra Costa, and Alameda Counties.  Publication notices were 
mailed on August 12, 2003, to more than 8,000 stakeholders in the project 
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database, including owners of property contiguous with the potential project 
intake location and pipeline alignments.  Two newspaper articles ran in The 
Sacramento Bee on August 13, 2003, and September 4, 2003, to announce the 
publication of the draft EIR/EIS, describe the project, and provide information on 
the public hearings.  The FRWP web site (www.FreeportProject.org) announced 
the publication of the draft EIR/EIS on its home page.  The web site and the 
publication notice listed all locations where the draft EIR/EIS was available for 
review.  The document could be viewed and downloaded from the project web 
site:  www.FreeportProject.org.  Free CDs of the document were available from 
FRWA.  FRWA mailed a CD to anyone who requested one.  The draft EIR/EIS 
document could be viewed at 33 public locations, including county clerk offices 
and public libraries in Alameda, Amador, Calaveras, Contra Costa, Sacramento, 
and San Joaquin Counties, as well as the FRWA office in Sacramento and 
Reclamation offices in Folsom, Sacramento, Denver, and Washington, D.C.  
Hard copies of the document were available to any interested party for $180.  
CEQA allows public agencies to charge and collect a fee from members of the 
public for a copy of the environmental document.  Consistent with CEQA, the 
fee did not exceed the duplication cost and was used to cover the cost of 
document reproduction.   

2.3  Public Hearings on the Draft EIR/EIS 
Four public hearings were held in September 2003 by FRWA to allow the public 
an opportunity to provide verbal comments on the draft EIR/EIS.  The four 
public hearings were held on September 4, 9, 10, and 11, 2003, in Sacramento, 
Herald, Oakland, and Sacramento, respectively.  The meetings were held in the 
evening to accommodate daytime schedules of residents who work or have other 
obligations.  To announce the public hearings, meeting notices containing the 
public hearing schedule and location information were placed in all major 
newspapers and small local newspapers in the project area, including 
Sacramento, San Joaquin, Contra Costa, and Alameda Counties.  A project 
brochure and meeting notice containing the public hearing schedule and location 
information were mailed on August 19, 2003, to more than 8,000 stakeholders in 
the project database, including owners of property contiguous with the potential 
project intake location and pipeline alignments.  Notification of the public 
meeting schedule was posted on the FRWP web site.   

The purpose of the public hearings was to solicit verbal comments from members 
of the public, interested organizations, and government agencies on the 
sufficiency of the draft EIR/EIS in identifying and analyzing possible significant 
environmental impacts.  The first portion of the public hearings was organized in 
an “open-house style” to give participants the opportunity to review project 
documents and discuss questions and concerns with project representatives.  
Following a project overview presentation by the FRWA staff, verbal comments 
were invited and received from the public and agency representatives.  A 
moderator facilitated the verbal submittal of comments, which were recorded by 
a certified court reporter.  All verbal comments submitted are addressed in 
Chapter 10 of the final EIR/EIS. 
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2.4  Draft EIR/EIS Comment Period 
NEPA requires a 45-day period to receive comments on the draft EIS.  FRWA 
originally opened the comment period on the draft EIR/EIS from August 8, 2003, 
to October 7, 2003.  In response to requests for more time to review the 
document and submit comments, FRWA twice extended the comment period.  
The comment period officially closed on December 15, 2003. 

During the comment period, additional public meetings were held to discuss the 
concerns in an open public forum.  In addition, acoustic studies were completed 
in response to public comments.  Field trips with members of the public and 
FRWA staff were organized to similar facilities in Henderson and Las Vegas, 
Nevada, and to Carmichael, California. 

2.5  Future Outreach Efforts 
As the environmental documentation and project planning process moves 
forward, FRWA will continue to reach out to stakeholders near the proposed 
intake facility and pipeline alignments and work in close coordination with 
elected officials, agency representatives, community organizations, businesses, 
and residents to refine the project and minimize community disruption. 

3.  Intake Facility Issues 
Numerous issues on site selection, design, construction, and facility operation 
were raised by comments made on the draft EIR/EIS concerning the intake 
facility component of the FRWP.  The comments are categorized and 
summarized below and are followed by a response to each category.  The 
response to this issue is divided into several sections: 

3.1  Intake Site Selection 

3.2  Intake Facility Layout 

3.3  Intake Construction  

3.4  Intake Operation 

3.4.1  Noise and Vibration 

3.4.2  Aesthetics 

3.4.3  Odor and Dust from Settling Basins 

3.4.4  Chemicals 

3.4.5  Insects/Mosquitoes 

3.4.6  Recreation 

3.4.7  Flood Control 
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3.4.8  Security 

3.5  Property Values 

3.6  Project Name 

3.7  Recirculation 

3.8  Project Benefits 

3.1  Intake Site Selection 
Comment:  The draft EIR/EIS is deficient because it did not address alternative 
intake sites that would have less environmental impact than would the preferred 
site. 

Response:  A wide range of alternative intake locations was evaluated as part of 
the alternatives development and screening process for the FRWP.  The 
Alternatives Screening Report (Volume 2, Appendix B) of the draft EIR/EIS 
includes an assessment of more than 100 different project alternatives 
encompassing a large number of different intake/delivery locations, including 
several sites each along the lower American River, the Sacramento River, and the 
Delta.  Under the desalination alternative, intake sites even farther downstream 
were evaluated.  The alternatives screening process carried out during the project 
development phase narrowed the range of practicable and feasible alternatives to 
those five action alternatives that are fully described in the EIR/EIS.   

The analysis also determined that the intake site for the preferred alternative 
needed to be located between approximately the town of Freeport and the Pocket 
Area.  There are no practicable locations upstream (north) because of 
development and lack of east-west alignment opportunities for the required 
pipelines.  Opportunities are similarly limited downstream (south) because of 
existing development, lack of east-west alignments, pipeline distances required to 
meet the project objectives, and water quality concerns associated with the 
Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District Waste Water Treatment Plant 
(SRCSD WWTP) outfall in the river.   

Within the general area determined to be feasible, four sites were examined in 
detail (see Appendix A of this final EIR/EIS for additional detail).  
Environmental concerns, engineering, water quality, and costs were the key 
factors considered.  Each site had some constraints associated with it.  Based on 
the detailed analysis conducted, it was determined that the only practicable 
location is the City-owned property between Interstate 5 (I-5) and the 
Sacramento River and adjacent to the South Pocket community.  The site 
contains a large, highly visible water tower, a stormwater pumping station 
capable of pumping approximately 400 cfs into the Sacramento River, and an 
abandoned wastewater treatment facility.  The site is owned by the City of 
Sacramento Department of Utilities and has been considered suitable for public 
water facilities since the 1960s.  The site is now used by the Department of 
Utilities for stormwater management operations.   
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Page 2-5 and Figure 2-1 of the draft EIR/EIS briefly summarize the extensive 
analyses of potential intake sites that were undertaken for the FRWP.  These sites 
were fully evaluated and were the subject of substantial preliminary engineering 
and environmental analyses.  FRWA conducted several technical evaluations in 
general to better define the FRWP and, in particular, to identify a suitable 
location for the necessary water intake structure.  These analyses have been made 
available to the public and are part of the administrative record for the FRWP.  
Results of the first evaluations were included in Technical Memorandum No. 1, 
dated October 22, 2001 (TM No. 1), which investigated alternative intake sites 
between the SRCSD WWTP discharge pipeline and the southern edge of the 
Pocket Area.   

A second memorandum, Technical Memorandum No. I-1 (draft), dated June 25, 
2002 (TM I-1), is an update of the October 2001 memorandum.  Its preparation 
was motivated primarily by the City of Sacramento changing its level of project 
participation from a full-fledged project partner to an interested party with no 
water supply interest in the project.  Because the owners of the preferred site (the 
City of Sacramento) were no longer as actively involved, FRWA reevaluated 
alternative intake sites.  The evaluation criteria and study area used in TM I-1 
were more extensive than in TM No. 1.  TM I-1 investigated potential sites 
between the SRCSD WWTP outfall and the City of Sacramento’s combined 
sewer outfall (CSO) upstream of the Pocket area. 

An initial screening of potential sites was performed based primarily on water 
quality and potential sources of contamination.  The potential sources of 
contamination are documented in Technical Memorandum No. 3, Sacramento 
River Watershed Sanitary Survey 2000 Update.   

Each of the four sites evaluated had a variety of engineering, feasibility, 
environmental, and cost constraints.  There were clear tradeoffs between the sites 
with respect to environmental, construction, cost, and engineering feasibility.  
While it can be assumed that an intake could successfully be constructed at all of 
the sites, the analysis readily identified the City-owned property between I-5 and 
the Sacramento River as the most feasible site from environmental, engineering, 
feasibility, and cost standpoints.   

The other three sites were eliminated from further consideration because they 
would not result in substantially less environmental impact than would the 
preferred site.  A more complete summary of the findings of this analysis is 
provided in Appendix A of this final EIR/EIS.  In short, the other three sites 
would generally: 

 have greater impacts on vegetation and wildlife;  

 result in more substantial water quality issues;  

 require more substantial infrastructure (e.g., roads, levees) replacement; 

 not eliminate concerns related to noise and construction-related effects on 
area residents;  
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 not substantially reduce visual impacts; 

 cost as much or substantially more to construct; 

 convert land from other uses, including agricultural uses, to water 
infrastructure; and 

 require land acquisition from private parties. 

3.2 Intake Facility Layout 
Since publication of the draft EIR/EIS, FRWA has been working with area 
residents and the City to provide additional details regarding the planned design 
of the facilities and surrounding grounds.  Chapter 2 provides this additional 
detail on the anticipated site layout.  FRWA believes that this additional site 
design information, while not required for an adequate environmental impact 
analysis, addresses many of the concerns that have been expressed by area 
residents.  More specificity on details and environmental commitments is 
provided in that discussion.  

3.3  Intake Construction 
Comment:  Construction of the facility will result in numerous impacts on the 
adjacent neighborhood including increased noise, traffic, dust, vibration, and 
health effects.  As a result, neighboring residences will be subject to general 
disturbances, damage to their homes, security system false alarms, and an 
increased presence of rodents. 

Response:  The draft EIR/EIS has appropriately evaluated potential impacts on 
people and resources within the project and service area for the project 
alternatives as required by CEQA and NEPA.  In particular, Chapter 12, “Traffic 
and Transportation,” and Chapter 14, “Noise,” address many of the concerns 
raised in the comments.  Additionally, many of the concerns raised in the 
comments have been considered during project development and are addressed in 
the draft EIR/EIS (Chapter 2, “Project Description”).  Both CEQA and NEPA 
strongly encourage the incorporation of appropriate measures to avoid or reduce 
significant impacts into the description of a proposed project as a means to 
ensure implementation of the measures and to reduce unnecessary environmental 
analysis.  FRWA and Reclamation are committed to minimizing disruptions and 
nuisances during construction.  By incorporating these measures into the basic 
description of the project, FRWA and Reclamation have provided a firm 
commitment to address or to avoid these potential effects.  Chapter 2 of the draft 
EIR/EIS presents an extensive list of environmental commitments that have been 
incorporated into the project alternatives and that will be implemented along with 
the project.  These commitments are industry standards and are typically 
implemented on projects of this type. 
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Several general construction measures are included in the Environmental 
Commitments section of Chapter 2 of the draft EIR/EIS to address concerns 
expressed in the comments.  These include restricted work hours to limit the 
daily duration of disturbance to nearby residences; dust suppression; and cleanup 
provisions (e.g., street sweeping, sidewalk cleaning, and debris removal) as 
needed to ensure that the surrounding residential and business communities are 
kept clean; and establishment of a community ombudsman to handle ongoing 
public outreach and address construction concerns as they may arise during 
project construction and startup.  

The traffic control plan is needed to avoid significant construction-related effects 
on roadways during project construction.  Because final project design has not 
been completed, many of the site-specific details associated with the traffic 
control plan have not yet been developed.  However, implementation of standard 
construction traffic control methods would facilitate reducing traffic impacts to 
an insignificant level.  Generally, the traffic control plan would address issues 
such as hours of operation, lane closures, through-traffic management, safety, 
and access for both vehicular and pedestrian traffic.  The intake site will be 
accessed from Freeport Boulevard and will not involve roadways within the 
South Pocket community.   

The dust suppression plan will meet the requirements of the local air quality 
management districts and will result in minimization of dust emissions during 
construction activities.  This is in addition to the dust suppression and cleanup 
provisions mentioned above under general construction measures. 

Other construction-related environmental commitments described in Chapter 2 of 
the draft EIR/EIS that will help to substantially reduce impacts include: 

 erosion and sediment control plan, 

 stormwater pollution prevention plan, 

 fire control plan, 

 Phase I and II hazardous materials studies, 

 hazardous materials management plan, 

 channel and levee restoration plan, 

 hydrologic simulation modeling and scour analysis, 

 agricultural land restoration plan, 

 spoils disposal plan, 

 environmental training, 

 access point/staging area plan, 

 trench safety plan,  

 private property acquisition and/or access, 

 noise compliance, and 
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 project planning, coordination, and communication plan. 

Once implementation of the selected alternative begins, and as the final design 
progresses, site-specific details will be developed for each of these commitments.  
FRWA and Reclamation will coordinate closely in the development of these 
details.  Additional meetings will be held with affected groups and individuals to 
ensure ample opportunity for concerns to be addressed and for solutions to be 
developed for site-specific issues.  For construction within their areas of 
jurisdiction, the City and County will have substantial input in determining the 
scope and contents of the plans and programs listed above. 

As described in Chapter 14 of the draft EIR/EIS, Mitigation Measure 14-1 (page 
14-25), FRWA and Reclamation will provide noise shielding to the extent 
feasible to minimize construction-related noise.  FRWA’s designated noise 
disturbance coordinator will be responsible for responding to complaints 
regarding construction noise and ensuring that reasonable measures are 
implemented to correct any problems. 

FRWA will implement measures to control rodents and vermin prior to the start 
of construction.  Measures will include best management practices to limit the 
disturbance of rodents/vermin.  In addition, FRWA will work with Sacramento-
Yolo Mosquito & Vector Control District in conjunction with a professional 
contractor to trap/eliminate rodents/vermin throughout the construction period.  
Additionally, the construction site will be securely fenced during the construction 
period to keep pets and unauthorized persons out of the construction zone. 

As analyzed and described in Chapter 7, “Vegetation and Wetland Resources,” 
and Chapter 8, “Wildlife Resources,” of the draft EIR/EIS, construction impacts 
on endangered species and their habitats, including Swainson’s hawks and 
burrowing owls, have been identified and will be avoided, minimized, and/or 
fully mitigated. 

As analyzed and discussed in Chapter 14, “Noise,” of the draft EIR/EIS (pages 
14-7 through 14-19), vibrations as a result of pile driving will be barely 
perceptible at the nearby residences.  The vibration levels measured at 50 feet 
from the source, assuming the most aggressive form of pile driving, will be less 
than half of the recognized threshold for harm to historic and residential 
structures.  As indicated in Table 14-13 on page 14-19 of the draft EIR/EIS, 
vibration levels drop dramatically with every 50-foot increase in distance.  The 
level of vibration will not likely pose a threat to the adjacent residences or their 
house and car alarms. Noise from pile driving will be reduced to the extent 
feasible through implementation of Mitigation Measure 14-1, which includes use 
of noise shielding to reduce effects on residences near the intake site. 

As analyzed and described in Chapter 15, “Public Health and Safety,” of the draft 
EIR/EIS (pages 15-6 through 15-7), construction and operation are not expected 
to pose a significant impact to the public or the environment. 
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3.4  Intake Operation 
Comment:  Operation of the facility will result in numerous impacts on the 
adjacent neighborhood as a result of changes to noise, aesthetics, odor, and the 
presence of chemicals and possibly insects/mosquitoes. 

Responses: 

3.4.1  Noise and Vibration 

Since publication of the draft EIR/EIS, FRWA has committed to design facilities 
at the intake site so that noise will remain at or below current background noise 
levels and will comply with City noise ordinances.  This commitment is reflected 
in the project update in Chapter 2 of the final EIR/EIS.  As part of this 
commitment, FRWA will monitor noise levels to verify compliance once the 
intake structure is operational. 

The primary operational noise sources at the intake facility include the intake 
pumps, electrical switchyard, and air compressor station.  All the pumps and 
motors will be enclosed in a concrete structure, which will be an effective 
acoustic barrier.  The intake structure and support facilities design will 
incorporate additional noise control measures so that noise generated by the 
facility will not exceed existing noise levels (as measured during preparation of 
the draft EIR/EIS) at the nearest sensitive receptor.  Possible design measures in 
addition to the concrete enclosure of the intake include the use of low-noise 
motors, acoustic ventilation louvers, acoustic access doors and wall panels, solid 
wall building construction, limited openings, low noise transformers, soil berm 
sound barriers, and similar acoustical control features.  Noise measurements will 
be conducted before and after the project startup to determine the effectiveness of 
the acoustical treatment measures and to ensure compliance.  Reasonable 
remedial measures will be implemented to meet the commitment of not 
exceeding existing noise levels at the nearby receptors if acoustical treatments 
are found to be ineffective. 

Project operation would not produce significant vibration.  Design measures 
incorporated into the intake facility will result in minimal vibration of the levee 
during operation.  Additionally, any vibration produced by the pumps will not 
reach or cause any damage to nearby residences. 

Construction-related impacts as a result of vibration have been found to be less –
than significant.  FRWA will conduct visual pre- and post-construction home 
inspections, with photographic and/or videographic records, and will compensate 
homeowners if any damage is caused as a result of project construction. 
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3.4.2  Aesthetics 

FRWA is committed to improving visual aesthetics of the intake site over its 
current state.  As stated in the draft EIR/EIS in the Visual Resources chapter 
(page 16-19), FRWA is committed to implementing a process that includes 
extensive public participation in the development of the architectural design of 
the intake facility and addressing such issues as visual buffers and lighting 
standards.  

Several refinements have already been made to the proposed layout of the intake 
site since publication of the draft EIR/EIS, based on input provided by the 
community during the public comment period (see Chapter 2, “Project Update”).  
While the refinements made are conceptual in nature and additional refinements 
will be made during the design process, the refinement process further validated 
the findings in the draft EIR/EIS.  The modifications result in an arrangement of 
facilities and landscaping whereby views of the intake facility from nearby 
residences can be substantially mitigated as a result of the modified layout and 
proposed (5-acre) landscape buffer.  The facility would also be designed to 
preserve views from the Sacramento River. 

3.4.3  Odor and Dust from Settling Basins 

Given the character of the sediment expected in the basins, the planned 
operational mode, the distance to neighboring properties, and the landscape 
buffer proposed between the basins and the neighboring land uses, FRWA 
determined that residential areas are not expected to experience odor problems 
from the project.  

The sediment collected in the settling basins will be primarily the larger and 
heavier particles suspended in the river water as it is diverted into the intake.  
These larger particles would settle in the intake forebay and would be inert sand 
or grit with no odor-causing characteristics.  That settled material would be 
collected from the floor of the forebay and transported to the concrete-lined 
settling basins.  The majority of the smaller particles will not settle in the forebay 
and would be pumped into the pipeline rather than settling in the intake.  Most 
odor-causing particles are organic material, which would generally be found with 
the smaller and lighter particles and would also be pumped into the pipeline.  
Any chemical constituents present in Sacramento River water would be expected 
to remain in solution in the water and would be pumped into the pipeline.  
Therefore, they would not be deposited in the settling ponds in significant 
quantities.   

The use of chemicals to aid in sediment settling within the basins is not 
anticipated.  The result of this practice is that the sediment collected in the basins 
will be mostly inert sand and larger silt particles.  Odors during drying of this 
type of material will be minimal and unobjectionable.   
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During normal basin operations, an almost continuously refreshed flow of water 
would be moving through the basins.  Flow rates are expected to be high enough 
to prevent the formation of stagnant water and related odors.  During the 
summer, the sediments would be allowed to dry and would be removed from the 
basins.  This is not expected to generate specific odors.  Additionally, best 
management practices consistent with the local air quality management district 
will be implemented to minimize dust generation during sediment removal, 
thereby minimizing any potential for exposing neighboring residents to dust 
and/or associated constituents. 

Given the distance from the proposed basins to the residential areas, and the 
proposed landscape buffers, diffusion of minor odors that may occur into the 
overall air stream is expected to further reduce the potential for odor issues.  It is 
also expected that operation of the settling basins will generate less odor, if any, 
than the periodic waste-handling activities that are currently conducted on the 
site. 

3.4.4  Chemicals 

The only chemical that will be used for water treatment on site is sodium 
hypochlorite.  FRWA will minimize its use and will store only as much as 
necessary on site.  Containment will be provided for storage of this chemical. 

Sodium hypochlorite is proposed for use at FRWA’s intake to control potential 
biofouling in the pipeline.  Biofouling has the potential to reduce pipeline 
capacity as a result of the growth of slime or other organisms in the pipe.  That 
growth will be removed through treatment with sodium hypochlorite and 
flushing. 

To treat the pipeline for biofouling, if necessary, a dose of sodium hypochlorite, 
in liquid form, would be injected into the pipeline.  The chlorinated water along 
with pipe residue would be emptied from the pipeline at Sacramento County’s 
Zone 40 water treatment plant or at the FSC.  It is expected that this operation 
would be infrequent, likely less than annually. 

Sodium hypochlorite solution is a yellowish liquid that is similar to household 
bleach, albeit with a higher concentration (about 10–12% hypochlorite at the 
intake vs. 3–6% in household bleach).  It is widely used in homes, schools, 
hospitals, swimming pools, drinking water supplies, and for disinfecting hard 
surfaces and surgical instruments. 

According to a May 1996 article in Environmental Science and Engineering, 
years of investigation have concluded that hypochlorite is safe for humans and 
the environment.  In the environment, sodium hypochlorite easily decomposes 
into water, oxygen, and table salt.  While sodium hypochlorite is corrosive at 
high concentrations, the Material Safety Data Sheets for sodium hypochlorite 
indicate no carcinogenic or teratogenic (causing birth defects) effects.  It is not 
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flammable in either its liquid or gaseous state.  It is stable unless combined with 
acids.  

Sodium hypochlorite is typically delivered by truck.  During unloading, the truck 
would park within a containment basin, which in its simplest form would consist 
of a depressed concrete pad with entry and exit ramps at each end.  The truck 
would transfer its contents into a permanent double-containment on-site tank and 
an associated containment basin for chemical delivery to effectively result in 
triple containment to meet applicable codes, ordinances, and industry safety 
standards.  These tanks are typically made of fiberglass, fiber-reinforced plastic, 
or other material not susceptible to corrosion.  The pump and tank may be 
constructed in a belowground vault, which would both mask the equipment from 
view and act as a containment structure should the tank leak.  The only 
aboveground facilities would be a connection for the truck to pump the chemical 
to the underground storage tank, and vault ventilation intake and exhaust.  As an 
alternative, the truck, tank, and pump could all be housed inside a small building.  
The truck would not need to be on site for more than a few hours per delivery.  
Deliveries will depend on the frequency of dosing required to control biofouling.  

While heat and direct sunlight do cause sodium hypochlorite to decompose more 
rapidly, this does not create a hazardous condition.  When sodium hypochlorite 
decomposes under moderate heat, it produces oxygen gas.  This oxygen gas can 
be safely released into the atmosphere under controlled conditions by proper 
ventilation and pressure relief appurtenances on the storage tank.  

Based on preliminary calculations, approximately 6,000 to 10,000 gallons of the 
sodium hypochlorite solution would need to be added to the pipeline to create a 
concentration of 10 ppm chlorine if required to prevent biofouling.   

The use of chemicals to aid in sediment settling within the intake facility settling 
basins is not anticipated. 

3.4.5  Insects/Mosquitoes 

As previously mentioned in the Odor section above, a continuously refreshed 
flow of water would be moving through the basins during normal basin 
operations.  Flow rates will be regulated to be high enough to prevent the 
formation of stagnant water.  During summer sediment-drying and basin-cleaning 
operations, flow will be stopped completely and the moisture in the sediment will 
be reduced to a point at which it will not support insect/mosquito larvae 
production.  As a result, operational practices will control the potential for 
insect/mosquito production in the settling basins.  Furthermore, FRWA will 
continue to coordinate regularly with the Sacramento-Yolo Mosquito & Vector 
Control District to minimize the potential that insects/mosquitoes will be a 
problem at the intake site settling basins.  
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3.4.6  Recreation 

Comment:  The intake facility will impact use of the existing recreation trail and 
future recreation improvements planned for the intake site and may impact 
recreational activities on the river, such as boating or fishing. 

Response:  As described on page 6-18 of the draft EIR/EIS, recreation impacts at 
the intake site would be less than significant.  The existing paved levee-top 
recreation trail would be inaccessible during portions of the construction period, 
but a temporary detour would be provided.  This aspect of the project is being 
coordinated with the City of Sacramento’s alternative transportation modes 
coordinator.  The City of Sacramento’s current efforts to extend the trail to the 
Bill Conlin Sports Complex on the east side of Freeport Boulevard are included 
in the analysis.  Construction activities in the river itself may also have a slight 
impact on recreational use of the river.  However, access and passage would not 
be disrupted and, therefore, the impact is less than significant. Compatibility 
between the intake facility and the recreation access features described in the 
Pocket Area Community Plan is dependent on the development of the design for 
the intake site.  FRWA will work with the City of Sacramento and the 
community in determining the appropriateness of public access/recreational 
components in the intake site area while complying with applicable area plans.  It 
should be noted that some commentors have indicated that increased public use 
of the area would be a detriment to the community for public safety reasons 
while some commentors have expressed approval for continued, improved 
recreational access to the bike path and river viewing areas. 

3.4.7  Flood Control 

Comment:  Construction of the intake facility will compromise the integrity of 
the levee and increase the risk of flooding. 

Response:  The impacts on the flood control system, including the levee, are 
fully discussed in Chapter 15, “Public Health and Safety,” on pages 15-8 and 15-
9.  In addition, Chapter 2, in the Environmental Commitments section, includes 
several measures that have been incorporated into the project description to 
facilitate intake structure design and construction in a manner that maintains or 
improves the integrity of the flood control system.  In particular, the intake 
design will widen and reinforce the levee and provide a solid concrete cutoff wall 
in the area of the new structure.  The pipelines from the pumps will be routed 
over the top of the levee.  In addition, FRWA will implement an erosion and 
sediment control plan and a channel and levee restoration plan and conduct 
hydraulic simulation modeling and scour analysis.  For example, as stated in 
Chapter 2, in the Environmental Commitments, Hydraulic Simulation Modeling 
and Scour Analysis section (page 2-48), “FRWA will complete an analysis to 
determine the potential for adverse effects related to scour of levees or the natural 
channel as a result of in-channel construction or placement of the intake facility.  
The analysis will identify measures for minimizing or avoiding adverse effects 
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related to scour, erosion, and sedimentation.”  The first phase of this analysis was 
completed as part of preparing the draft EIR/EIS.  A subsequent, more refined 
analysis will be carried out in conjunction with the California Reclamation Board 
encroachment permit process.   

The California Reclamation Board is specifically charged with regulating 
encroachments and construction activities in the flood control system in a manner 
that will ensure there is no loss of integrity in the flood control system.  This 
includes maintaining the integrity of the slurry wall, which was installed in the 
1990s to control underseepage.  Preliminary coordination discussions with the 
Reclamation Board indicate that they concur with FRWA’s findings.  However, 
the Reclamation Board, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and the Sacramento 
Area Flood Control Agency will all review the hydraulic modeling report and 
future, more detailed design information and hydraulic modeling reports prior to 
issuing the required Reclamation Board encroachment permit to FRWA and 
Reclamation. 

3.4.8  Security 

Comment:  The presence of the intake facility and the surrounding landscape 
area poses a security threat to the surrounding community. 

Response:  The intake facility and the FRWP as a whole are just one part of the 
complex urban infrastructure necessary to support a major city and its 
surrounding communities.  There is nothing unique about the intake facility that 
makes it a more desirable target for destructive activities compared to other 
regional facilities (e.g., freeways, universities, electrical grid, shopping malls).  
While the media have repeatedly mentioned that water supply systems are a 
target of destructive activities, they are typically referring either to a dam, which 
if breached would cause a catastrophic failure and downstream flooding, or to a 
reservoir, which could be susceptible to contamination.  Damage to the FRWP 
intake facility would not result in a catastrophic failure for several reasons.  First, 
FRWA member agencies will not rely solely on this single source of water, and 
they could still serve their customers to some extent on a temporary reduced-
capacity basis with other water supplies if something were to happen to the 
FRWP.  Second, the only possible catastrophic failure would be associated with a 
levee breach, and the intake facility would represent the most difficult location to 
breach within the area.  Finally, contamination of the water source at the intake 
facility would be extremely difficult because of the characteristics of flowing 
water in the river and the tendency of contaminants to disperse downstream 
rather quickly.  Also, the quantities of most contaminants that would need to be 
purposely introduced into the system to result in a negative impact are very large 
and beyond the scope of most vandals.  The likelihood of anything like this 
happening is very speculative and does not represent a potential impact on the 
environment to be considered in the EIR/EIS. 

With regard to the potential security issues associated with a landscaped area 
adjacent to a residential community, several measures could be taken to control 
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any such threat.  The intent of the landscaped area is to provide a buffer between 
the FRWP facilities and the adjacent residences to reduce potential visual, noise, 
and other perceived impacts attributable to facility operation.  The vegetation in 
the landscaped buffer can be managed in a way that provides clear sight lines for 
security patrols and does not provide refuge for illegitimate activities while still 
providing the intended goals of improved aesthetics and wildlife habitat, reduced 
noise, and a neighborhood amenity.  Final decisions about how the area is 
designed, constructed, and landscaped will be made through the proposed 
architectural design process with input from the community, local government, 
and design professionals.  This process will not only address the landscape 
buffer, but all other aspects of the intake site including, but not limited to, 
security fencing and extent of public access. 

3.5  Property Values 
Comment:  Construction and operation of the intake structure and construction 
of the pipeline will reduce property values adjacent to FRWP facilities. 

Response:  Under CEQA and NEPA, economic and social changes resulting 
from a project are not treated as significant effects on the environment.  Effects 
analyzed in an EIR/EIS are limited to those related to a physical change in the 
environment.  However, if a physical change in the environment would result in 
economic and social changes that in turn would have secondary physical effects 
on the environment, those effects may be evaluated in an EIR/EIS. 

With regard to the FRWP, construction and operation of the project are not 
expected to result in a measurable change in the value of properties adjacent to or 
near the project.  There is little basis to speculate that implementation of the 
project will result in negative changes to property values.  All types of 
construction activities are commonplace throughout urban, rural, and agricultural 
areas that do not typically result in a negative effect on property values.   

Regarding construction of the pipeline in particular, the overall construction 
period is approximately 2 years; however, the timeline for individual 
neighborhoods will be much less.  The pipeline will be installed at a rate of 
approximately 100 to 400 feet per day, depending on surface conditions (e.g., 
paved vs. unpaved), and as a result, construction duration in any one area will be 
relatively short.  As disclosed in the draft EIR/EIS, construction-related impacts 
(e.g., noise, traffic, air quality) are short-term and are unlikely to result in an 
adverse effect on adjacent land uses.  In the event values of adjacent properties 
were affected, it is unlikely such a change would result in physical effects on the 
environment.   

As fully discussed in the EIR/EIS, operation-related impacts are minimal 
following mitigation.  One comment letter relevant to this issue states that 
documented reductions in property values are related to long-term operational 
noise.  FRWA has committed to maintaining noise levels at or below existing 
background noise levels at the intake facility. 
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3.6  Project Name 
Comment:  The use of the word Freeport in the project name is misleading since 
the proposed intake structure is not actually in the town of Freeport. 

Response:  There are several reasons that the FRWP and the project proponent, 
FRWA, include the word Freeport in their respective names.  

First, the exact location of the intake was not known at the time the joint powers 
authority (JPA) was formed and the project was named.  Because of the regional 
nature of this project and the interest it would likely generate locally and 
statewide, it was important to select a name that is widely recognized and 
representative of the project’s physical location.  Based on extensive preliminary 
investigations, it was known that the Sacramento River near the town of Freeport 
offered the best opportunities for placement of a surface water intake structure 
from both technical and environmental perspectives.  However, a single site had 
not yet been selected.  Four possible intake sites were specifically considered 
during the scoping process for the FRWP.  Two sites were just upstream of the 
Freeport Bridge (one on each side of the river), a third site was located on the 
Yolo County side of the river across from Garcia Bend Park, and the fourth site is 
the City-owned site proposed in the draft EIR/EIS.  With this array of possible 
locations, Freeport seemed to be the best choice of names considering the need to 
have the project name widely recognizable and the proximity of the possible 
intake sites to the Town of Freeport, the Freeport Bridge, and Freeport 
Boulevard—all relatively major landmarks in the area.  While the site analyzed 
in the draft EIR/EIS is adjacent to the Pocket neighborhood, the decision to 
pursue use of this specific site had not yet been made at the time the project and 
JPA were named.  Furthermore, while the Pocket neighborhood is known locally, 
it is not a recognizable place name outside the City of Sacramento.  

Second, Reclamation’s permit to divert CVP water, issued by the SWRCB, 
includes the word Freeport as it refers to a diversion point at the proposed 
Freeport Regional Water Plant.  This location refers to the intake site currently 
proposed for the FRWP intake structure as described in the draft EIR/EIS.  
Furthermore, Reclamation’s permit with the SWRCB is not the only document to 
reference the City-owned site as the Freeport Regional Water Plant site.  The 
City of Sacramento has long referred to the subject site as the Freeport Regional 
Water Plant site.  This reference was recently made in the City of Sacramento, 
Department of Utilities report titled, “Final Technical Memorandum for Potential 
Water Treatment Plant at Freeport” (Montgomery Watson 1999).  The specific 
site referenced in this document is the same site analyzed for the FRWP intake 
structure in the draft EIR/EIS. 

Thirdly, navigation maps produced by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration and topographic maps produced by the United States Geological 
Survey refer to the bend in the river at the intake site location as “Freeport 
Bend.” 
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Finally, EBMUD’s CVP Amendatory Contract with Reclamation states that 
water is to be made available and delivered at Freeport on the Sacramento River.  
Reclamation intends to allow the diversion of this contract water at the 
aforementioned permitted diversion point at the “proposed Freeport Regional 
Water Plant.” 

After taking all of these factors into consideration, the member agencies of the 
JPA, including the SCWA, EBMUD, and the City of Sacramento, decided that 
the Freeport Regional Water Authority and Project, respectively, were the most 
appropriate names. 

3.7  Recirculation 
Comment:  The draft EIR/EIS should be recirculated because it is not adequate 
under CEQA and/or NEPA for several reasons. 

Response:  Recirculation of the draft EIR/EIS is not required.  The State CEQA 
Guidelines (Section 15088.5) clearly define when recirculation of a draft EIR is 
necessary.  According to the guidelines, a lead agency is required to recirculate 
an EIR “when significant new information is added to the EIR after public notice 
of the availability of the draft EIR for public review….”  As noted in the 
guidelines, new information added to an EIR is not “significant” unless the EIR 
is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to 
comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a 
feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect that the project’s proponents 
have declined to implement.   

Examples of “significant new information” requiring recirculation include 
disclosure that: 

 a new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from 
a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented; 

 a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result 
unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of 
insignificance; 

 a feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different 
from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental 
impacts of the project but the project’s proponents decline to adopt it; and 

 the draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory 
in nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded. 

Similarly, the Council on Environmental Quality NEPA Regulations (40 C.F.R. 
15029 [c][1]), a federal agency must prepare a supplement to a draft or final EIS 
if: 
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 the federal agency makes substantial changes in the proposed action that are 
relevant to its environmental effects, and 

 there are significant new circumstances or information relevant to the 
environmental concerns that bear on the proposed action or its impacts. 

While several minor revisions have been incorporated into the project since 
publication of the draft EIR/EIS, these minor changes are generally in response 
to comments received on the draft EIR/EIS and do not create any new significant 
environmental effects.  Similarly, no information has been identified that would 
indicate that there would be a substantial increase in the severity of an 
environmental impact already disclosed.  In fact, additional design and mitigation 
measures have been identified that would decrease previously identified 
significant environmental effects and make the project more consistent with 
public desires. 

More than 100 project alternatives and numerous variations on many alternatives 
were examined in preparing the draft EIR/EIS.  No new feasible alternatives or 
mitigation measures that would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the 
project have been identified during the public review process with the exception 
of measures to reduce operational noise, and FRWA has incorporated those 
measures into the project.  As a result, previously identified significant impacts 
attributable to operational noise have been reduced to less-than-significant levels. 

Finally, the draft EIR/EIS contains substantial information, and the conclusions 
regarding environmental effects of the proposed project and alternatives are fully 
supported by the information contained in the draft EIR/EIS. 

3.8  Project Benefits 
The FRWP will result in regional and local benefits in both the short and long 
term.  FRWA is committed to making the project compatible with local 
neighborhoods and to minimizing construction-related effects.  A summary of the 
regional and local benefits created by the FRWP is provided below. 

Regional benefits include: 

 Protection of groundwater supplies.  The project will decrease reliance on 
groundwater for some groups and increase the availability of groundwater for 
others.  Well users, City residents, municipalities, water purveyors, and water 
suppliers will all benefit.  

 New intake site near airport.  The SCWA agreement with the City will 
entitle the City to land for use as a future intake facility site. 

 Improved reliability.  City water customers will be able to rely more 
securely on their water supplies. 

 Regional cooperation.  The regionwide scope of the project accounts for 
many different communities and improves the cohesiveness of regional water 
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planning and management as envisioned by the Sacramento Area Water 
Forum. 

 Protection and preservation of the lower American River.  The project 
has been designed to avoid impacts on the lower American River, thereby 
avoiding impacts on recreation and fisheries on that federally designated wild 
and scenic river.  The Lower American River Parkway will not be affected.  
The quality of life of City and County residents who use the river and the 
parkway will not be negatively affected. 

 Stimulation of economic vitality.  The construction of the project will 
provide jobs and use regional resources. 

Local benefits include: 

 River access.  The intake facility site design will include a convenient access 
path to the Sacramento River levee. 

 Landscaping.  The intake facility site will include 5 acres of landscaped 
grounds. 

 Other visual enhancement.  The facility will be designed to be attractive 
and architecturally interesting.  Public art will be incorporated into the site 
design. 

 Improved security.  The site selected for the intake facility will have 
increased and improved security, deterring vandalism and decreasing the 
current safety risk of the abandoned site. 

 Bike trail extension.  The project will be consistent with and further the 
completion of the levee bike trail. 

 Additional jobs.  The project will result in increased local employment. 

 Educational programs.  Educational opportunities for school groups and the 
public will be created at the intake site facility.  Subjects of such programs 
could include water supply, water quality, fisheries, and ecology. 
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Table 4-1.  List of Comments on the 2003 Draft EIR/EIS

Date 
Received Commentor Organization Comment 

Letter Code Chapter 

Chapter 5:  Federal Agencies 

12/15/03 Lisa B. Hanf U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency F1 5 

12/16/03 John Brooks U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service F2 5 

01/05/04 Michael S. Jewell U.S. Army Corps of Engineers F3 5 

State Agencies 

9/15/03 David A. Gutierrez Division of Safety of Dams St01 5 

10/06/03 Stephen L. Jenkins State Lands Commission St02 5 

10/09/03 Jeffrey Pulverman CalTrans St03 5 

10/09/03 Terry Roberts State Clearinghouse St04 5 

11/14/03 Dennis J. O'Bryant 
California Department of 
Conservation, Division of Land 
Resource Protection 

St05 5 

12/17/03 Larry L. Eng California Department of Fish and 
Game St06 5 

12/22/03 Gita Kapahi State Water Resources Control Board St07 5 

Chapter 6:  Local Agencies 

9/15/03 Robert Thomas City of Sacramento L01 6 

9/24/03 Fred Weybret North San Joaquin Water 
Conservation District L02 6 

10/02/03 T.R. Flinn Northeastern San Joaquin County 
Groundwater Banking Authority L03 6 

10/06/03 Councilmember Dave 
Jones City of Sacramento L04 6 

10/06/03 Laura J. Simonek Metropolitan Water District of 
Southern California L05 6 

10/06/03 Louis Boitano/Terence 
Moore Amador Water Agency L06 6 

10/07/03 Matthew G. Darrow Sacramento County Public Works 
Agency L07 6 

10/07/03 Kevin M. Kauffman Stockton East Water District L08 6 

10/23/03 Rod Cooper Southgate Recreation and Park 
District L09 6 

11/03/03 Councilmember Lauren R. 
Hammond City of Sacramento L10 6 

11/07/03 James R. Shetler Sacramento Municipal Utility District 
(SMUD) L11 6 
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Date 
Received Commentor Organization Comment 

Letter Code Chapter 

11/17/03 Thomas Hoover Jackson Valley Irrigation District L12 6 

12/15/03 Ronald R. Lowry 
Southeast Sacramento County 
Agricultural Water Authority 
(SSCAWA) 

L13 6 

12/15/03 Art Smith Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality 
Management District (SMAQMD) L14 6 

12/15/03 Wendell H. Kido Sacramento Regional County 
Sanitation District (SRCSD) L15 6 

12/15/03 Larry Diamond Calaveras County Water District L16 6 

12/15/03 Mike McGowan County of Yolo L17 6 

12/15/03 Councilmember Bonnie 
Pannell City of Sacramento L18 6 

12/15/03 Dave Brent City of Sacramento, Department of 
Utilities L19 6 

12/17/03 Margit Aramburu Delta Protection Commission L20 6 

01/07/04 Mike McGowan County of Yolo L21 6 

01/13/04 Margit Aramburu Delta Protection Commission L22 6 

01/20/04 Robert Overstreet City of Sacramento, Department of 
Parks and Recreation L23 6 

01/24/04 Margit Aramburu Delta Protection Commission L24 6 

Chapter 7:  Special Interest Groups 

10/06/03 Felix Smith Self Sp01 7 

12/14/03 Alan D. Wade Save the American River Association Sp02 7 

12/15/03 Michael Eaton The Nature Conservancy Sp03 7 

12/15/03 Earl Withycombe Environmental Council of 
Sacramento (ECOS) Sp04 7 

12/15/03 Ronald Stork Friends of the River Sp05 7 

12/15/03 Keith Herron Meadowview Development 
Committee Sp06 7 

12/15/03 James P. Pachl Sierra Club--Mother Lode Chapter Sp07 7 

12/15/03 Richard G. Johnson South Pocket Homeowners' 
Association Sp08 7 

8/22/03 George Potiris GNP Holding Company Sp09 7 

12/10/03 Naomi Burns Clay West Homeowners Association Sp10 7 

12/13/03 Vickey Scott Valley Center Neighborhood 
Association Sp11 7 

12/15/03 Walt Seifert Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates 
(SABA) Sp12 7 
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Date 
Received Commentor Organization Comment 

Letter Code Chapter 

12/15/03 Pat Shelby and Monica 
Rothenbaum 

North Laguna Creek Neighborhood 
Association Sp13 7 

01/13/04 James Pachl Sierra Club – Mother Lode Chapter Sp14  

12/01/03 Arthur B. Geen Alameda County Taxpayers 
Association, Inc. 

Sp 15 7 

Chapter 8:  Individuals 

9/04/03 Keith Herron  I01 8 

9/11/03 Allan Gilmore  I02 8 

9/15/03 Ken McGhee  I03 8 

9/19/03 George Waegell  I04 8 

9/17/03 B.J. Elkin  I05 8 

10/06/03 John R. Hart  I06 8 

10/06/03 John and Judy Esola  I07 8 

10/06/03 Joel and Gina Ledesma  I08 8 

10/06/03 Michael Chan  I09 8 

10/06/03 Nick and Michele Charles  I10 8 

10/04/03 Marion Kanemoto  I11 8 

10/09/03 Mark Munguia  I12 8 

10/09/03 Florence Arnoldy  I13 8 

10/30/03 Rudy Swiridoff  I14 8 

11/03/03 George Waegell  I15 8 

11/04/03 Jack S. Lawson  I16 8 

11/25/03 Susan Dona  I17 8 

12/01/03 Denis Ishisaka  I18 8 

12/09/03 H.L. Payne  I19 8 

12/09/03 Jeff Wedge  I20 8 

12/09/03 Fred and Vi Kirtlan  I21 8 

12/10/03 Pamela Herlihy  I22 8 

12/11/03 Linda Tutor  I23 8 

12/15/03 Robert Lorbeer  I24 8 

12/15/03 Don & Tricia Nevis  I25 8 

12/15/03 Jamie & Guy Ramsey  I26 8 

12/15/03 Maurice Roos  I27 8 

12/15/03 Dorothy J. Carroll  I28 8 
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Date 
Received Commentor Organization Comment 

Letter Code Chapter 

12/15/03 Leonor Alvarez  I29 8 

12/15/03 E. Dennis and Bonnie S. 
Bartholomew  I30 8 

12/15/03 Stephen K. & Shari E. 
Kawelo  I31 8 

12/15/03 James Morgan  I32 8 

12/15/03 Willie J. Russell II  I33 8 

12/15/03 Florence Arnoldy  I34 8 

12/15/03 William & Yvette Jones  I35 8 

12/15/03 Laura Kneppel  I36 8 

12/15/03 Donald & Mary Savage  I37 8 

12/15/03 Kevin & Evelyn Steiner  I38 8 

12/15/03 Ted Woodward  I39 8 

12/15/03 Mary V. McDonald  I40 8 

8/13/03 Alan Moritz  I41 8 

8/27/03 Marcine Crane  I42 8 

9/10/03 Laurie Vannatter  I43 8 

9/30/03 Ade Akinsanyu  I44 8 

9/30/03 Darrel H. Woo  I45 8 

12/01/03 Rowland and Connie Cain  I46 8 

12/04/03 William Neuman  I47 8 

12/06/03 Amedeo Ciarniello  I48 8 

12/15/03 Dorothy J. Carroll  I49 8 

12/15/03 Michael Chan  I50 8 

12/15/03 Ernie Hidalgo  I51 8 

12/15/03 Alan Hockenson  I52 8 

12/17/03 Ken McGhee  I53 8 

12/11/03 
Ruben and Carmella 
Bravo; Joe and Rozina 
Parkhurst 

 I54 8 

12/16/03 Timothy J. Reinarts  I55 8 

12/16/03 Kenneth Koyama  I56 8 
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Date 
Received Commentor Organization Comment 

Letter Code Chapter 

Chapter 9:  Form Letters 

12/01/03 Form Letters Preserve the Pocket FL01 9 

12/16/03 Form Letters South Pocket Preservationists FL02 9 
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Responses to Comments of the Environmental Protection Agency 
(Letter F01) 
 
F01-1. This comment is apparently referring to information 

contained on page 1-20 of the draft EIR/EIS under 
“Recycled Water”.  In that discussion, it is noted that 
EBMUD anticipates that future water recycling efforts 
will reduce demands on potable water by an additional 8 
MGD as compared to current levels of water recycling.  
This future recycled water program is factored in to 
EBMUD’s dry year needs and will reduce the need that 
would otherwise exist.  The FRWP facilities and 
operations assume that this additional recycled water 
will be available.  Otherwise the FRWP would be larger 
than currently proposed.   

 
F01-2. Each of the issues raised in this comment is more fully 

developed in the attachment to the cover letter.  The 
individual comments are therefore specifically 
responded to below. 

 
F01-3. Many of the projects listed in this comment are 

discussed in Chapter 20 of the draft EIR/EIS.   The 
FRWP is not contingent on any of these projects, nor is 
it likely to make implementation of any of these other 
projects either more or less likely.  To the extent that 
cumulative impacts may result from implementation of 
these projects, in combination with the FRWP, the 
potential cumulative impacts are described in Chapter 20 

 
F01-4. Pages 1-18 through page 1-22 of the draft EIR/EIS 

provide information regarding previous environmental 
reviews and conservation efforts.  As noted on page 1-
18, previous environmental reviews undertaken by 
Reclamation and EBMUD led to EBMUD’s current 

water service contract, which forms the basis for 
EBMUD’s participation in the FRWP.  Similarly, these 
pages list conservation and water recycling efforts 
undertaken by EBMUD to reduce customer demands 
both in normal water years and during droughts.  In 
addition, SCWA conservation efforts are described on 
pages 1-10 through 1-13 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

 
F01-5. The CALFED Record of Decision sets out actions 

included in the Preferred Program Alternative for 
implementing Stage 1, the first 7 years of a 30-year 
program.  These actions depend on subsequent project-
specific environmental analyses as well as on subsequent 
review of the financial and legislative proposals by the 
state and federal executive branches, Congress, and the 
state legislature.  EBMUD has been an active participant 
in the CALFED process since its inception.  Although 
not a CALFED project, the FRWP planning is consistent 
with and contributes to the objectives of CALFED.  
EBMUD’s resource programs contribute significantly to 
meeting CALFED objectives related to ecosystem 
restoration.  Reductions in water consumption through 
existing and adopted conservation and recycling 
programs, conjunctive use programs, and the FRWA 
agencies’ rationing programs reduce water supply needs 
consistent with CALFED objectives.  Finally, the FRWP 
is a regional solution to water supply issues as 
encouraged by the CALFED program. 

 
F01-6. Reclamation is in the process of reinitiating consultation 

on the CVP OCAP and has agreed to conduct an analysis 
and modeling of all reasonably foreseeable future 
actions, including the FRWP, on listed fish species.  The 
FRWP is fully integrated into the OCAP hydrologic 
modeling and biological assessment.  The OCAP 
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consultation will provide the basis for a portion of the 
compliance under the Endangered Species Act for the 
FRWP, in conjunction with additional information 
regarding site-specific effects on listed species.  A 
summary of a comparison of OCAP modeling runs 
completed in February 2004 is included in Chapter 2 in 
the final EIR/EIS. 

 
F01-7. Cumulative impacts on hydrology and water supply, 

water quality, and fisheries are discussed in Chapter 3 
(pages 3-19 through 3-21 and Tables 3-3 and 3-4), 
Chapter 4 (pages 4-33 through 4-36), and Chapter 5 
(pages 5-48 through 5-55, Table 5-16, and Figures 5-17 
through 5-26) of the draft EIR/EIS, respectively.  
Additional cumulative impact analysis is included in 
Chapter 19 of the draft EIR/EIS.  These analyses fully 
comply with CEQA and NEPA requirements to discuss 
potential cumulative effects of a proposed action.  The 
analyses use the most recent information available at the 
time the draft EIR/EIS was published.  The draft 
EIR/EIS fully discloses the potential environmental 
effects of using CVP surface water to meet the purpose 
and need of the project.  In addition, the EIR for the 
Zone 40 Master Plan recently prepared by SCWA fully 
discusses groundwater resources within the Zone 40 
area.  The review period for that EIR has ended and 
SCWA is developing responses to the comments 
received.  The EIR is expected to be certified and the 
project adopted in late spring 2004. 

 
F01-8. The draft EIR/EIS fully discloses all potential project-

related and cumulative effects on drinking water quality 
(see Chapter 4 of the draft EIR/EIS and Section 4 of 
Volume 3).  These impacts were evaluated and 
determined to be less than significant.  There is no 

substantial evidence to suggest that significant impacts 
would result from implementation of the FRWP, and 
therefore mitigation is not required.  Water quality 
implications of increased growth in Sacramento County 
were included as part of the analysis by including 
increased return flows with reduced water quality from 
Sacramento County sources in the analysis.  No other 
substantial conversion of upland habitat related to CVP 
contracts that could meaningfully affect Sacramento 
River and Delta water quality have been identified. 

 
F01-9. SCWA and EBMUD have separate growth-related 

issues, and the analysis is not inconsistent with respect to 
future population growth.  For SCWA, provision of 
additional water supplies is intended to support and 
allow growth within the SCWA service area that was 
approved in the 1993 Sacramento County General Plan 
and is therefore considered growth-inducing.  While the 
analysis in the draft EIR/EIS relies on the General Plan 
to predict the likely population growth, there is a 
potential that the FRWP will increase the rate at which 
this identified growth will occur.  However, an increase 
in the rate of growth, if it were to occur, would not alter 
the conclusions of the analysis.  Within the EBMUD 
service area, no additional water would be provided by 
the FRWP during most years, and therefore the FRWP 
would not contribute to local growth.  EBMUD is 
already planning to meet a substantial portion of its 
normal year needs through conservation and recycling, 
and growth is therefore not dependent on new water 
supplies.  EBMUD also has adopted very strong policies 
that prevent the district from serving areas outside its 
currently approved Ultimate Service Boundary.  Chapter 
20 of the Draft EIR/EIS discusses indirect effects related 
to growth within the service area of each agency. 
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F01-10. As noted on pages 2-5 and 2-6 of the draft EIR/EIS, 

Alternative 5 has been identified as environmentally 
superior.  FRWA and Reclamation believe that most of 
the impacts identified in this comment are avoidable, 
and the mitigation measures identified in the draft 
EIR/EIS require such avoidance to the extent feasible.  It 
should be noted that with respect to wetlands, all of the 
alternatives are within the same general impact range 
(8.1 to 9.8 acres of potential impact, depending on the 
alternative).  Pipeline section R, shown in Figure 2-1 of 
the draft EIR/EIS follows a planned roadway and utility 
corridor.  If this corridor is not approved, FRWA could 
use option 1 to avoid farmland and wildlife impacts in 
this area.  In addition, there are clear tradeoffs between 
the various alternatives.  As noted on pages 2-5 and 2-6, 
Alternatives 2–4 have substantially greater impacts on 
traffic, noise, and air quality, and significant community 
input, including concerns related to environmental 
justice issues, has resulted in Reclamation and FRWA 
determining that Alternative 5 is the environmentally 
superior alternative.  In addition, substantial input 
regarding environmental justice issues has been received 
during the public review period.  Alternatives 2 and 3 
would clearly have more direct environmental justice 
issues than alternative 5.   

 
FRWA and Reclamation will continue to work closely 
with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers with respect to 
compliance with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  
The draft EIR/EIS included the first two stages of 
alternatives screening as part of compliance with the 
Section 404(B)(1) Guidelines.  The EIR/EIS includes the 
information necessary to complete the third stage of 
screening.  This effort, while not part of this final 

volume, will be substantially complete by the time a 
Record of Decision under NEPA is anticipated to be 
approved.   

 
F01-11. Potential effects on fisheries (including the lower 

American River, Sacramento River, and Delta) are fully 
disclosed in Chapter 5 of the draft EIR/EIS.  Chapters 7 
and 8 fully disclose impacts on vegetation and wildlife 
resources and identify mitigation measures to eliminate, 
reduce, and compensate for significant effects.  
Reclamation and FRWA anticipate that consultation 
under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act will be 
completed for both OCAP and site-specific effects of the 
FRWP prior to Reclamation’s Record of Decision on the 
FRWP.  Reclamation and FRWA are closely 
coordinating with the USFWS and NOAA Fisheries on a 
frequent basis. 
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F02-1. Given the location of the FRWP facilities, the 

Sacramento and American River basins would not 
experience a “water supply reduction.”  As clearly 
shown in Chapter 3 of the draft EIR/EIS and Volume 3, 
there would be minor shifts and changes in the 
distribution of storage and river flows in these basins 
with implementation of the FRWP alternatives.  Overall, 
modeling simulations indicate that north-of-Delta CVP 
reservoirs would generally experience minor reductions 
in storage, while the rivers downstream of these 
reservoirs would generally experience minor increases in 
flow.  The draft EIR/EIS fully evaluates these changes 
and determines that related impacts are less than 
significant.  Consequently, no mitigation is required.  
Reclamation and FRWA are working with USFWS and 
NOAA Fisheries to complete consultation under Section 
7 of the Endangered Species Act for CVP operations.  
This consultation will include the operation of the 
FRWP, along with all other anticipated CVP actions.  It 
is incorrect, however, that the draft EIR/EIS defers 
mitigation actions for FRWP facilities to the updated 
CVP OCAP process. 

 
F02-2. It is important to note that, although EBMUD’s contract 

maximum is 133,000 acre-feet per year, EBMUD will 
not divert that quantity of water.  First, EBMUD’s 
diversion capacity under the FRWP (100 MGD) is 
equivalent to approximately 112,000 acre-feet.  In 
addition, EBMUD’s contract will be subject to the 
appropriate level of cutback during drier years, 
consistent with other CVP municipal and industrial 
water supply contractors.  It also should be noted that, as 

shown in Figure 3-1 of the draft EIR/EIS and Table 
3.4.2-1 of Volume 3, the maximum annual combined 
diversion through the FRWP facilities under 
Alternatives 2–5 is 147,000 acre-feet, not 215,000 acre-
feet. 

 
F02-3. This comment describes proposed sources of water for 

SCWA.  Actually, deliveries using these sources would 
generally be less.  The long-term average surface water 
use anticipated by SCWA is 68,500 acre-feet. 

 
F02-4. This comment describes SCWA’s proposed conjunctive 

use of surface and groundwater. 
 
F02-5. This comment does not accurately describe the proposed 

operation of the FRWP.  As stated on page 2-39 of the 
draft EIR/EIS, EBMUD is able to take delivery of its 
CVP water through the FRWP only when its October 1st 
Total System Storage is projected to be less than 
500,000 af.  Total System Storage includes EBMUD’s 
reservoirs located within its service area in addition to 
storage in Pardee and Camanche Reservoirs.  Total 
System Storage amounts are shown in Table 3.4.3-7, on 
page 3-152 of Volume III.  As clearly shown in Figure 
3-1 of the draft EIR/EIS and Table 3.4.2-3, EBMUD 
would take delivery of water in 32 years of the 73-year 
simulation period (based on water year; October through 
September).  In 41 years of the simulation period, no 
EBMUD diversions would occur.  Average diversion by 
EBMUD over the 73-year simulation period would be 
approximately 23,000 acre-feet.  Maximum diversion 
would be about 99,000 acre-feet in any year.  EBMUD 
has no plans or intention of providing water service 
beyond its Ultimate Service Boundary (USB) as 
described in Chapter 1 of the draft EIR/EIS (see pages 1-
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12 through 1-24) and has adopted numerous policies that 
limit water service to the USB.  EBMUD’s contract with 
Reclamation contains standard CVP contract provisions 
regarding the transfer or sale of CVP water.  EBMUD 
has no plans to sell or transfer any such water.  
Consistent with the Joint Settlement Agreement with 
USFWS and DFG,  EBMUD will provide up to 20% of 
new supplies (up to 20,000 acre-feet) to increased 
instream flow in the Mokelumne River. 

 
F02-6. As described throughout the draft EIR/EIS, water 

deliveries for the FRWP will be derived from a 
combination of sources, including upstream storage, 
surplus water, Delta outflow, and reductions in 
deliveries to other CVP users.  Reclamation must meet a 
large number of instream flow, temperature, and water 
quality requirements before any water supply deliveries 
can be made.  All modeling conducted for the FRWP 
alternatives assumed that all such requirements were 
met. 

 
F02-7. The draft EIR/EIS evaluates proposed project operation 

at full demand levels for EBMUD and SCWA.  The 
draft EIR/EIS analyzes the environmental effects of 
obtaining and using new water supplies through contract 
assignment, new water rights, and transfers.  Modeling 
assumptions used to determine EBMUD deliveries are 
clearly described on page 2-39 of the draft EIR/EIS and 
3-43 through 3-78 of Volume 3.  No water transfers by 
or from EBMUD are planned or assumed in the 
CALSIM II modeling.  The modeling conducted for the 
draft EIR/EIS was entirely consistent with the available 
modeling for the OCAP process.  In fact, the cumulative 
impact analysis modeling conducted for the draft 
EIR/EIS was identical to the OCAP analysis published 

in summer 2003.  Chapter 5 of the draft EIR/EIS fully 
evaluates impacts to salmon and steelhead in the Lower 
American River.  No significant impacts were identified 
and no mitigation is required. 

 
F02-8. Reclamation and FRWA are committed to ensuring the 

protection of the Lower American River and will 
continue to work with interested parties to determine 
appropriate measures. 

 
F02-9. The purpose and need statement on pages 1-1 and 1-2 of 

the draft EIR/EIS do not in any way restrict the project 
alternatives.  The purpose and need statement 
appropriately describes the needs for and objectives of 
the project.  FRWA and Reclamation evaluated more 
than 100 alternatives to the proposed project.  Many 
alternatives could conceivably have met the purpose and 
need; however, most alternatives were determined to be 
not practicable because of institutional issues, 
environmental impact, and cost.  The City of Sacramento 
has clearly indicated that there is not sufficient capacity 
in its facilities over the long-term to provide significant 
capacity for SCWA.  Therefore such an alternative could 
not meet the project objectives.  In addition, SCWA 
committed under the water forum agreement to forego 
diversions from the lower American River.  The draft 
EIR/EIS fully evaluates the potential environmental 
effects of acquiring and making use of the water supplies 
anticipated to be used under the FRWP alternatives. 

 
F02-10.  The relationship between this document and long-term 

contract renewal process is set forth on page 2-52.  
Construction of FRWP facilities is not anticipated until 
FRWA has obtained all necessary permits and approvals 
including completion of the Endangered Species Act 
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consultation for OCAP or separate consultation for the 
FRWP. 

 
F02-11. The draft EIR/EIS fully evaluates all aspects of the 

FRWP alternatives.  It is accurate that some aspects of 
regulatory compliance have been, or are expected to be, 
accomplished through other processes (e.g., previous PL 
101-514 consultation, OCAP).  All potential aquatic 
effects are fully evaluated in the draft EIR/EIS.  The 
modeling that formed the basis for the aquatic 
component of the cumulative impact analysis is identical 
to the modeling conducted for the OCAP process that 
was available at the time the draft EIR/EIS was 
published.  As discussed in Chapter 2 of this final 
EIR/EIS, hydrologic modeling using the OCAP version 
of CALSIM II released in February 2004 would not 
affect the impact analysis conducted in the draft 
EIR/EIS. 

 
F02-12. The conservation measures are included as mitigation 

measures in Chapters 7 and 8 of the draft EIR/EIS.  
Under CEQA and NEPA it is appropriate to include such 
measures as mitigation so that they can be more readily 
included in the mitigation monitoring program for the 
project.  The proposed project operations are fully 
described in Chapter 2 of the draft EIR/EIS.  In addition, 
detailed monthly modeling data regarding project 
operations are included in Section 3.1 of Volume 3 of 
the draft EIR/EIS.   

 
F02-13. The processes described in this comment are entirely 

separate.  Reclamation and FRWA are committed to 
working with interested parties to ensure the protection 
of important resources on the Lower American River.  
The draft EIR/EIS for the FRWP describes the potential 

environmental effects of a specific proposed project and 
alternatives.  Modification of flow standards  in the 
Lower American River are not a part of the proposed 
project, but siting the FRWP facilities on the Sacramento 
River below the confluence of the American River will 
facilitate the availability of water to provide adequate 
fishery flows in the American River.   

 
F02-14. Modeling assumptions used to determine EBMUD 

deliveries are described on page 2-39 of the draft 
EIR/EIS and pages 3-43 through 3-78 of Volume 3.  As 
stated on page 2-39 of the draft EIR/EIS, EBMUD is 
able to take delivery of its CVP contract water at FRWP 
facilities only when its October 1st Total System Storage 
is projected to be less than 500,000 af. 

 
F02-15. As noted above, the modeling conducted for the FRWP 

assumed that all such needs were met prior to any 
deliveries under the project alternatives.  Specific 
information regarding modeling procedures is located in 
Volume 3 of the draft EIR/EIS, on pages 3-40 through 3-
42. 

 
F02-16. Information regarding changes in Mokelumne River 

flows resulting from project implementation is included 
on page 3-15 of the draft EIR/EIS, and in sections 3.4.4 
and 3.4.5 of Volume 3.  Overall, such changes were 
determined to be largely beneficial.  Under the terms of 
the Joint Settlement Agreement between EBMUD, the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the California 
Department of Fish and Game, use of the gainsharing 
water is at the discretion of USFWS and DFG.  The Joint 
Settlement Agreement also specifies that water carried 
over in storage for the gainsharing program shall not 
affect subsequent water year type determination.  As 
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stated on page 3-48 of Volume III, the gainsharing water 
is incorporated into the hydrologic modeling by 
increasing the dead storage in EBMUD’s Mokelumne 
Reservoirs.  By holding the water in storage, the impact 
analysis ensures that the water will be available, but 
conservatively does not speculate on how that water 
might best be used for fishery flow enhancement, and 
thus underestimates any improvement in Mokelumne 
River fishery flows resulting from the FRWP. 

 
F02-17. As noted on page 4-7 of Volume 3, there are not 

sufficient predictive tools to accurately evaluate the 
potential effect of changes in flows that may result from 
this project on parameters other than salinity and 
temperature and is not required by NEPA or CEQA.  
Potential effects of the FRWP on water temperature and 
related effects on fish are fully evaluated in Chapter 5 of 
the draft EIR/EIS.  Potential effects on river and Delta 
water quality are fully evaluated in Chapter 4 of the draft 
EIR/EIS and in Section 4 of Volume 3.  Future 
conditions are also fully evaluated in these chapters 
under the cumulative impact analysis, which is identical 
to the OCAP modeling available at the time the draft 
EIR/EIS was published.  These effects were fully 
evaluated and determined to be less than significant 
based on the criteria set forth on page 5-20 of the draft 
EIR/EIS. 

 
F02-18. This comment appears to confuse changes in flows with 

changes in exports.  In general, as shown in 
Section 3.4.4 of Volume 3, flows in the American River 
and the Sacramento River upstream of the FRWP intake 
are very slightly higher under the FRWP alternatives 
than under the no-action alternative.  The draft EIR/EIS 
discussion relating to CVP and SWP reductions in 

exports addresses potential changes in water supply 
conditions south of the Delta and is not related to flow in 
the American River and the Sacramento River upstream 
of the FRWP intake.  No significant impacts were 
identified as a result of minor increases in flow in the 
Sacramento and American Rivers. 

 
F02-19. As shown in Figure 3-7 of the draft EIR/EIS, there is no 

substantial change in Delta inflow under the FRWP 
alternatives.  Therefore no significant impacts were 
identified and no mitigation is required. 

 
F02-20. Flows in the Mokelumne River are generally increased 

under the FRWP alternatives.  Such increases in flows 
have the primary potential to affect fish.  Potential 
effects on fish in the Mokelumne River are fully 
disclosed in Chapter 5 of the draft EIR/EIS (see for 
example page 5-27). 

 
F02-21. Impact evaluation methods, significance criteria, and 

potential effects of the FRWP on all life stages of the 
evaluated fish species are fully described on pages 5-14 
through 5-48, in Figures 5-1 through 5-16, and in Tables 
5-4 through 5-15 of the draft EIR/EIS.  The significance 
criteria are appropriate and are thoroughly  explained on 
pages 5-19 and 5-20.  As noted in that section, the 
criteria were developed after detailed review of the 
significance criteria of several other recent project 
environmental documents.  In evaluating impacts on 
fish, it is necessary to examine effects at each life stage, 
but the overall effect must be analyzed in the context of 
each species total life history. 

 
F02-22. The cumulative impact analysis included in Chapters 3, 

4, and 5 of the draft EIR/EIS fully evaluates the potential 
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effects of all known reasonably foreseeable surface 
water diversion projects and is entirely consistent with 
the OCAP analysis available at the time the draft 
EIR/EIS was published.  Because this cumulative impact 
analysis includes all reasonably foreseeable future 
federal and non-federal actions, it is the appropriate 
analysis to include in the draft EIR/EIS. 

 
F02-23. Reclamation is not currently considering the preparation 

of such a programmatic EIS.  The cumulative impact 
analysis contained in the draft EIR/EIS is appropriate 
and fully describes the potential effects of all known 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future water 
demands throughout the CVP and addresses the potential 
environmental effects. 

 
F02-24. The SSHCP process is separate from the FRWP.   The 

SSHCP is a condition of use of Fazio water by 
Sacramento County.  The SSHCP is not a condition of 
use of the FRWP.  Sacramento County is diligently 
pursuing the SSHCP and has been closely coordinating 
with USFWS on its progress.  The mitigation measures 
described in Chapters 5, 7, and 8 of the draft EIR/EIS 
focus on specifically addressing the potential 
environmental impacts of the FRWP alternatives as 
required under CEQA and NEPA. 
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Response to Comments—U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Letter 
F03) 
 
F03-1. Wetland Impacts 
 
a. The study methods used to determine wetland impacts for 

the draft EIR/EIS, including reconnaissance surveys, 
interpretation of aerial photography, and analysis of existing 
data, are adequate to determine the level of impacts under 
both CEQA and NEPA.  FRWA and Reclamation also 
believe it is adequate for purposes of Clean Water Act 
Section 404(b)(1) compliance (e.g., identification of the least 
environmentally damaging practicable alternative).  FRWA 
and Reclamation do agree that additional detail is required 
for permitting requirements under Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act and will conduct formal wetland delineations in 
compliance with Corps requirements in Spring 2004.  
Formal delineations will be conducted only for the alignment 
selected as the preferred alternative in the final EIR/EIS and 
all facility sites, including the Zone 40 Water Treatment 
Plant. 

 
b. FRWA and Reclamation are aware of those portions of 

alternatives that have previously received verified wetland 
delineations and their expiration dates.  FRWA and 
Reclamation will include these previously verified 
delineations in the FRWP permitting process. 

 
c. All wetland impacts, including indirect and secondary 

effects, were included in the draft EIR/EIS analysis.    
Additional refinements to the analysis will likely occur 
during preliminary and final design of the project. 

 

F03-2. Alternatives 
 
a. Based on the results of the screening analysis and the need 

for a surface water supply, the portion of the project that 
requires diversion of water from the Sacramento River is 
water-dependent and, as such, there are no alternatives to 
that portion of the project that would not involve the 
discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the U.S.  
With regard to the other project elements (e.g., pipeline, 
pumping plants, and water treatment facilities), extensive 
efforts were taken to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate 
impacts on wetlands.  The process included an evaluation of 
both engineering and environmental factors, including those 
based on cost and non-cost.  As described on page 2-4 of the 
draft EIR/EIS, in order to identify potential alignments for 
the pipeline, FRWA and Reclamation evaluated numerous 
alignment segments that could be used to create a complete 
alignment alternative.  Each of these alignment segments 
was evaluated in a non-cost rating process for environmental 
and other factors and assigned an overall rating of “neutral,” 
“less favorable,” or “more favorable.”  Evaluation rating 
categories included the potential for the various segments to 
have environmental effects on water quality, fisheries, 
recreation, vegetation and wetlands, wildlife, geology, 
hydrology, air quality, noise, land use, transportation, public 
health and safety, and visual and cultural resources, as well 
as engineering and right-of-way feasibility.  Cost factors 
were included in the evaluation of engineering feasibility.  
The alignments ultimately selected to create the alternatives 
carried forward for analysis were those that minimized 
environmental impacts to the extent possible and were 
feasible from an engineering design, construction, and cost 
standpoint.  This comprehensive approach of identifying 
alternatives and facility locations that protect environmental 
resources to the extent practicable results in few impacts on 
wetlands but, because of the regional landscape, does not 
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completely eliminate wetland impacts.  The alignments 
considered in the Draft EIR./EIS were designed to maximize 
the use of public rights-of-way, particularly areas already 
developed.  However, in some areas, because of traffic and 
utility conflicts and limited availability of right-of-way, 
some impacts are unavoidable.  Mitigation is provided for all 
remaining wetland impacts.  ]  

 
b. The preferred alternative identified by FRWA and 

Reclamation, Alternative 5, was identified based on a 
comprehensive evaluation of environmental effects and not 
limited to the analysis of impacts on wetlands.  As noted on 
pages 2-5 and 2-6 of the draft EIR/EIS, Alternative 5 has 
been identified as environmentally superior.  FRWA and 
Reclamation believe that most of the impacts identified in 
this comment are avoidable, and the mitigation measures 
identified in the draft EIR/EIS require such avoidance to the 
extent feasible.  It should be noted that with respect to 
wetlands, all of the alternatives are within the same general 
impact range (8.1 to 9.8 acres of potential impact, depending 
on the alternative).  In addition, there are clear tradeoffs 
between the various alternatives.  As noted on pages 2-5 and 
2-6, Alternatives 2–4 have substantially greater impacts on 
traffic, noise, and air quality, and significant community 
input, including concerns related to environmental justice 
issues, has resulted in Reclamation and FRWA determining 
that Alternative 5 is the environmentally superior alternative. 
It should also be noted that draft EIR/EIS results were 
considered the “worst case” and refinements during the 
design process will likely result in many opportunities to 
avoid and/or minimize impacts to wetlands; Alt 5 includes 
the Delta Shores segment that will be impacted regardless of 
the FRWP as a result of construction of the Cosumnes River 
Blvd. Extension and the Lower Northwest Interceptor 
project.  At numerous public meetings, citizens and their 

representatives have provided input that Alt 5 is the 
preferred alignment through the Delta Shores area. 

 
c.   The practicability of each alternative carried into third stage 

screening will be fully disclosed in the final Alternatives 
Screening Report.  Information for the third-stage screening 
will be drawn from the Draft EIR/EIS as well as from 
comments received on the Draft EIR/EIS and discussions 
with various public agencies that have occurred during the 
public review process.  As noted above, it is also likely that 
the potential impacts on wetlands can be reduced during the 
detailed design process by avoiding wetland areas to the 
extent feasible. 

 
d. The alternatives analysis is consistent with the sequencing of 

33 CFR 320.4r and 40 CFR 230.  The third-stage of the 
screening analysis will use the information developed 
through the EIR/EIS process, including comments received 
from the public and agencies, to identify the LEDPA 
alternative. 

 
F03-3. Mitigation 
 
a. Areas practicable for tunneling will be identified in FRWA 

and Reclamation’s 404 permit application. 
 
b. The comment is correct in stating that FRWA and 

Reclamation propose to mitigate unavoidable impacts on 
wetlands by means of a compensatory wetland mitigation 
plan as described in Mitigation Measure 7-11 of the draft 
EIR/EIS (pages 7-24 and 25).  The mitigation measure 
includes an adequate amount of detail, as required by CEQA 
and NEPA, describing the approach, process, suggested 
mitigation ratios, specific design aspects, and monitoring 
requirements.  Compensatory mitigation will be in-kind and 
within the same watershed.  Additional site-specific detail 
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will be developed through the 404 permit process following 
verification of wetland delineations and final impact 
calculations.  

 
F03-4. Navigation 
 
a. FRWA acknowledges that a permit under Section 10 of the 

Rivers and Harbors Act will be required for the intake 
facility.  The Freeport intake facility would not result in any 
direct or indirect effects on navigation.  Only a small portion 
of the facility would be within the waterway and the facility 
would be less obtrusive than many other existing and 
recently permitted facilities in the vicinity.  All navigation 
requirements, such as lighting, would be fully complied 
with.  During preparation of the Draft EIR/EIS, discussions 
were held with the U.S. Coast Guard and no major issues 
relating to navigation were identified for the project.  In 
addition, the project would not cause any change whatsoever 
in water levels in the Delta.  The Delta is tidally controlled 
and the slight decrease in near-project water levels described 
in Chapter 4 would not result in any changes further 
downstream.  No significant impact would result and no 
mitigation is required.   

 
F03-5. Application 
 
a. An application for a Department of the Army permit will be 

prepared by FRWA and Reclamation and submitted 
following a formal wetland delineation.  As previously 
stated, FRWA and Reclamation anticipate that delineations 
will be conducted in spring 2004. 

 
b.  The recommendation to pursue a standard permit rather than 

using Nationwide Permits is appreciated and will be 
considered by FRWA and Reclamation during the pre-
application process.  
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Response to Comments of the California Department of Water 
Resources Division of Safety of Dams (Letter St01) 
 
St01-1. Alternative 6 is not currently considered the preferred 

alternative.  Should this situation change, FRWA would 
consult with the Division of Safety of Dams and submit 
an application for the dam before starting construction. 
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Response to Comments of the California State Lands 
Commission (Letter St02): 
 
St02-1. Before starting construction, FRWA will obtain 

appropriate permits from the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers and the State Reclamation Board.  Therefore, 
based on this comment, a lease will not need to be 
obtained from the State Lands Commission.  However, 
FRWA will still consult with the State Lands 
Commission during the project design process. 
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Responses to Comments of the California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) (Letter St03) 
 
St03-1. A Caltrans encroachment permit, as required by 

California Streets and Highways Code, is noted as a 
required permit in the DEIR/EIS on page 2-55 of 
Chapter 2, “Project Description.”  This permit will be 
applied for and acquired before construction is begun. 

 
St03-2. As mentioned in Chapter 2 under the section 

Environmental Commitments, a Traffic Control Plan 
will be developed and implemented for construction 
activities.  The plan is discussed in more detail on pages 
2-45 and 2-46. 

 
St03-3. As mentioned in Chapter 12, under Impact 12-1, 

roadways used as construction haul routes would include 
I-5, Florin Road, Sunrise Boulevard, Grant Line Road, 
and Kiefer Boulevard.  FRWA will limit truck trips 
during peak hours to the extent feasible. 

 
St03-4. FRWA appreciates the suggested design guidelines and 

will consult with Caltrans during the detailed design 
process and provide “as-built” plans. 

 
St03-5. As mentioned in the Environmental Commitments 

section of Chapter 2 of the DEIR/EIS, FRWA will 
complete all Phase I and II hazardous materials studies 
for the project area before beginning construction.  
These studies will be used to assess what properties 
contain potentially hazardous materials.  If contaminated 
soil or groundwater is exposed or encountered during 
construction, the appropriate hazardous materials 
agencies will be notified and any required hazardous 
materials plans will be completed. 

 

St03-6. See response St03-4 
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Response to Comments of the State of California Governor’s 
Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse (Letter 
St04) 
 
St04-1. Comment noted. 
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Response to Comments—Department of Conservation, State of 
California (Letter St05) 
 
St05-1. The DWR Land use/land cover data maps used in the 

analysis are from 2000 and are the most recent maps 
currently available.  The California Department of 
Conservation important farmland maps are from 2000 
and are the most recent currently available.  The 
California Department of Conservation Williamson Act 
maps for Sacramento County are from 2000 and for San 
Joaquin County are from 2001; each are the most recent 
available. 

 
As described in Chapter 11 of the draft EIR/EIS, some 
project facilities are located on agricultural land, 
including some land under Williamson Act contract.  
FRWA will initiate the notification provisions of 
Williamson Act as described in Government Code 
Section 51291 once a project has been approved.  

 
St05-2. The FRWP is consistent with both CALFED and the 

working draft of the California Water Plan Update 2003.  
The CALFED Record of Decision sets out actions 
included in the Preferred Program Alternative for 
implementing Stage 1, the first 7 years of a 30-year 
program.  These actions depend on subsequent project-
specific environmental analyses as well as on subsequent 
review of the financial and legislative proposals by the 
state and federal executive branches, Congress, and the 
state legislature.  The components are as follows:  
governance, ecosystem restoration, watersheds, water 
supply reliability, storage, conveyance and 
environmental water account, water use efficiency, water 
quality, water transfers, levees, and science.  The FRWP 
planning is consistent with and contributes to the 

objectives of CALFED, in particular the CALFED 
Drinking Water Quality Program goal of safe, reliable, 
and affordable drinking water through cost-effective 
improvements in source water quality.  The source water 
for this project is consistent with the CALFED long-term 
water quality goal of 0.050 mg/L bromide and 3.0 mg/L 
total organic carbon concentration.  EBMUD’s resource 
programs contribute significantly to meeting CALFED 
objectives related to ecosystem restoration.  Reductions 
in water consumption through existing and adopted 
conservation and recycling programs, conjunctive use 
programs, and the FRWA agencies’ rationing programs 
reduce water supply needs consistent with CALFED 
objectives. While only the preadministrative draft of the 
California Water Plan Update 2003 had been issued, the 
FRWP is generally consistent with Water Plan Update 
material currently available for review.  In particular, the 
Water Plan’s emphasis on improving integration of 
regional resource planning.  Finally, the FRWP is a 
regional solution to water supply issues as encouraged 
by both the CALFED program and the 2003 Water Plan 
Update. 
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Responses to Comments of California Department of Fish 
and Game (Letter St06) 
 
St06-1. Page 3-8 of the draft EIR/EIS provides details regarding 

the CALSIM II modeling conducted for the FRWP 
EIR/EIS.  As noted in that discussion, the modeling 
conducted for the FRWP is consistent with 
Reclamation’s 2020 OCAP modeling.  The project-level 
impact analysis for the draft EIR/EIS uses the 2001 level 
of development modeling, which is most representative 
of existing conditions.  The cumulative impact analysis 
uses the version of the OCAP analyses that was 
available at the time the draft EIR/EIS was published.  
As discussed in Chapter 2 of this final EIR/EIS, 
hydrologic modeling using the most recent version of 
CALSIM II published in February 2004 would not affect 
the conclusions reached in the impact analysis conducted 
for the draft EIR/EIS.  The OCAP currently under 
revision is intended to address future CVP operations 
and deliveries, including the FRWP, and will be used as 
the basis for consultation with NOAA Fisheries and 
USFWS under the federal Endangered Species Act.  For 
purposes of the EIR/EIS, FRWA and Reclamation 
determined that use of the 2001 level of development 
CALSIM model scenarios provides a more accurate 
basis on which to perform impact analysis.  Section 
3.1.1.2 of Volume 3 of the draft EIR/EIS provides 
additional details regarding the relationship of the 
FRWP modeling to the OCAP modeling. 

 
St06-2. Both the South Delta Improvement Project and the 

Environmental Water Account (EWA) program are not 
quantitatively addressed in the detailed cumulative 
impact analysis for the FRWP draft EIR/EIS because 
insufficient details were available regarding these 

projects to provide the necessary input into the CALSIM 
II model (see “Hydrologic Modeling Assumptions” in 
Chapter 2 of this final EIR/EIS).  As noted in Chapter 19 
of the draft EIR/EIS, these projects, along with several 
other projects, are discussed qualitatively in the 
cumulative impact discussion (pages 19-3 through 19-12 
of the draft EIR/EIS).  In addition, the currently 
available representation of the EWA is incorporated into 
the CALSIM II hydrologic analysis.  The draft EIR/EIS 
describes as speculative assumptions regarding how the 
EWA may be operated in the future and whether or not it 
will continue beyond its intended project life.  The 
approach used in the draft EIR/EIS is a reasonable and 
appropriate approach for addressing cumulative impacts 
that fully complies with NEPA and CEQA.  The revised 
OCAP CALSIM II modeling discussed in Chapter 2 of 
this final EIR/EIS incorporates the South Delta 
Improvement Project in the cumulative case study.  The 
difference in results from the modeling used in the 
FRWP draft EIR/EIS were very small and would not 
affect the analysis or conclusions reached in the draft 
EIR/EIS regarding cumulative impacts. 

 
St06-3. See response to comment St6-1 above.  The revised 

OCAP will be used by Reclamation to initiate 
consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered Species 
Act on overall CVP operations, including the FRWP.  
The draft EIR/EIS uses the 2001 level of development 
for purposes of impact analysis, as determined to be 
most appropriate by FRWA and Reclamation.  This 
approach is appropriate because it provides for the most 
clear description of the impacts of the FRWP using 
existing conditions as the baseline for impact analyses. 
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St06-4. Reclamation and the FRWA agencies anticipate that the 
draft EIR/EIS will be used to provide the necessary 
CEQA documentation for approval by SCWA and 
EBMUD of the renewal of long-term CVP contracts.  
The OCAP analyses will be used under Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act to consult on overall CVP 
operations, including the FRWP.  Reclamation intends to 
conduct its own NEPA review of the renewal of all 
American River Division long-term contracts. 

 
St06-5. This comment identifies a typographical error.  The first 

entry should have been “41,000 af.” 
 
St06-6. Monthly deliveries to EBMUD under 2001 and 2020 

modeling scenarios are shown in Volume 3 of the draft 
EIR/EIS, in Tables 3.4.2-3 and 3.5.2-3, respectively.  As 
shown in those tables, both the monthly and annual 
patterns of delivery are nearly identical.   

 
St06-7. The change in Folsom Reservoir storage identified in 

this comment occurs during 1 year of the 73-year 
simulation period (i.e., 1931).  The actual simulated 
reduction in storage is 66,700 acre-feet (not 100,000 
acre-feet), and is shown in Tables 3.4.3-25 through 
3.4.3-29.  Under the no-project condition, simulated 
reservoir storage at the end of September was 
284,500 acre-feet.  Under Alternatives 2-5, simulated 
reservoir storage in that same year was 217,800 acre-
feet.  With such low reservoir storage, there would be no 
cold-water pool remaining in Folsom Reservoir under 
the no-project condition.  The impacts of such storage 
reductions on fish are fully described in Chapter 5 of the 
draft EIR/EIS.  See pages 5-32 through 5-41 of the draft 
EIR/EIS for a complete discussion of temperature 
impacts on fish. 

 
St06-8. The analyses in the draft EIR/EIS rely on CALSIM II 

simulations to model the response of the CVP and SWP 
systems to changes in water deliveries.  CALSIM II does 
reoperate the system, including reservoir storage, in 
response to changed inputs such as increased demands 
caused by new projects or changes in instream flow 
requirements for example.  CALSIM II is the best 
available tool for conducting this kind of analysis.  In 
general, deliveries and San Luis Reservoir storage are 
reduced because the FRWP would result in an overall 
reduction of Delta exports.  Reduced San Luis Reservoir 
storage is a function of both decreased exports and 
possibly increased use of the reservoir to provide 
deliveries to contractors. 

 
St06-9. The cumulative impact assessment did address the 

potential future projects mentioned in this comment (see 
pages 19-1 through 19-9).  The analysis is qualitative 
because  no information is available regarding how these 
projects might be constructed and operated.  The 
analyses conducted for the draft EIR/EIS are 
appropriate.  The revised OCAP CALSIM II modeling 
discussed in Chapter 2 of this final EIR/EIS incorporates 
the South Delta Improvement Project in the cumulative 
case study.  The difference in results from the modeling 
used in the FRWP draft EIR/EIS were very small and 
would not affect the analysis or conclusions reached in 
the draft EIR/EIS regarding cumulative impacts.  See 
also, “Hydrologic Modeling Assumptions” in Chapter 2 
of this final EIR/EIS. 

 
St06-10. Chapter 4 of the draft EIR/EIS contains a detailed 

quantitative (i.e., based on detailed hydrodynamic 
modeling) cumulative impact discussion (see pages 4-33 
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through 4-36).  Additional detail including simulated 
monthly values of water quality effects are provided in 
Section 4.4.6 of Volume 3 of the draft EIR/EIS.  
Potential cumulative impacts on water quality are also 
discussed in Chapter 19 of the draft EIR/EIS.  This 
discussion is qualitative and is based on the best 
information available at the time the draft EIR/EIS was 
published.  Detailed monthly modeling data is provided 
in Sections 3 and 4 of Volume 3 of the draft EIR/EIS.  
This data displays both the occurrence of simulated 
monthly changes in chlorides as well as simulated 
monthly changes in reservoir operations and river flow.  
As discussed in Section 2 of Volume 3 of the draft 
EIR/EIS, this data should not be assumed to be precise 
predictions of system operations.  Rather the models are 
very complex representations of a very complex system 
using historic hydrology.  The results are best interpreted 
using long-term averages to smooth any anomalies. 

 
St06-11. Changes in reservoir temperature patterns have the 

greatest potential to affect fish resources.  Therefore, 
reservoir temperature analyses are incorporated into 
Chapter 5 of the draft EIR/EIS.  See pages 5-32 through 
5-41 for a detailed discussion of temperature effects, 
including changes in reservoir temperature patterns, on 
fish.  The temperature modeling (described in Section 5 
of Volume 3 of the draft EIR/EIS) incorporated reservoir 
temperature models for Trinity, Whiskeytown, Shasta, 
Oroville, Folsom, Lewiston, Keswick, Thermalito, and 
Natomas Reservoirs.  The output of thiese simulations 
were then used to simulate downstream river 
temperatures. 

 
St06-12. The issue of temperature-related mortality to fall-run 

Chinook salmon is discussed later in the section starting 

on page 5-11.  Temperature effects associated with the 
FRWP, including fall-run Chinook salmon, are fully 
analyzed in pages 5-32 through 5-41. 

 
St06-13. The information requested by this comment is more 

detailed than is necessary to provide an appropriate 
setting for the impact analysis.  The impact analysis for 
the FRWP is not reliant on specific percentages of fish 
captured at a specific location.  Because the FRWP has 
the potential to affect overall CVP operations, the 
analysis examines those potential effects on a system-
wide basis. 

 
St06-14. The second sentence of this section suggests that native 

fish also pose threats to juvenile salmon. 
 
St06-15. Low approach velocities do reduce stress and are more 

protective of fish.  
 
St06-16. Page 5-14.  Flow changes are minimal during the 

spawning and rearing months.  Application of a revised 
flow-habitat relationship will not change the result (i.e., 
no effect on spawning and rearing habitat in the 
American River).  The study cited in this comment has 
apparently not been published and is not available to 
FRWA or Reclamation. 

 
St06-17. As noted on page 5-15 in the last sentences of the first 

partial paragraph, no accepted data regarding 
flow/spawning habitat relationships are available except 
for  the Mokelumne River.  On that river, the 
relationship has been determined to be similar to 
Chinook salmon. 
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St06-18. It is acknowledged that flow fluctuation during the 
spawning period can result in redd dewatering and 
superimposition.  However, such fluctuations are caused 
by changes in releases needed to meet downstream water 
quality, instream flow, and temperature requirements 
and are not the result of individual projects or diversions.  
The FRWP would have no effect on such flow 
fluctuations.  Therefore, flow fluctuations are not 
discussed in detail. 

 
St06-19. See response to comment St6-18 above. 
 
St06-20. References for Sacramento and Feather River flow-

habitat relationships used in draft EIR/EIS were 
inadvertently omitted from the section.  These references 
are provided below. 

 
 California Department of Water Resources.  1993.  

Upper Sacramento River habitat modeling progress 
report:  End of phase 1.  CDWR Northern District, 
Technical Information Report TIR ND-93-01. 

 
 California Department of Water Resources.  1994.  

Results of lower Feather River instream flow study.  
Prepared for the State Water Resources Control Board in 
cooperation with the California Department of Fish and 
Game, Sacramento, CA. 

 
St06-21. The referenced sentence in the draft EIR/EIS on page 5-

16 refers to adult migration. 
 
St06-22. The referenced sentence refers to the potential effects of 

substantially reduced flows on water temperatures.   
 

St06-23. There is not sufficient information available regarding 
cold water pool operation and reservoir temperatures to 
undertake the analysis requested in this comment.  
Detailed analyses of the potential effects of the FRWP 
on water temperature and resulting effects to fish are 
contained in pages 5-32 through 5-41 of the draft 
EIR/EIS.  This analysis uses the best available 
information and technology to address these concerns. 

 
St06-24. The paragraph discusses juvenile Chinook salmon and 

steelhead. 
 
St06-25. The draft EIR/EIS does recognize the issues addressed in 

this comment; numerous factors do affect entrainment 
besides diversions and it is difficult to account for all of 
the variables.  However, for purposes of the draft 
EIR/EIS, increased diversions are generally assumed to 
increase entrainment.  This is the most conservative 
assumption, and would tend to overstate the actual 
impact. 

 
St06-26. As noted in the draft EIR/EIS, the presence of the intake 

could cause an increase in predation.  It is likely that any 
increase in predation would be small because the facility 
itself is small when viewed in the context of the 
Sacramento river at that location and because the facility 
will be designed to minimize predation to the extent 
practicable. 

 
St06-27. See response to comment St6-26 above. 
 
St06-28. The simulated flows under the FRWP alternatives are 

within the variation simulated for the No Action 
Alternative.  Migration conditions related to flow, 
therefore, are not affected.  The assessment for spawning 
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and rearing habitat was conducted for the months of 
spawning and rearing.  The results are summarized as 
the number of spawning and rearing months affected for 
each species and the potential magnitude of effect, which 
is small.  Given that the difference between the No 
Action Alternative and the FRWP alternatives is small, 
assessment by water year-type does not provide any 
additional insight into the potential project effects.  The 
simulated flow data for all rivers is provided for the 
reader in the modeling technical appendix and can be 
reviewed by water year-type (Volume 3, Section 3.4.4). 

 
St06-29. As shown in Figure 5-4 of the draft EIR/EIS, moderate 

simulated decreases in Mokelumne River flows occur in 
only a very few months out of the 896-month period of 
record (specifically December 1956, January 1973, and 
February 1945, 1950, and 1986 as shown in Table 3.4.5-
9 in Volume 3). These flow reductions are taken into 
account in the overall impact analysis on habitat and 
temperature.   

 
St06-30. During the initial development of the impact assessment, 

the appropriate locations to use relative to water 
temperature effects were thoroughly considered.  Watt 
Avenue was found to be less sensitive to the small water 
temperature changes that could occur with 
implementation of the FRWP alternatives.  The 
sensitivity is based on the occurrence of water 
temperatures that exceed the upper suitability criteria.  
Water temperatures at Sunrise Boulevard were more 
sensitive.  Use of Sunrise Boulevard water temperature 
data provides an indicator of potential water temperature 
effects of the project on water temperature conditions for 
steelhead rearing in the American River.  The water 
temperature data for Watt Avenue also indicates minimal 

effect of the project on water temperature.  Considering 
that changes in American River flow are small and that 
changes in water temperature are also relatively small, 
use of Sunrise Boulevard is a good indicator of the 
potential effect of the alternatives on reservoir operations 
on water temperature conditions.  

 
St06-31. The cumulative impact analysis (pages 5-48 through 5-

55, Figures 5-17 through 5-24, and Table 5-16) fully 
assesses the potential cumulative effects of the FRWP in 
combination with other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, including increased demands 
by other agencies that have been recognized in statewide 
water planning efforts.  No additional projects were 
suggested in this comment. 

 
St06-32. As described in the draft EIR/EIS on pages 7-1 and 2, 

the methodology used to determine impacts on 
vegetation included reconnaissance surveys, 
interpretation of aerial photography, and analysis of 
existing data. Qualified botanists conducted this work. 
This approach is appropriate under CEQA and NEPA to 
characterize existing conditions, identify the type and 
extent of impacts that a project may have on 
environmental resources, and identify appropriate 
mitigation measures.  FRWA and Reclamation will 
conduct surveys consistent with DFG’s recommended 
guidelines in Spring 2004 when plants of concern are 
evident and identifiable.  This information will be made 
available to State and federal agencies to assist with 
formal consultation under the State and federal 
Endangered Species Acts and compliance with Section 
404 of the Clean Water Act. 
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St06-33. The complete project area was surveyed following the 
methodology described in response St06-32 above.  
Almost all areas that were not accessible from public 
roads are within the project area between the Folsom 
South Canal and the Mokelumne Aqueducts.  These 
areas had previously been surveyed for wetlands and 
special-status species during recent planning efforts and, 
as a result, good quality data was readily available.  The 
draft EIR/EIS identified significant impacts for all of the 
rare plants identified in the comment and proposed 
mitigation measures to reduce these impacts to a less 
than significant level and comply with resource agency 
regulations, including those of DFG.  However, the 
mitigation measures suggested by DFG in their comment 
letter are consistent with the mitigation measures already 
included in the Draft EIR/EIS (mitigation measures 7-
12, 7-13, and 7-14).  FRWA will conduct surveys 
consistent with DFG’s recommended guidelines and 
coordinate with DFG approval regarding consultation 
under the California Endangered Species Act (if 
required) prior to any construction of project facilities.  
Furthermore, these surveys will be completed prior to 
the final design stage of project development, thereby 
allowing modifications to the project footprint to avoid 
or minimize impacts to special-status plant species 
where feasible. 

 
St06-34. The comment is correct that Valley Elderberry Longhorn 

Beetle and elderberry plants, the beetle’s host plant, can 
occur in a variety of central valley landscapes. As 
described in mitigation measure 8-2 on page 8-22 of the 
draft EIR/EIS, surveys for VELB and elderberry plants 
will be conducted for the entire project area, and not 
limited to just riparian areas.  FRWA and Reclamation 
will implement the USFWS guidelines for avoiding 

impacts on VELB and/or fully mitigating for any 
impacts when avoidance is not feasible. 

 
St06-35. The description of Swainson’s Hawk habitat on page 8-9 

of the draft EIR/EIS is somewhat general in nature but 
the description goes on to say that potential nesting 
habitat and suitable foraging habitat can be found in 
various areas throughout the project area.  Additionally, 
Table 8-2 identifies each project facility or pipeline 
segment that may potentially affect Swainson’s Hawk 
and Figures 8-1 and 8-2 show known occurrences within 
the project area.  These figures are based on DFG’s 2002 
CNDDB data. 

 
St06-36. Growth-related effects are addressed in Chapter 20 of 

the Draft EIR/EIS. As described in that chapter, there are 
no growth-related effects associated with the EBMUD 
Service Area. Growth-related effects would occur in the 
SCWA service area.  As fully described on pages 20-10 
and 11 of the draft EIR/EIS, growth-related effects 
include those on biological resources.  In addition, these 
potential effects were fully addressed in the Sacramento 
County General Plan and associated EIR.  The FRWP is 
entirely consistent with the adopted General Plan and 
will not result in growth beyond that approved through 
the General Plan process.  SCWA also recently prepared 
and submitted for public review the EIR for the Zone 40 
Master Plan.  Growth issues are also fully addressed in 
that document.  Additionally, Sacramento County is 
pursuing development of a Habitat Conservation Plan to 
ensure protection of important habitat areas. 

 
St06-37. The analysis included in the draft EIR/EIS adequately 

discloses all impacts for all alignments/alternatives.  
Because the precise location of all pipelines within an 
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alignment are not yet known, a worst case analysis was 
conducted as described under “Methods and 
Assumptions” on page 8-16 of the draft EIR/EIS.  For 
example, installation of the pipeline may not require 
disturbance of the entire 130-foot-wide corridor, 
however impact calculations assumed that the entire 
130-foot-wide corridor would be required.  Furthermore, 
while adjustments within the 130-foot-wide corridor will 
likely be made during the final design stage to avoid 
sensitive resources, the analysis in the draft EIR/EIS 
assumes that resources will be impacted rather than 
avoided.  As a result, the analysis in the draft EIR/EIS 
fully discloses all possible impacts and in many cases, 
overstates the impacts that are likely to occur. 

 
St06-38. The draft EIR/EIS describes two approaches for 

mitigating impacts to vernal pool habitat and/or species.  
In both cases, the end result is a mitigation measure that 
ensures compliance with ESA through implementation 
of a compensation plan that includes preservation of 
existing habitat and creation or enhancement of 
compensatory habitat.  CEQA allows a list of potential 
mitigation measures without selection in a final EIR (see 
Sacramento Old City Assn. v. City Council (1991) 229 
Cal.App.3d 1011 case). 

 
St06-39. See response to comment St6-34 above. 
 
St06-40. All efforts will be made to avoid the removal of 

Swainson’s hawk nesting trees. Nest trees will not be 
removed unless there is no feasible way of avoiding it. If 
it is determined that a nest tree must be removed, FRWA 
will consult with DFG to obtain appropriate DFG 
approvals and determine, through consultation with 
DFG, appropriate mitigation measures such as habitat 

replacement, habitat preservation, or other measures 
determined appropriate by FRWA and DFG. Similarly, 
Mitigation Measure 8-7 is revised to clarify that 
mitigation would be implemented as a result of 
consultation with DFG. At this time, no nest trees have 
been identified that would require removal. As a result, 
FRWA can only identify the types of mitigation that will 
be implemented (e.g., habitat replacement, habitat 
preservation). Specific details about the appropriate 
mitigation are dependent on the physical context of the 
nest tree to be removed (e.g., tree health and vigor, type 
of tree, nesting history, location and proximity to other 
suitable nest trees and foraging habitat).  

 
St06-41. Mitigation measure 8-8 provides a two-step mitigation 

process, consistent with DFG Burrowing Owl Mitigation 
Guidelines.  The first step is to not disturb occupied 
burrows.  The second step only applies if an active 
burrowing owl burrow cannot be avoided during 
construction.  FRWA will conduct preconstruction 
surveys and make every effort to avoid disturbance of 
active nests during construction, consistent with DFG’s 
guidelines. 

 
St06-42. See response to comment St6-2 above.  Reclamation is 

currently developing a revised OCAP analysis that will 
incorporate most of the elements described in this 
comment, including the FRWP.  The revised OCAP 
CALSIM II modeling discussed in Chapter 2 of this final 
EIR/EIS incorporates the South Delta Improvement 
Project in the cumulative case study.  The difference in 
results from the modeling used in the FRWP draft 
EIR/EIS were very small and would not affect the 
analysis or conclusions reached in the draft EIR/EIS 
regarding cumulative impacts. 
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St06-43. See response to comment St06-42 above. 
 
St06-44. FRWA will pay the necessary fees to DFG upon filing of 

the Notice of Determination. 
 
St06-45. FRWA and Reclamation will provide written notice to 

DFG regarding proposed actions and pending decisions 
associated with this project. 
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 Response to Comments of the SWRCB (Letter St07) 
 
St07-1. The draft EIR/EIS relies on the best information and 

modeling tools available to conduct impact analyses.  
Reclamation and FRWA employed the best available 
technology to assess the potential effects of 
implementing the FRWP and alternatives through 
extensive computer modeling of the entire CVP and 
SWP.  This modeling tool, CALSIM II, is the only 
available and accepted tool for such modeling and has 
been subjected to rigorous review and refinement.  
Reclamation and the California Department of Water 
Resources (DWR) developed this model and fully accept 
the results of the model.  The FRWP modeling was 
conducted in close coordination with Reclamation and 
has been made publicly available.  Reclamation and 
DWR have reviewed and accepted the results.  In 
addition, the modeling has been discussed extensively 
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and 
the National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA 
Fisheries).  No major issues with modeling assumptions 
or approaches have been identified by these agencies, 
which collectively share actual responsibility for 
managing the CVP, SWP, and fisheries resources.  
Furthermore, the CVP is operated as an integrated 
system.  Reclamation is committed and obligated to 
provide specified instream flows to protect 
environmental resources, including flow, temperature, 
senior water rights, and water quality.  These 
requirements are met prior to Reclamation making 
allocations to water supply contractors and are set as 
constraints in the baseline modeling.  As CVP 
contractors, the FRWA agencies will be treated 
identically to other CVP contractors and will receive the 
same priority as other contractors.  No detailed proposed 
operational data are available for the future projects 

listed in this comment, therefore no detailed hydrologic 
modeling is appropriate or possible at this time.  The 
modeling conducted for the cumulative impact analysis 
includes the most up to date representations of future 
projects.  The results of this detailed modeling are 
included in chapters 3, 4, 5 and 6 of the draft EIR/EIS.  
In addition, chapter 19 of the draft EIR/EIS addresses 
other potential future projects qualitatively.  
Assessments of potential impacts and determinations of 
mitigations measures in the draft EIR adhere to and fully 
comply with the intent of CEQA and NEPA.  Also see 
Hydrologic Modeling Assumptions in Chapter 2 of this 
final EIR/EIS.  

 
St07-2. FRWA and Reclamation are currently coordinating with 

SWRCB staff regarding the exact location of the 
proposed water intake facility, its relationship to the 
existing permits, and any possible changes to the 
existing permits that may be needed. 

 
St07-3. FRWA agrees that using the word “degrade” in place of 

“changes” in this sentence referenced in the comment 
would be an accurate way of introducing the discussion 
that follows. 

 
St07-4. The comment is correct in noting that it is not clear 

whether there is any seasonal or water year variation 
from average values.  The source data that were used to 
develop Table 4-1, as referenced in the notes of Table 4-
1, provides the basis for determining seasonal or water 
year variability.  In addition to the data averages 
included in Table 4-1, the text provides additional 
information about parameters that exhibit seasonal or 
water year variability (for example, the last paragraph on 
page 4-2). 
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St07-5. FRWA agrees that the first sentence of the last paragraph 

on page 4-2 of the draft EIR/EIS should read “A review 
of the data used to compile the average values shown in 
Table 4-1 indicate that . . . .” 

 
St07-6. The comment is correct in noting that dissolved organic 

carbon is not only a byproduct of decaying vegetation 
but can result from a process of mass transfer between 
water and soil over time. However, due to conditions in 
the Delta, dissolved organic carbon is most often a 
byproduct of decaying vegetation as a result of the 
predominately peat soils of the Delta. 

 
St07-7. The maximum entrained quantity of 3% treated 

wastewater is the result of a modeled worst-case 
scenario (e.g., the intake is operated continuously during 
the most severe reverse flow events).  The Department 
of Health Services does not have a specific quantitative 
standard by which to determine if a maximum 
contaminant level will be exceeded.  However, as 
described in Chapter 2 of the draft EIR/EIS under 
“Environmental Commitments,” FRWA is working with 
SRCSD to coordinate operations with one another.  One 
result of this coordination would be to ensure that the 
FRWP intake does not divert water during reverse flow 
conditions when highly diluted treated wastewater might 
be present in the river at the intake facility. 

 
St07-8. The operating criteria are generally described on page 2-

51 in Chapter 2 of the draft EIR/EIS under 
“Environmental Commitments, Coordinated Operations 
between FRWA and SRCSD.” As a result of this 
ongoing coordination, the FRWA Board approved 
Principles of Agreement with SRCSD and SCWA at 
their January 8, 2004, meeting.  The Principles of 
Agreement will ensure:  adequate separation of treated 

wastewater effluent and drinking water supplies, reliable 
and efficient operation of SRCSD’s SRWTP and 
FRWA’s facilities, and minimization of operational 
impacts on both facilities.  A coordinated operations 
agreement will be developed as a result of this 
coordination and the process will involve those agencies 
with jurisdictional responsibilities.  

 
St07-9. Simulations do indicate the frequency of higher reservoir 

levels (as indicated in numerous figures and tables in 
Section 3.4.3 [starting on page 3-143] of Volume 3 of 
the draft EIR/EIS).  The corresponding reservoir release 
temperatures have not been quantified, but as stated in 
the draft EIR/EIS, “. . . are expected to improve because 
the frequency of these low storage conditions will 
decrease.”  The first paragraph under Impact 4-4 of the 
draft EIR/EIS (page 4-18) describes the basis for this 
assumption. 

 
St07-10. A reliable quantitative estimate of the worst-case 

scenario effect of a new Sacramento River water source 
on algae in EBMUD terminal reservoirs is not available.  
A number of factors affect algae level in the EBMUD 
terminal reservoirs.  EBMUD will determine the extent 
of water treatment of the Sacramento River water prior 
to entering the terminal reservoirs and adjust the existing 
treatment process to assure that all potential adverse 
effects due to algae are minimized to the extent possible. 

 
St07-11. The degree to which trace metal and organic compound 

transport is associated with suspended sediment 
transport was not determined as a part of the draft 
EIR/EIS analysis because it was previously noted on 
page 4-24 that elevated concentrations for trace metals 
of concern and organic constituents occur infrequently 
and concentrations are routinely below regulatory limits 
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of guideline threshold criteria.  Therefore no significant 
effects would result. 

 
St07-12. Construction timing for the intake facility will be 

coordinated with the appropriate resource agencies. 
including the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, NOAA 
Fisheries, and DFG, consistent with Biological Opinions 
to be issued as a result of Endangered Species Act 
consultation.  The intake site evaluated in the draft 
EIR/EIS currently provides minimal rearing habitat due 
to the lack of vegetative cover and the artificially 
hardened substrate.  The placement and design of the 
intake facility will minimize impacts on rearing habitat 
to this already degraded area. 

 
St07-13. As described in Impact 7-7 of the draft EIR/EIS (page 

7-23), impacts on vernal pools and wetlands may occur 
in designated construction areas during project 
implementation.  However, these impacts will be 
avoided, minimized, and/or mitigated.  Trucks and 
equipment will only have access to these areas if 
absolutely necessary. 

 
St07-14. Adequate studies and/or surveys have already been 

conducted to determine impacts to sensitive resources 
for purposes of CEQA and NEPA and the selection of a 
preferred alternative.  Additional surveys will be 
conducted in Spring 2004 for compliance under the 
Endangered Species Act and to assist in minimizing 
potential impacts further during the final design phase. 

 
St07-15. Use of a 5-year monitoring effort is based on 

professional judgment and is consistent with regulatory 
agency guidance provided by DFG and USFWS. 

 

St07-16. Similar to response St07-14 above, adequate studies 
and/or surveys have already been conducted to 
determine impacts to sensitive resources for purposes of 
CEQA and NEPA and the selection of a preferred 
alternative.  Additional surveys will be conducted in 
spring 2004 for compliance under the Endangered 
Species Act and to assist in minimizing potential impacts 
further during the final design phase. 

 
St07-17. The draft EIR/EIS does provide full disclosure of the 

proposed project and alternatives, including Cultural 
Resources.  Responsible Agencies were invited to 
review the alternatives during the public review period. 
Reclamation has initiated consultation under Section 106 
of the NHPA process. 

 
St07-18. Information to be submitted during the Section 106 

process will make a clearer distinction of the APE.  
However, the project description of the draft EIR/EIS 
provides an adequate description of the area of potential 
effect for purposes of public/agency review. 

 
St07-19. The description of the regulatory process as it relates to 

cultural resources reasonably describes the CEQA and 
NEPA processes for purposes of the associated impact 
analysis.  The suggested modifications would not change 
the results of the analysis included in the draft EIR/EIS. 

 
St07-20. Consistent with Section 106, and as described on page 

17-1 of the draft EIR/EIS, the consultation process 
usually results in a Memorandum of Agreement.  
However, an MOA is not required.  The need for an 
MOA for the FRWP has not yet been determined. 

 

 
Freeport Regional Water Project  

5-65 
  March 2004

J&S 03-072

 



Freeport Regional Water Authority and the  
U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation 

 Chapter 5.  State Agency Comments
SWRCB (St07)

 
St07-21. The information provided in the draft EIR/EIS is 

adequate for impact identification under CEQA and 
NEPA at this stage of environmental review.  Additional 
inventory surveys will be conducted in order to complete 
the Section 106 process. 

 
FRWA and Reclamation have coordinated with the 
Native Americans and the Native American Heritage 
Commission.    This coordination will continue 
throughout the planning and implementation of the 
FRWP. 

 
St07-22. Chapter 19 of the draft EIR/EIS analyzes cumulative 

impacts that may result from the project.  Cumulative 
impacts on cultural resources are presented on page 
19-11. 

 
St07-23. As stated above, the information included in the draft 

EIR/EIS is adequate to conduct an impact evaluation.  
Furthermore, Reclamation has initiated the Section 106 
consultation process.  On January 22, 2004, in FRWA 
staff discussions with SWRCB staff, SWRCB staff 
indicated that it was not necessary to recirculate the draft 
EIR/EIS. 
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Response to Comment of the City of Sacramento (Letter L01) 
 
L01-1. The comment period was extended per the request. Also, 

see the master response to Public Outreach Process. 
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Response to Comments of the North San Joaquin Conservation 
District (Letter L02) 
 
L02-1. The alternative discussed in this comment was 

eliminated from further consideration because it is not 
capable of meeting several criteria, does not appear to 
clearly reduce project impacts, and—most importantly—
it would not meet most of the basic project objectives for 
the FRWP, it does little to improve EBMUD system 
reliability and operational flexibility during droughts, 
and it does not substantially meet the District’s need for 
water.  Neither CEQA nor NEPA requires the 
consideration of alternatives that are not capable of 
meeting the basic objectives of a proposed project. 

 
L02-2. The alternatives suggested in this comment were 

evaluated in Chapter 6 of the Alternatives Screening 
Report for the FRWP (Volume 2, Appendix B).  
Groundwater banking/exchange programs in San 
Joaquin County were eliminated from further 
consideration.  The information used to screen this 
alternative remains valid and is supported by substantial 
information in the administrative record.  No additional 
information is presented that would alter the conclusions 
reached in the Alternatives Screening Report.  The 
information developed for the EIR/EIS will form the 
basis of the third-stage (most detailed) evaluation of the 
project alternatives.  This section of the screening report 
will be completed once the final EIR/EIS is completed. 

 
L02-3. The institutional considerations regarding alternative 

screening appropriately consider legal and regulatory 
constraints (see pages 6-18 and 6-19 in Appendix B, 

Volume 2 of the draft EIR/EIS).  See also response to 
comment L02-2 above. 

 
L02-4. There is no evidence to suggest that such a canal would 

be locally supported.  In addition, a canal alternative was 
considered and rejected in Chapter 5, Volume II of the 
October 1997 EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply 
Project draft EIR/EIS because it would have 
substantially greater environmental and property impacts 
than either of the pipeline alternatives under 
consideration and thoroughly evaluated in the draft 
EIR/EIS because the right-of-way would be substantially 
wider and because it could not follow property lines and 
public rights-of-way.  A pipeline along the same route 
was rejected for similar reasons in that document as 
well. 

 
L02-5. The FRWP Alternatives Screening Report appropriately 

examines the alternative suggested in this comment.  No 
information exists to suggest that the conclusions 
reached in the Alternatives Screening Report should be 
reevaluated.  Should the North San Joaquin Water 
Conservation District or another entity develop 
appropriate information in a timely manner that shows 
that the conclusions reached in the Alternatives 
Screening Report should be reevaluated, FRWA and 
Reclamation would consider the information.  Also see 
response to comment L02-2 above regarding 
groundwater banking in San Joaquin County. 

 
L02-6. This comment accurately reflects the conclusions of the 

Alternatives Screening Report. 
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L02-7. Should the Eastern Water Alliance develop a reasonable 
proposal that provides equal or greater benefits at equal 
or less cost and that would result in minimal 
environmental impact, EBMUD would consider the 
proposal.  No such proposal has been presented to date. 

 
L02-8. See responses to comments L02-1 through L02-7 above. 
 
L02-9. The concept of bypassing the proposed water treatment 

plant to supply raw water for possible storage at Duck 
Creek is not part of the FRWP. There are currently no 
plans for use of the unused capacity of the FRWP 
facilities other than the small quantities described in 
Chapter 2 of this final EIR/EIS.  These facilities may 
provide additional regional benefits in the future by 
enabling regional water supply solutions.  However, no 
such plans have been identified at this time, and any 
such future plan will be required to provide a new source 
of water (EBMUD’s CVP contract does not allow for 
diversion of water in normal and wet years, when excess 
capacity would generally be available) and will undergo 
appropriate separate environmental review.  
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Response to Comments of the Northeastern San Joaquin County 
Groundwater Banking Authority (GBA) (Letter L03) 
 
L03-1. FRWA and Reclamation encourage the GBA to continue 

making progress toward addressing certain of the issues 
described in the FRWP Alternatives Screening Report 
(Volume 2, Appendix B).  However, at the current time 
there is no substantial evidence that the issues addressed 
in the Alternatives Screening Report and the reasons for 
determining that groundwater banking/exchange in San 
Joaquin County is not a feasible alternative have been 
resolved to the point where such an alternative could be 
considered a feasible alternative to the projects analyzed 
in this EIR.  A number of efforts are underway in San 
Joaquin County to address these issues.  However, these 
issues have been thoroughly explored for more than 10 
years and have not been resolved.  As noted in the 
Screening Report, this alternative remains infeasible at 
this time. 

 
L03-2. The alternative suggested in this comment was evaluated 

in Chapter 6 of the Alternatives Screening Report for the 
FRWP (Volume 2, Appendix B).  Groundwater 
banking/exchange programs in San Joaquin County were 
eliminated from further consideration.  The information 
used to screen this alternative remains valid and is 
supported by substantial information in the 
administrative record.  No additional information is 
presented that would alter the conclusions reached in the 
Alternatives Screening Report.  Should the GBA 
develop appropriate new information, FRWA and 
Reclamation would consider the information prior to 
certification of the final EIR/EIS and project approval.   

 
L03-3. FRWA and Reclamation fully acknowledge that the 

FRWP could assist with local and regional water 
solutions.  There are currently no plans for use of the 
unused capacity of the FRWP facilities other than the 
small quantities described in Chapter 2 of this final 
EIR/EIS.  These facilities may provide additional 
regional benefits in the future by enabling regional water 
supply solutions.  However, no such plans have been 
identified at this time, and any such future plan will be 
required to provide a new source of water (EBMUD’s 
CVP contract does not allow for diversion of water in 
normal and wet years, when excess capacity would 
generally be available) and will undergo appropriate 
separate environmental review.  

 
L03-4. See response to comment L03-3 above.  FRWA and 

Reclamation agree that the FRWP has the potential to 
contribute to local and regional water supply solutions.  
However, given the objectives of the proposed project 
and the identified needs of SCWA and EBMUD, there is 
no justification from a water supply, environmental, or 
cost basis to enlarge the FRWP facilities as described in 
this comment.  No such enlargement is proposed as part 
of the FRWP. 

 
L03-5. FRWA and Reclamation appreciate and support the 

efforts of the GBA.  Any additional information 
provided by the GBA will be taken under consideration. 
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Responses to Comments of Councilmember Dave Jones, City of 
Sacramento (Letter L04) 
 
L04-1. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
L04-2. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
L04-3. See the master response to Public Outreach Process. 
 
L04-4. Objection to the placement of the project adjacent to the 

Pocket neighborhood is noted. 
 
L04-5. See the master response to Public Outreach Process. 
 
L04-6. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues.  
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Responses to Comments of the Metropolitan Water District 
(Letter L05) 
 
L05-1. At the time the draft EIR/EIS was published, 

Reclamation and FRWA considered EBMUD diversions 
to be “Sacramento Valley in basin” uses as described in 
the Coordinated Operations Agreement (COA).  Since 
publication of the draft EIR/EIS, Reclamation has 
determined that EBMUD diversions will be treated as an 
“export” under the COA.  This change in designation 
under the COA would result in only very minor changes 
to the hydrologic and water quality modeling results.  
Section 3.4.10 of Volume 3 of the draft EIR/EIS 
displays the results of a study conducted prior to 
publication of the draft EIR/EIS that compares the 
FRWP modeling results with EBMUD diversions being 
treated as an export under the COA.  As shown in that 
analysis, changes are very slight, and these small 
changes would not affect the conclusions reached in the 
draft EIR/EIS regarding impacts. 

 
L05-2. As described above, the results of modeling in which 

EBMUD diversions are treated as exports for purposes 
of the COA are displayed in Section 3.4.10 in Volume 3. 

 
L05-3. FRWA and Reclamation agree that EBMUD diversions 

should be treated as an export for purposes of the 
FRWP.   

 
L05-4. The modeling with EBMUD diversions treated as an 

export use was conducted in the same manner as that 
conducted for the main project analysis.  In the “export 
project” analysis, EBMUD diversions were treated as 
exports in the COA, and the responsibility of CVP and 

SWP to make upstream releases for project diversions, if 
needed, is assigned according to the appropriate COA 
provisions.  As shown in Section 3.4.10, these changes 
are very small and do not alter the conclusions of the 
EIR/EIS. 

 
L05-5. The values included in Tables 3-1 and 3-3 for Banks 

Pumping Plant exports intentionally did not include 
SWP and CVP water conveyed through this facility for 
the Environmental Water Account (EWA) because the 
values were not affected by the FRWP alternatives.  The 
values for Banks Pumping Plant exports in Volume 3 
included EWA water conveyed through that facility.  
The values are, therefore, not different; the EWA 
amounts are a constant that would not affect the impact 
analysis or conclusions of significance.  In addition, 
minor differences are also attributable to round-off 
errors, as the long-term averages presented in Tables 3-1 
and 3-3 were computed using data with fewer significant 
digits than those used in Volume 3. 

 
L05-6. Section 4.1.3 of Volume 3 of the draft EIR/EIS describes 

the approach used for the water quality analysis in the 
draft EIR/EIS.  Organic carbon is not used as an 
potential impact indicator because of the lack of a 
sufficiently accurate predictive tool, and because of the 
small magnitude of changes that could be caused by the 
FRWP alternatives.  Current models for simulating 
organic carbon concentrations in the Delta do not reflect 
the dynamics of production and decay of organic carbon 
in channel water and how these processes are affected by 
ambient conditions.  Mechanisms of these processes are 
little understood.  FRWA and Reclamation have 
concluded that any results from using existing models 
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would not be reliable and such modeling has, therefore, 
not been undertaken. 
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Response to Comments of the Amador County Water Agency 
(Letter L06) 
 
L06-1. As described on pages 2-40 and 2-41 of the draft 

EIR/EIS, EBMUD’s ability to use its full Mokelumne 
River water rights is limited by system demand, river 
hydrology, upstream storage and diversions, seasonal 
flood control requirements, and reservoir releases to the 
lower Mokelumne River.  All assumptions used to 
simulate operation of Alternative 6 and the results of 
hydrologic simulations are described in Chapter 3 of 
Volume I and in Volume III of the draft EIR/EIS.  
Amador County Water Agency is specifically noted in 
this description.  The description goes on to state that 
“[b]efore enlarging Pardee Reservoir, EBMUD would 
have to obtain any appropriate modifications to its water 
rights from the SWRCB.” 

 
L06-2. Volume 2, Appendix B, “Alternatives Screening Report 

for the Freeport Regional Water Project,” of the draft 
EIR/EIS also notes that the Enlarged Pardee Reservoir 
alternative (a component of Alternative 6 in the draft 
EIR/EIS) would result in significant controversy and that 
it is likely that additional or revised water rights would 
have to be obtained from the SWRCB (page 7-33 of 
Volume 2, Appendix B).  FRWP and Reclamation agree 
that effects on water rights upstream of Pardee Reservoir 
are likely to be a controversial issue. 

 
L06-3. These water rights/permit issues would need to be 

resolved and/or confirmed prior to implementing a 
project as described in Alternative 6.  However, FRWA 
has not selected Alternative 6 as the preferred alternative 

and is not pursuing resolution of the water rights issue or 
actual project implementation. 
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Responses to County of Sacramento Public Works Agency 
(Letter L07) 
 
L07-1. As mentioned in the Environmental Commitments 

section of Chapter 2 of the DEIR/EIS, project 
construction will be coordinated with planned 
improvements to roadways and other projects in order to 
minimize disruptions associated with two or more 
projects.  FRWA through SCWA staff has reviewed the 
TIP and has had several meetings with DOT staff to 
coordinate the various pipeline routes.  FRWA 
appreciates DOT staff cooperation in past coordination 
meetings and looks forward to working with the County 
of Sacramento Public Works Agency’s Traffic 
Operations and Right-of-Way Management groups to 
ensure that all construction activities in Sacramento 
County have been considered in coordination efforts. 

 
L07-2. Damage to roadway surfaces that are not maintained as 

truck routes in the County of Sacramento will be 
repaired following construction activities, as mentioned 
in the Environmental Commitments section of Chapter 2 
of the DEIR/EIS.  Please see Impact 12-2 in Chapter 12, 
“Traffic and Transportation,” for additional discussion. 
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Response to Comments of Stockton East Water District (Letter 
L08) 
 
L08-1. The issues discussed in this comment are related to 

potential additional components of the FRWP that would 
be proposed and financed by entities other than FRWA.  
These components are not a part of the proposed FRWP 
and do not meet the project objectives.    There are 
currently no plans for use of the unused capacity of the 
FRWP facilities other than the small quantities described 
in Chapter 2 of this final EIR/EIS.  These facilities may 
provide additional regional benefits in the future by 
enabling regional water supply solutions.  However, no 
such plans have been identified at this time, and any 
such future plan will be required to provide a new source 
of water (EBMUD’s CVP contract does not allow for 
diversion of water in normal and wet years, when excess 
capacity would generally be available) and will undergo 
appropriate separate environmental review.  Therefore, 
the draft EIR/EIS does not address the acquisition by 
some other entity of right-of-way in addition to that 
needed to meet the project objectives.  Similarly, 
additional facilities to provide water to areas in San 
Joaquin County are not addressed.  Finally, potential 
groundwater banking/exchange programs in both 
Sacramento County and San Joaquin County were fully 
addressed in the Alternatives Screening Report (Volume 
2, Appendix B), and in Chapter 18 of the draft EIR/EIS.  
As described in Chapter 7 of the Alternatives Screening 
Report, this alternative is not a feasible alternative.  As 
discussed on page 7-36 of the Alternatives Screening 
Report, this conceptual alternative was carried forward 
and discussed in Chapter 18 of the draft EIR/EIS 

because Reclamation and FRWA recognize the local 
interest in such programs.   

 
L08-2. The FRWP is intended to meet the specific identified 

needs of the FRWA agencies.  FRWA and Reclamation 
are confident that the FRWP is an appropriate project 
that fully meets statutory requirements and is consistent 
with local, regional, and statewide water supply, water 
quality, and environmental protection and enhancement 
objectives. 

 
L08-3. As noted in this comment, an alternative of groundwater 

banking/exchange in the San Joaquin Basin was 
evaluated in the Alternatives Screening Report 
(Volume2, Appendix B).  This alternative was not 
carried forward into second-stage evaluation.  The 
information used to screen this alternative remains valid 
and is supported by substantial information in the 
administrative record.  No additional information is 
presented that would alter the conclusions reached in the 
Alternatives Screening Report.  EBMUD has responded 
to proposed groundwater banking principles for further 
negotiation put forth by San Joaquin County interests 
several times by stating that it could not agree to a 
project with no guaranteed yield for EBMUD.   
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Response to Comments of the Southgate Recreation and Park 
District (Letter L09) 
 
L09-1. FRWA appreciates the background information provided 

regarding the existing and planned facilities within the 
Southgate Recreation and Park District.  The information 
provided is consistent with that used during the analysis 
for the draft EIR/EIS.   

 
L09-2. The analysis and mitigation measures included in the 

draft EIR/EIS are reasonable and adequate for purposes 
of CEQA and NEPA.  However, as described in Chapter 
2 under “Environmental Commitments,” FRWA is 
committed to working with local jurisdictions 
throughout the project design and construction process.  
As described on page 2-12 of the draft EIR/EIS, special 
construction methods, such as trenchless construction, 
may be used in some areas.  Decisions regarding where 
trenchless construction will be used will not be made 
until the final design phase.  Furthermore, based on the 
location of recreational facilities relative to the pipeline 
alignments and the implementation of environmental 
commitment measures pertaining to landscaping 
replacement established by FRWA, facility access, and 
community facility restoration, the placement of 
pipelines for recreational facilities would not likely 
warrant the need for tunneling methods.  

 
L09-3. The exact pipeline alignment has not yet been 

determined within specific roadways/corridors.  The 
actual alignment will be further developed during future 
engineering analyses and the final design of the system.  
The construction schedule restrictions and other 
measures listed by the Southgate Recreation and Park 

District to help minimize impacts on the site appear 
reasonable and every effort will be made to fully 
coordinate the pipeline work with the existing and 
planned uses for the area.  Also, the completed pipeline 
is not likely to result in significant long-term recreational 
use restrictions for the site.  However, as described 
below, Impact 6-2 in Chapter 6, “Recreation,” is being 
modified to better clarify the potential impacts raised by 
the District and more fully explain how the 
Environmental Commitments described in Chapter 2 of 
the draft EIR/EIS would minimize these impacts.   

 
Impact 6-2:  Temporary Disruption to 
Recreational Opportunities during Construction 
of the Pipeline from the Freeport Intake Facility 
to the Zone 40 Surface WTP/FSC 

 
Construction of any of the pipeline alignment 
alternatives that connect the intake facility with the 
Zone 40 Surface WTP and the FSC would 
temporarily disrupt recreation facilities within the 
City of Sacramento, the South Sacramento area, and 
the Southgate Recreation and Parks District.  As 
described in Chapter 2 of the draft EIR/EIS, “Project 
Description,” FRWA has incorporated several 
environmental commitments into the FRWP 
alternatives in order to avoid, minimize, or mitigate 
effects associated with the proposed project.  Those 
environmental commitment measures identified by 
FRWA which would be implemented as appropriate 
in order to avoid or reduce potential impacts on 
recreational resources associated with construction 
of the pipeline alignment alternatives include the 
following:   
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 replacement of existing landscaping impacted by 

construction (page 2-44 of the draft EIR/EIS); 
 

 coordination with planned improvements (e.g., 
raised medians, turn lanes, street alignments) to 
minimize disruptions associated with two or more 
projects and other projects (e.g., light rail) (page 2-
44 of the draft EIR/EIS);  

 
 restoration of community facilities (e.g., parks, golf 

courses, trails including all features associated with 
the Bill Conlin/Freeport Shores Complex and the 
Wildhawk Golf Course) affected by construction to 
preproject conditions (page 2-44 of the draft 
EIR/EIS),  

 
 development and implementation of a project 

planning, coordination, and communication plan 
which will ensure that all environmental 
commitments are implemented consistent with local 
agency policies and that any potential conflicts with 
other activities are limited (page 2-51 of the draft 
EIR/EIS), and. 

 
 implementation of a traffic control plan (page 2-45 

of the draft EIR/EIS).  This plan will maintain 
access, provide alternate routes, and minimize 
potential traffic impacts on recreational facilities, 
including parks, sidewalks, bike lanes, and 
recreation trails, along the pipeline alignments 
during construction.   

 

More specifically, FRWA will coordinate the 
location and design, including any permanent 
surface features (e.g., manholes), associated with the 
pipeline with existing and planned improvements to 
recreational facilities, including the Bill 
Conlin/Freeport Shores sports complex and the 
Wildhawk golf course.  FRWA’s coordination will 
also include construction schedule information, 
allowing for the City of Sacramento Parks 
Department and the Southgate Recreation and Parks 
District or any other recreation agency to address 
and manage ahead of time for the temporary closure 
of facilities and relocation of recreational activities, 
including locating replacement facilities if 
necessary.  To the extent feasible, construction 
through recreational facilities will occur during the 
off-seasons (e.g., September to November).  
Additionally, if any location within a recreational 
facility is used for jacking the pipeline for trenchless 
construction methods (i.e., tunneling), this operation 
will be performed in parallel with trench 
construction of the pipeline to minimize downtime 
of these recreational facilities. Overall, to the extent 
feasible, existing features within the recreational 
facilities will be preserved, including any existing 
landscaping. All features that can not be preserved 
will be replaced following pipeline installation. With 
implementation of these environmental 
commitments, the impact on recreation will be less 
than significant.  

 
L09-4. The District’s preference for Alternative 4 is noted.  As 

described in Chapter 2 of the draft EIR/EIS on page 2-5, 
Alternative 5 is the Preferred Alternative based on its 
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ability to fully meet the project purpose and objectives, 
engineering and economic feasibility, minimization of 
environmental impacts, and input received during the 
public scoping process.  However, all alternatives 
considered in the draft EIR/EIS are still being considered 
for implementation.  The final decision will be made by 
the FRWA Board and Reclamation. 

 
L09-5. The mitigation, monitoring, and reporting plan will 

include the suggested details.  FRWA and its member 
agencies will be responsible for the implementation of 
all environmental commitments/mitigation measures 
associated with the FRWP. 

 
L09-6. The pipeline alignment for Alternative 6 is identical to 

that shown for Alternative 5 in figure 2-1 of the draft 
EIR/EIS with one exception. Under Alternative 6, the 
pipeline would not extend east beyond the SCWA Zone 
40 Surface Water Treatment Plant.  

 
L09-7. All roads except Elsie Road and Wilbur Way are clearly 

shown in Figure 2-1 of the draft EIR/EIS, and those 
roads are clearly described in the text. 

 
L09-8. The comment is correct in identifying the western part of 

Gerber Road as urban.  However, the analysis included 
in the draft EIR/EIS is consistent with the suggested 
distinction.  For example, Table 12-2 in Chapter 12, 
“Traffic,” identifies two distinct sections of Gerber:  the 
more urban stretch in the west and the more rural stretch 
in the east. 

 
L09-9. A majority of the long-term maintenance would involve 

periodic chemical injection and/or mechanical scrubbing 

(e.g., pigging).  These operations would begin and end at 
the intake facility and Zone 40 Water Treatment Plant, 
respectively, and would not have any impact along the 
pipeline alignment between those two points.  Also, 
some amount of periodic draining and inspection, 
exercising of valves, and maintenance of a cathodic 
protection (CP) systems would be involved.  Draining 
would involve operating some valves in streets and 
water running in the gutter.  Valve and CP maintenance 
might involve accessing some small vaults that could be 
located within streets.  These activities might involve 
temporarily setting up around a vault or valve operator 
in much the same way other utilities set up around in-
street manholes.  These activities would be very 
infrequent and would not be conducted during times of 
peak traffic.  Any associated impact would be extremely 
small.  Also, during design, access points and features 
that need to be operated from the surface would be 
placed in areas outside of the roadway or on the edge of 
the roadway to the extent possible.  Replacement of the 
pipelines is not foreseen within the life of the project.  
Expansion of the pipelines is not proposed or foreseen.  
Should pipelines need to be expanded in the future, this 
action would be subject to separate environmental 
review. 

 
L09-10. As stated on page 2-14 of the draft EIR/EIS, the exact 

site for the Zone 40 Surface WTP has yet to be 
determined.  However, SCWA recently secured an 
option on an 80-acre parcel on the north side of Florin 
Road, halfway between Bradshaw and Excelsior Roads.  
The general vicinity is identified as shown on Figure 2-1 
and the analysis in the draft EIR/EIS is based on the 
Zone 40 WTP occupying 80–100 acres somewhere 
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within the identified vicinity.  The analysis within each 
resource chapter is based on this assumption.  FRWA 
will have to determine if the impacts addressed in the 
FRWP adequately address the final site and determine if 
additional environmental documentation is needed.  
However, based on the information available, the 
analysis included in Chapter 6, “Recreation,” is accurate 
and discloses all potential impacts.  The Environmental 
Commitments included in Chapter 2 would fully 
mitigate any potential impacts. 

 
L09-11. FRWA is working diligently to identify a site for the 

Zone 40 WTP that is compatible with local land use 
plans and existing uses.  As described above in response 
L9-10, FRWA will have to determine if the impacts 
addressed in the FRWP adequately address the final site 
and determine if additional environmental 
documentation is needed.  If any new impacts are 
identified, then additional documentation, including 
appropriate mitigation measures, would be prepared 
consistent with CEQA and NEPA. 

 
L09-12. Phase 1 of the construction of the Zone 40 SWTP will 

occur from 2007 to 2009.  Phase 2 will occur from 2027 
to 2029, and Phase 3 from 2037 to 2039. 

 
L09-13. The last bullet under “Environmental Commitments, 

General Construction Measures” has been modified to 
read “restoration of community facilities, including 
recreation facilities, affected by construction.”  FRWA 
always intended that recreation facilities be included in 
the restoration of community facilities. 

 

L09-14. As described in the Traffic Control Plan Environmental 
Commitment, FRWA will coordinate with affected 
jurisdictions, including the Southgate Recreation and 
Park District. 

 
L09-15. As presented in the “Environmental Commitments” 

section of Chapter 2 in the draft EIR/EIS, FRWA has 
committed to several measures to ensure that the public 
is informed about construction associated with the 
proposed project, alternate and available access, and 
temporary closures associated with the proposed project.  
In particular, the project sponsors have committed to 
implementation of a traffic control plan (a more detailed 
description of that plan can be found on page 2-45 of the 
“Environmental Commitments” section of Chapter 2 in 
the draft EIR/EIS).  Additionally, the proposed project 
will include the establishment of a community 
ombudsman to handle ongoing public outreach and 
address construction concerns, and fact sheets and public 
updates to inform the community about the progress of 
the proposed project.  The FRWA will continue to use 
its web page and various media formats to keep the 
public informed.  

 
L09-16. A construction schedule for each of the project 

components is presented on pages 2-34 and 35 of 
Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of the draft EIR/EIS.  
A more detailed construction schedule will be available 
during the final project design phase.  

 
L09-17. As presented in the “Environmental Commitments” 

section of Chapter 2 in the Draft EIR/EIS, FRWA has 
committed to preparing and implementing a Project 
Planning, Coordination, and Communication Plan that 
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will involve the appropriate local agencies during the 
planning, engineering, and design phases of the project.  
This process will allow all involved agencies to identify 
and coordinate projects and consider the most efficient 
means of implementing the FRWP while meeting the 
needs of the various local agencies, as suggested in the 
comment. 

 
L09-18. FRWA recognizes the Southgate Recreation and Park 

District and the many facilities that it owns and operates.  
The revised Impact 6-2, described above in response 
L09-3, adequately identifies the potential impacts on 
District facilities and methods of minimizing those 
impacts to a less-than-significant level.  

 
L09-19. The parks, recreation, and open space facilities operated 

by the Southgate Recreation and Park District are 
discussed on page 6-6 in Chapter 6, “Recreation,” of the 
draft EIR/EIS.   

 
L09-20. See response L9-7. Also, the park facilities that would 

be impacted are described in Chapter 6 of the draft 
EIR/EIS and in response L09-3 of this response to 
comments.  The distinction between areas that will be 
open cut trenched or tunneled has not yet been 
determined.  Those decisions will be made in the final 
design phase.  The impact analysis included in the draft 
EIR/EIS assumes the worst case, which is open cut 
trench.  Opportunities to minimize those impacts through 
the use of tunneling will be utilized where practicable. 

 
L09-21. See response L9-7. The distinction between which side 

of the road the pipeline will be installed has not yet been 
determined.  Those decisions will be made in the final 

design phase.  The impact analysis included in the draft 
EIR/EIS assumes that the work could occur anywhere 
within the roadway or its immediate vicinity.  

 
L09-22. All existing and reasonably foreseeable recreation 

projects were included in the draft EIR/EIS analysis.  A 
map of these specific resources has not been prepared.  

 
L09-23. Traffic impacts associated with the FRWP are 

construction-related and will be short-term in nature.  
The analysis included in Chapter 12, “Traffic and 
Transportation,” provides an adequate analysis of traffic 
impacts and fully complies with CEQA and NEPA.  
Growth-related effects, including transportation, are 
described in Chapter 20, “Growth-Related Effects.”  

 
L09-24. As presented in the “Environmental Commitments” 

section of Chapter 2 in the draft EIR/EIS, FRWA has 
committed to preparing and implementing a Project 
Planning, Coordination, and Communication Plan that 
will involve the appropriate local agencies during the 
planning, engineering, and design phases of the project.  
Selection of access roads would be carried out through 
this process. 

 
L09-25. Please see response L09-20 above. 
 
L09-26. CEQA lead and responsible agencies approve mitigation 

measures through the CEQA Findings process and 
approval of the MMRP. 

 
L09-27. Please see response to L09-24 above. 
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L09-28. Impacts on the landscaped and recreational facilities 
within the Southgate Recreation and Park District’s 
boundaries are addressed under Impact 6-3, in Chapter 
16, “Visual Resources,” of the draft EIR/EIS.  
Construction activities associated with the proposed 
project would be short-term in nature.  Additionally, 
environmental commitment measures identified by 
FRWA (see Chapter 2 of the draft EIR/EIS) would be 
implemented as appropriate in order to avoid or reduce 
potential impacts on visual resources associated with the 
District’s jurisdiction, including replacement of existing 
landscaping impacted by construction and restoration of 
community facilities, such as parks, golf courses, trails, 
and recreation centers, affected by construction. 

 
L09-29. In general, urban growth within Sacramento County has 

been conditioned on the planning and growth policies of 
the Sacramento County General Plan.  Based on the 
Sacramento County General Plan and as stated on page 
20-7 of the draft EIR/EIS, future increases in use of 
existing recreation resources (including Zone 40 which 
will be served by the FRWP) may result in a gradual 
decline in the quality of recreational experiences.  

 
L09-30. The Sacramento County General Plan identifies areas 

subject to growth within the Zone 40 Service Area. 
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Responses to Comments of Councilmember Lauren Hammond, 
City of Sacramento (Letter L10) 
 
 
L10-1. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
L10-2. While FRWA has identified several similar facilities, the 

most relevant is the Carmichael Water District pump and 
water treatment plant facility. This facility is a local, 
reasonably similar facility within a residential 
neighborhood and immediately adjacent to single-family 
houses.  This facility includes water pumps, 
compressors, air surge tanks, electrical transformer, and 
chemical storage facilities.  
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Responses to Comments of the Sacramento Municipal Utility 
District (Letter L11) 
 
L11-1. Each of these comments is addressed separately and in 

greater detail in this comment letter.  Responses are, 
therefore, provided below to the more detailed 
comments. 

 
L11-2. The draft EIR/EIS and other documents in the 

administrative record contain substantial evidence that 
while water quality changes will periodically occur 
within the Folsom South Canal (FSC), these impacts are 
less than significant.  As allowed under CEQA, the draft 
EIR/EIS includes specific thresholds that were 
determined to be appropriate by FRWA to use in 
defining impact significance.  These criteria are 
described on page 4-13 of the draft EIR/EIS.  Based on 
these criteria, no significant impacts were identified.  
Both CEQA and NEPA require lead agencies to identify 
and evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives, generally 
focused on reducing or eliminating significant impacts 
of the proposed action.  The draft EIR/EIS properly 
identified and evaluated potential alternatives that would 
reduce or eliminate the impacts associated with the 
proposed action.  See the draft EIR/EIS Volume 1 and 
Appendix B in Volume 2, “Alternatives Screening 
Report for the Freeport Regional Water Project.” The 
draft EIR/EIS has acknowledged on pages 4-23 and 4-24 
that the FRWP may affect SMUD operations but as 
noted there these effects are considered to be economic 
effects rather than environmental impacts.  Changes in 
water quality of the Folsom South Canal would not 

preclude SMUD’s use of the water for industrial 
processes. 

 
L11-3. FRWA staff and SMUD staff met to discuss water 

quality issues on numerous occasions.  FRWA continues 
to take SMUD’s concerns seriously and is interested in 
continued dialog to effect a mutually acceptable solution 
between the agencies. 

 
L11-4. While the study referred to in this comment was “well 

prepared,” and FRWA appreciates the efforts of SMUD 
and its consultants, FRWA had substantial concerns and 
comments on certain aspects of the methodology and 
assumptions used in the analyses.  These concerns were 
expressed in the letter referred to in the comment.  
FRWA agrees that total suspended solids and related 
water quality parameters are among the principal 
parameters that can affect SMUD facilities, however, 
these effects were assessed in the draft EIR/EIS (Chapter 
4) and found to be less than significant. 

 
L11-5. The revised analysis provided by SMUD, based on 

comments by FRWA, characterizes the likely operation 
of the FRWP more closely than the analysis in the 
February 2003 MFG study.  However, as noted in 
responses below, FRWA still has concerns about the 
methodology used to support conclusions drawn from 
the revised analyses.  As described above, the effects of 
this operation on water quality in the FSC were 
adequately assessed in the draft EIR/EIS (Chapter 4) and 
found to be less than significant. 
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L11-6. Contrary to this comment, the draft EIR/EIS contains 
substantial information regarding the Sacramento River, 
American River, and FSC water quality (see for example 
Tables 4-1 and 4-3 and the associated text).  Potential 
impacts on FSC water quality were fully analyzed and 
disclosed in Chapter 4 of the draft EIR/EIS.  Based on 
the significance criteria selected by FRWA, no 
significant impacts were identified.  The first MFG 
report was cited in the draft EIR/EIS and considered in 
the impact analysis, subject to the issues raised in 
FRWA’s March 2003 comments.  The second MFG 
report was provided to FRWA too late to be 
incorporated into the draft EIR/EIS but is discussed 
below. 

 
L11-7. Conclusions reached in the draft EIR/EIS are not 

unsupported.  They are based on detailed and thorough 
technical studies referenced in the draft EIR/EIS, 
including the 2002 Technical Memorandum prepared by 
CH2M HILL that evaluated sediment loading and 
transport in the Folsom South Canal.  The significance 
criteria used in the analysis are entirely appropriate.  
CEQA clearly provides broad discretion in adopting 
significance criteria (in fact, specific significance criteria 
are not required under CEQA), and in determining what 
level of impact should be considered significant.  As 
described on page 4-13 of the draft EIR/EIS, FRWA 
carefully considered the potential impacts to water 
quality that could result from implementation of the 
alternatives and selected significance criteria that 
appropriately guide the determination of impacts.  In 
addition, no evidence presented by SMUD or other 

parties leads to the conclusion that potential changes in 
FSC water quality resulting from operation of the 
Freeport Regional Water Project would preclude the use 
of the water for power-related purposes.  FRWA 
acknowledges that SMUD may experience some 
increased costs associated with additional treatment of 
water under certain conditions.  However, potential 
increases in costs associated with such treatment is not 
considered a significant impact under the significance 
criteria selected by FRWA for the draft EIR/EIS.  The 
State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15131) make it clear 
that while economic and social effects may be used to 
determine the significance of physical changes caused by 
a project, there is no requirement that such impacts be 
considered in making significance determinations. 

 
L11-8. Chapter 4 of the draft EIR/EIS fully analyzes potential 

changes in FSC water quality and evaluates the potential 
significance of the impact using the significance criteria 
described on page 4-13.  Based on these significance 
criteria, the impact was found to be less than significant.  
See also response to comment 11-7 above. 

 
L11-9. The analysis contained in Chapter 4 of the draft EIR/EIS 

is entirely consistent with the requirements of CEQA 
and NEPA.  Although there are clearly differences of 
opinion between experts, the analysis does use the best 
available information, appropriately identifies and 
applies significance criteria, appropriately considers 
effects, considers a reasonable range of alternatives, and 
identifies appropriate mitigation measures.  See Chapter 
4 of the EIR/EIS. 
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L11-10. The technical information described in this comment is 

excerpted from the draft EIR/EIS.  FRWA acknowledges 
that changes in FSC water quality are likely; however, 
the analysis in Chapter 4 shows that these changes will 
result in less-than-significant impacts.  In Table 4-3, the 
ratio of TSS in the Sacramento River versus in the 
American River is exaggerated because the average 
March value is used for the Sacramento River, while the 
annual average value is used for the American River.  
The actual ratio is more likely 9:1, as shown in Table 
4-1. 

 
L11-11. The analysis in the draft EIR/EIS is appropriate.  This 

comment focuses on the fact that the analysis uses 
average conditions as the basis of the analysis rather 
than focusing on short-term and highly unpredictable 
events.  Given the short duration of such extreme events, 
the analysis is appropriate.  For example, the high March 
1976 TSS value cited in the comment was the peak day 
of a short-term storm-related event.  Outside of that 
week, TSS values that month were less than 50 mg/l.  
The figure below is provided to supplement data 
presented in Chapter 4 of the draft EIR/EIS.  It displays 
TSS concentration exceedance in the Sacramento River 
at Freeport.  Note that 5% exceedence (95th percentile) 
for a typical dry year (Water Year 1987) is 
approximately half of the equivalent value for all years.  
During actual project operation, river and canal water 
quality will be monitored frequently, and it is highly 
unlikely that FRWP diversions to the FSC would take 
place during such extreme short-term events.  Also, use 

of the FSC to convey water to EBMUD is expected to 
occur during dry years.  Therefore, the use of averages in 
the analysis may actually overstate the impacts rather 
than understate them by including the diversion of water 
during extreme short-term events and wet years.  FRWA 
is interested in continuing discussions with SMUD to 
determine how the identified less-than-significant effects 
can be further minimized through reasonable and 
feasible operational scenarios. 

 
 

SEDIMENT CONCENTRATION EXCEEDENCE
SACRAMENTO RIVER AT FREEPORT

USGS NWIS database for station 11447500
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L11-12. The smaller cross-sectional area for the FSC in SMUD’s 
comment is acknowledged.  Revised calculations using 
the new value indicate that the respective average cross-
sectional velocity would be 0.22 to 0.23 fps.  Revised 
settling calculations reflecting the cross-section change 
show the following (CH2M Hill. 2003.  Suspended 
Sediment Loading and Transport in the Freeport 
Regional Water Project – Revised.  Technical 
Memorandum I-4.  June 4, 2003.  Sacramento, CA): 

 
Percentage of Diverted Sediment Settled 

before Reaching SMUD’s Intake 

Case 
March of 

Median Year Median Year Total 
Original Cross-Sectional 
Velocity 65.8  68.0
Revised Cross-Sectional 
Velocity 62.7  65.0

 
 

Review of the revised calculations indicates that the 
higher velocity in the canal would result in slightly less-
effective settling during peak flow months and on an 
overall annual basis.  However, the changes are small 
and do not affect the overall conclusion regarding the 
significance of the suspended solids issue at the SMUD 
intake. 

 
L11-13. The effects of turbulence on the settling of suspended 

solids were considered during the original analyses.  
However, it was determined to be of minor consequence 
at the velocities expected in the proposed system.  

 

It is generally accepted that flow velocities in excess of 3 
fps will keep most sand/silt/clay sediment particles 
completely in suspension.  Slower velocities would 
therefore begin to facilitate settling.  For many years, 
design of grit chambers used for water works projects 
throughout the world have relied on the ability to 
effectively settle sand size particles (0.0625 mm and 
larger) in accordance with Stokes Law at longitudinal 
velocities of up to 1 fps.  Some smaller particles are also 
captured in these grit basins along with the larger sand 
particles.  Capture effectiveness for smaller particles is 
dependent on several variables, but those particles 
occurring lower in the water column are often captured 
in these conventional grit systems.  At slower velocities 
(for example, about 0.23 fps in the FSC and less than 0.2 
fps in the intake forebay), the ability to capture smaller 
particles is further enhanced.  Experience with 
sedimentation behind other Sacramento River fish 
screens has shown that many smaller particles do, in 
fact, settle out in the area just behind the screens. 
 
The calculations performed on behalf of SMUD in the 
June 2003 MFG Study, as referred to in this comment, 
suggest that the bed shear stress in the canal is 
sufficiently high to keep essentially all particles in 
suspension.  These calculations do not appear to be 
correct.  The use of the channel slope in the calculation 
of bed shear stress is not supported by numerous 
sediment transport references, including some of those 
cited by MFG.  The use of the channel slope in this 
situation will provide misleading results.  Instead, the 
energy slope for the flow in the channel should have 
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been used in the bed shear stress equation.  The energy 
slope and the bottom slope are only the same when the 
channel is flowing at normal depth.  The FSC, which 
was designed to convey 3,500 cfs, will not be flowing at 
normal depth during operation of the FRWP, but will be 
flowing under significant backwater conditions.  
 
To help illustrate this point, the hydraulic radius and 
channel slope cited in the MFG Study were used in 
Manning’s Equation for flow in a concrete-lined 
channel.  The resulting average velocity in the channel 
flowing at normal depth was computed to be about 4.1 
fps, which is about 20 times higher than the actual 
velocity in the FSC estimated by FRWA and 
acknowledged by SMUD.  The difference between the 
calculated and estimated velocity is explained by the fact 
that the FSC will not be operated under the conditions 
MFG used to estimate bed shear stress (i.e., normal 
flow).  The use of the bottom slope in the bed shear 
stress equation cited in the MFG Study is appropriate 
only if the channel is flowing at normal depth.  The 
velocity comparison described above demonstrates that 
this is not the case.  If the energy slope for the estimated 
actual maximum flow condition is used (solving 
Manning’s Equation for slope using the hydraulic radius 
suggested by MFG and a velocity of 0.23 fps), the 
maximum bed shear stress value estimated using the 
equation cited in the MFG Study would be less than 0.01 
N/m2 (about 300 times smaller than the value reported in 
the MFG study).  This lower value would also be 
significantly lower than the 1 N/m2 value MFG notes as 
the bed shear stress required to keep small sand particles 

in suspension.  Accordingly, the MFG Study 
significantly and unrealistically overpredicts the bed 
shear stress and the associated effect on sedimentation 
and resuspension in the FSC.  Small sand particles and 
particles smaller than sand will settle from the 
flowstream according to this analysis. 
 
SMUD also asserts in this comment that overall 
sediment removal percentages would be closer to 7% 
than to 67%.  This comment appears to be based on the 
bed shear stress calculations discussed above.  The 
comment relies on the MFG suggestion that since the 
bed shear stress is so high, no particles smaller than 
0.0625 mm will settle.  As only 7% of the particles are 
larger than 0.0625 mm, MFG concludes that only about 
7% would settle.  This conclusion is not supported by 
experience with settling of suspended material in the 
water works industry or at other fish-screened 
diversions; nor is it supported by the calculations cited 
by MFG if they had been properly applied as described 
above.  
 
Given the extremely low velocities and the considerable 
length of the FSC, the ability to settle particles smaller 
than sand size is also reasonable.  However, FRWA 
acknowledges that it is difficult to accurately predict the 
actual behavior of these smaller particles.  However, 
experience has shown that these smaller noncolloidal 
particles typically behave in accordance with Stokes 
Law under very low bed shear stress and velocity 
conditions.  Given the conservative assumption used for 
particle density (see response to comment L11-17 
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below), FRWA maintains that the analyses are 
reasonable and may actually overpredict the amount of 
sediment reaching the SMUD intake. 
 
FRWA believes that the analysis conducted in the draft 
EIR/EIS and reassessed in these responses to comments 
from SMUD provides substantial evidence supporting 
the impact conclusions reached in the draft EIR/EIS.  
The revisited analysis is consistent with the analysis 
contained in the draft EIR/EIS. 

 
L11-14. Preliminary bathymetric data show that the bottom of the 

intake will be about 2 to 3 feet above the river channel 
bottom.  Hydraulic modeling intended to streamline the 
structure in the river, minimize sedimentation, and 
promote the transport of bed load longitudinally past the 
structure will be conducted to support the final 
configuration of the structure in the river.  Given the 
location of the facility and the planned design efforts, it 
is not expected that bed load from the river will be 
entrained in the structure in appreciable quantities.  
However, the occurrence of bed load within the facility 
would not be expected to change the results of the 
sedimentation analysis relative to water quality at the 
SMUD intake.  Bed load is typically the larger particles 
flowing along the riverbed that are kept in suspension by 
the velocity in the channel.  Given that the velocity in 
the intake structure will be less than 0.2 fps, far less than 
the velocity in the river (see figure below), bed load 
would be expected to be easily deposited on the floor of 
the intake and captured in the on-site settling basins. 

 

River velocity exceedence
Sacramento River at Freeport
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It is acknowledged that some of the particles settled in 
the intake structure may be induced to flow into the 
pumps if the final configuration is identical to the 
conceptual drawings shown in the draft EIR/EIS.  
However, the flow velocity in the forebay of the intake 
structure is very slow and only small sediment particles 
are expected to be significantly affected by these 
induced currents near the pumps.  These resuspended 
smaller particles were initially capable of settling in the 
intake forebay and would also readily settle in the FSC.  
Therefore, the resulting quantity of sediment at the 
SMUD delivery location would not change. 

 
Furthermore, FRWA intends to evaluate the 
configuration of this forebay area as part of additional 
engineering analyses and final design activities.  The 
goal is to maximize the effectiveness of sedimentation at 
the intake.  It is anticipated that minor structural details 
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can be included in the system that will minimize the 
effect of these induced flows in the settling area.  FRWA 
desires to capture as much sediment as possible at the 
intake before it enters the system.  The sediment can be 
most cost-effectively managed at the intake location. 

 
Regardless of the final effectiveness of the intake 
structure for settling the larger particles from the 
diverted flowstream, if these particles are pumped into 
the system, they are expected to settle in the FSC long 
before they reach SMUD’s intake.  

 
L11-15. See response to comment L11-11 above.  
 
L11-16. FRWA acknowledges that monthly temperature 

variations were not included in the sedimentation 
computations.  The ability to predict the occurrence and 
behavior of sediments in the proposed system is 
somewhat speculative.  The academic and scientific 
basis for sediment analyses is dependent on the use of 
statistically developed raw data and involves the 
application of empirically derived equations.  The level 
of precision implied by accounting for temperature 
variations in the FRWA system is insignificant relative 
to the probable deviation between actual and predicted 
sediment behavior.  

 
Also, conservative estimates for particle density (see 
response to comment 17 below) have a significantly 
greater impact on the predictive results of Stokes Law 
than do temperature fluctuations.  The range of effect of 
temperature variation on the computed results is 

significantly smaller than the range of effect from the 
variation in particle density considered by FRWA.  
Because a conservatively low value was used for particle 
density, the settling velocities used in the analyses are 
very conservative and are expected to underpredict 
actual sedimentation rates, even for the coldest water 
temperatures found in the Sacramento River. 

 
L11-17. The assumptions regarding particle density are 

appropriate and based on professional experience and 
judgment.  The comment does not provide any 
alternative assumptions.  

 
The particle density assumed in the calculations utilized 
for the draft EIR/EIS is extremely conservative and will 
yield settling velocities significantly lower than those 
typically used in sedimentation calculations.  Most 
sediment in the river will be nonorganic, naturally 
occurring mineral sediment.  All three academic 
references cited on behalf of SMUD in the MFG Study 
suggest a typical value for sediment particle density of 
2.65 times the density of water.  A value of about 1.65 
times the density of water was used by FRWA to 
estimate the settling velocity.  The use of this 
conservative particle density will result in 
underpredicting the amount of material settled in the 
forebay and in the FSC.  However, calculations using 
this conservative particle density still show that all sand-
sized particles are easily settled in the system long 
before reaching the SMUD intake.   
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L11-18. The conservative assumption for particle density used by 
FRWA also tends to underpredict the settling rates for 
particles smaller than sand.  This is considered 
reasonable because the behavior of these smaller 
particles is not as predictable as sand-sized material.  As 
noted by SMUD, the effect of the particle density 
assumption is significant and FRWA has used a very 
conservative value to help avoid overstating the 
effectiveness of the system to settle out the suspended 
material contained in the flow diverted from the river. 
 
FRWA believes that the analysis conducted for the draft 
EIR/EIS appropriately identifies potential impacts and 
provides a reasonably basis for making determinations 
of significance.  As discussed above, FRWA used a 
conservative assumption for particle density, a key 
parameter.  Additionally, adjustment of canal velocity 
had a minor effect on the sediment-removal estimate and 
the effect of turbulence was greatly overestimated in the 
second MFG report.   

 
L11-19. The draft EIR/EIS considered each of the issues 

addressed in this comment.  EBMUD is providing 
pretreatment of the water prior to its introduction to the 
Mokelumne Aqueducts because the end use of this water 
is for consumptive potable use, unlike SMUD’s current 
and proposed industrial uses.  The analysis does consider 
all existing uses and discusses possible future uses.  In 
addition, the analysis examines and compares 
anticipated water quality effects on SMUD’s NPDES 
permit (Table 4-3) and determines that the impact is less 
than significant.  It would be highly speculative for 

FRWA to undertake an analysis of what additional limits 
or conditions may be placed on SMUD’s NPDES permit 
even though, based on the analysis in the draft EIR/EIS, 
the discharge would meet the existing permit 
requirements.  Based on the fact that SMUD’s primary 
current use of FSC water is to dilute radioactive 
materials for discharge to local streams it seems unlikely 
that the project would be considered to result in a 
violation of state and federal antidegradation standards.  
Contrary to this comment, Reclamation does not have a 
policy or contractual commitment against degradation 
that is applicable to this situation.  Finally, as described 
above in response to comment 11-7, neither CEQA nor 
NEPA requires economic effects to be considered in 
determining the significance of impacts on water quality. 

 
L11-20. All beneficial uses of water were assessed in the draft 

EIR/EIS.  Each of the issues described in this comment 
were specifically analyzed in Chapter 4 of the draft 
EIR/EIS (see “Impact 4-6: Changes to FSC Water 
Quality,” pages 4-20 through 4-24).  These impacts were 
found to be less than significant. 

 
L11-21. There is no evidence to suggest that the FRWP would 

have any effect on power production.  The comment 
appears to suggest that SMUD will incur additional costs 
associated with water treatment for the recently 
approved but not-constructed Cosumnes Power Plant 
because of water quality changes in the FSC.  Based on 
the meetings between FRWA and SMUD, as well as the 
MFG studies, it is apparent that such treatment is 
available and can be implemented.  A substantial 
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proportion of the discussions have related to precisely 
what degree of increased treatment, if any, would be 
required and how much of any such costs, once agreed 
to, should be borne by each entity.  FRWA is committed 
to working through these issues with SMUD in a timely 
manner to create solutions acceptable to both parties.  

 
L11-22. Potential impacts on Rancho Seco Lake water quality are 

described on page 4-23 of the draft EIR/EIS.  It should 
also be noted that the new source of water introduced to 
the SMUD system (Sacramento River) is extensively 
used for all types of recreation, including body contact 
and fishing.  Impacts on recreation at Rancho Seco Lake 
were found to be less than significant. 

 
L11-23. Based on information provided by SMUD, the issue 

described in this comment does not appear to be a 
realistic concern.  SMUD has never indicated that it has 
a desire or the ability to halt diversions from the FSC or 
discharges to Clay Creek for any length of time.  
Therefore, while water quality may be an issue, water 
supply for downstream irrigators is not likely an issue.   

 
L11-24. The analysis included in the draft EIR/EIS addressed, to 

the extent feasible, the potential effect of the project on 
SMUD’s ability to meet its NPDES permit requirements.  
Based on the analysis conducted, it is unlikely that 
exceedences of the monthly limits in the permit would 
occur.  Additionally, as described above, the FRWP has 
substantial operational flexibility and it is highly 
unlikely that diversions to the FSC would occur during 
the short-term and extreme events described in this 

comment that could potentially lead to violations of 
weekly or daily permit limits.  Also, it is not uncommon 
for regulatory agencies to review permit compliance 
based on the ability of the permittee to control 
conditions.  In this case, if a violation were to occur, 
SMUD would  not be the “cause” of the violation.   

 
L11-25. This comment refers to alleged concerns regarding the 

FRWP’s potential effect on SMUD’s ability to meet 
future regulatory requirements.  See response to 
comments L11-24 above.  In addition, it is very 
speculative to address potential future regulatory 
requirements and permit conditions.  Should the FRWP 
be implemented, and should additional regulatory 
requirements be incorporated into SMUD’s permit, and 
should SMUD’s ability to meet those additional as yet 
unknown future requirements be limited by the 
introduction of Sacramento River water into the FSC, 
FRWP would enter into discussions with SMUD at that 
time.   

 
L11-26. State water quality policies are enforced through 

regulation.  As noted in this comment, SMUD currently 
“degrades” the quality of water it discharges by using 
that water to dilute treated and industrial wastewater, 
including radioactive isotopes resulting from previous 
nuclear operations at Rancho Seco Power Plant, before 
discharging the combined waters to Clay Creek.  FRWA 
believes that the quality of water that would be 
discharged by SMUD to Clay Creek subsequent to 
project implementation would fully comply with state 
water quality standards.  The water quality objectives for 
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the water bodies downstream of SMUD’s Rancho Seco 
discharge, as identified in the current Basin Plan, are no 
more stringent than for the Sacramento River at the 
FRWP intake location.  Additionally, no evidence has 
been presented to the contrary. 

 
L11-27. Reclamation has been a full participant in this process 

for the past 8 years and is fully aware of its policies 
regarding water quality within its facilities.  
Reclamation’s position, as best demonstrated by its 
amendatory contract with EBMUD that provides for 
(among other alternatives) the possible implementation 
of the FRWP, is that the combined Sacramento and 
American River water in the FSC fully meets its 
contractual obligations.  Article 11 of SMUD’s CVP 
water service contract specifically states that “the United 
States does not warrant the quality of water to be 
furnished pursuant to this contract.”  In addition, the 
“written guidelines” referred to in this comment are 
related to the discharge of agricultural and urban runoff 
into Reclamation facilities.  These guidelines do not 
apply to the commingling of unaltered waters from 
different river systems.   

 
L11-28. As noted in this comment the State CEQA Guidelines 

clearly state that the “[e]conomic or social effects of a 
project may be used to determine the significance of 
physical changes caused by the project” (emphasis 
added).  There is no requirement under CEQA to 
consider economic effects except where the economic 
effect may result in a physical change.  For the FRWP, 
FRWA examined the potential effects associated with 

implementation of the proposed project and alternatives 
and determined appropriate significance criteria for the 
analysis.  These significance criteria are listed on page 4-
13 of the draft EIR/EIS. 

 
Similarly, NEPA guidance and case law have focused on 
socioeconomic effects.  For example, the effects of 
closing a military base on the local economy.  The 
effects addressed in this comment are associated only 
with potentially increased costs to a single entity.  
FRWA considered these potential costs in developing its 
significance criteria and determined that increased costs 
to a single entity should not be considered in making a 
significance determination.  Additionally, FRWA does 
not agree that there are necessarily increased costs to 
SMUD that would result from implementation of the 
FRWP, or if there are, that they reach the magnitude that 
has been put forth by SMUD.  There does not appear to 
be any direct linkage between any potential increased 
costs and social or economic effects that would fall 
under the scope of NEPA.  SMUD’s operating budget is 
approximately $1,500,000,000 annually.  Increased costs 
to SMUD, if any, would not result in significant rate 
increases or any other effects that could be construed as 
social or economic effects. 

 
L11-29. As discussed in responses to comment L11-21, and L11-

28 above, this issue appears to be primarily associated 
with the potential for increased costs.  The commingled 
water in the FSC that would result from implementation 
of the FRWP is readily treatable for any use, including 
the uses identified by SMUD as part of its proposed 
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Cosumnes Power Plant.  The magnitude of such 
increased costs, if any, has been only preliminarily 
estimated and it is unlikely that they would be 
prohibitive.  Therefore, no effect on regional power 
production is anticipated. 

 
L11-30. As fully described in Chapter 4 of the draft EIR/EIS, no 

significant impacts have been identified related to 
FRWA’s use of the FSC and therefore no mitigation is 
required.  FRWA will continue to work with SMUD to 
resolve issues related to SMUD’s claims of potential for 
increased costs associated with additional water 
treatment. 

 
L11-31. The draft EIR/EIS considers a reasonable range of 

alternatives that fully comply with CEQA and NEPA.  
Appendix B in Volume 2 of the draft EIR/EIS contains 
an extensive analysis of more than 100 potential 
alternatives.  These potential alternatives were passed 
through a rigorous screening process to define a 
reasonable range of practicable alternatives.  The 
“alternatives” suggested in this comment are not true 
alternatives.  Rather they are very minor variations to the 
proposed project and would not reduce significant 
impacts, meet most of the basic project objectives, nor 
are considered feasible.   

 
L11-32. FRWA agrees that substantial additional analysis would 

be required before a groundwater banking/exchange 
program could be implemented.  One of the many issues 
that may need further exploration in subsequent analyses 
is the potential for water quality effects of such a 

program.  FRWA has no current plans to conduct any 
site-specific analysis of groundwater banking/exchange.  
Should such a program be proposed in the future, 
additional environmental documentation would be 
required. 

 
L11-33. There are currently no plans for use of the unused 

capacity of the FRWP facilities other than the small 
quantities described in Chapter 2 of this final  EIR/EIS.  
These facilities may provide additional regional benefits 
in the future by enabling regional water supply solutions.  
However, no such plans have been identified at this 
time, and any such future plan will be required to 
provide a new source of water (EBMUD’s CVP contract 
does not allow for diversion of water in normal and wet 
years, when excess capacity would generally be 
available) and will undergo appropriate separate 
environmental review.  

 
L11-34. See responses to comments L11-1 through L11-33 

above.  The draft EIR/EIS is entirely adequate, no 
significant new information has been submitted, and 
recirculation is therefore not required.  The analysis of 
water quality impacts in the draft EIR/EIS is appropriate 
and fully discloses potential environmental effects.  No 
significant impacts were identified and, therefore, no 
mitigation is required. 
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Response to Comments of the Jackson Valley Irrigation District 
(Letter L12) 
 
 
L12-1. FRWA and Reclamation recognize the support for a 

project relying on water from the Sacramento River.  
The FRWP is intended to meet the specific needs of the 
FRWA agencies.  Any additional components to meet 
the needs of other entities would need to be proposed 
and financed by those entities, and would need to 
undergo separate environmental review. 
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Responses to Comments of the Southeast Sacramento County 
Agricultural Water Authority (Letter L13) 
 
L13-1. FRWA and Reclamation will participate in discussions 

with the SSCAWA and other entities regarding 
coordination of the FRWP with local projects. 

L13-2. FRWA and Reclamation support public outreach efforts 
on local project proposals 

 
L13-3. FRWA recognizes that these individual districts 

comprise the SSCAWA. 
 
L13-4. As noted on page 18-19 of the draft EIR/EIS, SCWA 

will continue to investigate groundwater 
banking/exchange programs through the Central 
Sacramento County Groundwater Forum.  There are 
currently no plans for use of the unused capacity of the 
FRWP facilities other than the small quantities described 
in Chapter 2 of this final EIR/EIS.  These facilities may 
provide additional regional benefits in the future by 
enabling regional water supply solutions.  However, no 
such plans have been identified at this time, and any 
such future plan will be required to provide a new source 
of water (EBMUD’s CVP contract does not allow for 
diversion of water in normal and wet years, when excess 
capacity would generally be available) and will undergo 
appropriate separate environmental review.  The 
information provided in the draft EIR/EIS for the FRWP 
should provide substantial information that would be 
useful in the preparation of a separate future 
environmental document to address such a groundwater 
banking/exchange program. 

 

 
 
L13-5. EBMUD is actively investigating several potential 

programs to provide for additional emergency supplies 
and further minimize rationing.  The program suggested 
in this comment is conceptually viable to further reduce 
EBMUD rationing and to provide such additional 
emergency supplies.  FRWA, Reclamation, and 
EBMUD may be interested in exploring such a concept 
should the FRWP move forward and be constructed.  
Without implementation of the FRWP, no such 
opportunities exist. 

 
L13-6. See response to comment L13-5 above, and responses to 

comments of The Nature Conservancy. 
 
L13-7. The plan apparently has not yet been approved by the 

California Department of Water Resources nor 
undergone an environmental assessment under CEQA. 

 
L13-8. FRWA and Reclamation support local stakeholder 

outreach to support local projects. 
 
L13-9. The timeframe described in this comment, if accurate, 

continues to most likely substantially exceed the 
timeframe for implementation of the FRWP.  FRWA 
and Reclamation recognize the efforts begun by 
SSCAWA.  This does not foreclose on the potential for 
implementation of groundwater banking or exchange 
programs subsequent to the FRWP implementation. 

 
L13-10. See response to comments L13-1 through L13-9 above. 
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Response to Comments–Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality 
Management District (SMAQMD) (Letter L14): 
 
L14-1. The commentor’s approval of the air quality analysis and 

of the document format is noted.   
 
L14-2. The provisions of construction mitigation measures will 

be submitted to the District prior to the beginning of 
construction. 
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Response to Comments—Sacramento Regional County 
Sanitation District (Letter L15) 
 
L15-1. The draft EIR/EIS addresses the concerns raised by SRCSD 
in two places in the document.  The potential for operational effects 
during reverse flow in the Sacramento River, including effects on 
SRCSD’s operation of the Sacramento River Wastewater Treatment 
Plant, is discussed on pages 4-15 and 16.  In addition to this 
discussion, FRWA has made a commitment to coordinate operations 
between FRWA and SRCSD (page 2-51).  As a result of this ongoing 
coordination, the FRWA Board approved Principles of Agreement 
with SRCSD and SCWA at their January 8, 2004, meeting, as 
referenced in the SRCSD comment letter dated December 11, 2003.  
The SRCSD and SCWA Boards approved the principles of 
agreement on January 14, 2004.  The Principles of Agreement will 
ensure:  adequate separation of treated wastewater effluent and 
drinking water supplies, reliable and efficient operation of SRCSD’s 
SRWTP and FRWA’s facilities, and minimization of operational 
impacts on both facilities.  As a result, a coordinated operations 
agreement will be developed.  
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Response to Comments of the Calaveras County Water District 
(Letter L16) 
 
L16-1. As described on pages 2-40 and 2-41 of the draft 

EIR/EIS, EBMUD’s ability to use its full Mokelumne 
River water rights is limited by system demand, river 
hydrology, upstream storage and diversions, seasonal 
flood control requirements, and reservoir releases to the 
lower Mokelumne River.  All assumptions used to 
simulate operation of Alternative 6 and the results of 
hydrologic simulations are described in Chapter 3 of 
Volume I and in Volume III of the draft EIR/EIS.  
Calaveras County Water District is specifically noted in 
this description.  The description goes on to state that 
“[b]efore enlarging Pardee Reservoir, EBMUD would 
have to obtain any appropriate modifications to its water 
rights from the SWRCB.”  

 
L16-2. Volume 2, Appendix B, “Alternatives Screening Report 

for the Freeport Regional Water Project,” of the draft 
EIR/EIS also notes that the Enlarged Pardee Reservoir 
alternative (a component of Alternative 6 in the draft 
EIR/EIS) would result in significant controversy and that 
it is likely that additional or revised water rights would 
have to be obtained from the SWRCB (page 7-33 of 
Volume 2, Appendix B). 

 
L16-3. These water rights/permit issues would need to be 

resolved and/or confirmed prior to implementing a 
project as described in Alternative 6.  However, FRWA 
has not selected Alternative 6 as the preferred alternative 
and is not pursuing resolution of the water rights issue or 
actual project implementation. 
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Response to Comments of Yolo County (Letter L17) 
 
L17-1.  Please see comments to Yolo County’s 1/06/04 letter 

(Letter L21), which supersede comments made in this 
letter. 
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Responses to Comments of Bonnie Pannell, Councilmember, 
District 8, City of Sacramento (Letter L18) 

 
L18-1. The information contained in this comment confirms 

several of the traffic counts listed in Chapter 12 of the 
Draft EIR/EIS and also notes certain updates or 
corrections to those traffic counts and roadway 
descriptions.  It is important to note that the project, and 
in particular the preferred alternative, would not 
necessarily change traffic patterns or volumes at many of 
the locations listed in this comment or described in 
Chapter 12 of the Draft EIR/EIS.  Of the intersections 
and road segments listed in this comment, the preferred 
alternative would cross Freeport Boulevard well south of 
Meadowview Road, and cross Franklin Boulevard, 
Center Parkway, and Bruceville Road at their 
intersections with Cosumnes River Boulevard.  Other 
roadways and intersections discussed in this comment 
would not be affected by the preferred alternative.  
Roughly 50% of the preferred alignment has been sited 
in undeveloped areas to minimize construction 
disturbance. 

 
FRWA is very committed to minimizing traffic impacts 
associated with the project and is fully cognizant of the 
importance of this issue to the local community.  
Because of the importance of this issue and others, 
FRWA has identified several measures to reduce and 
minimize impacts and has incorporated those measures 
into the project.  These measures are specifically 
described under Environmental Commitments on pages 
2-44 through 2-51 of the Draft EIR/EIS.  Because these 
environmental commitments are part of the project, they 
are not discussed in detail in Chapter 12 as mitigation 
measures but will be implemented as environmental 

commitments of the project.  In particular, the general 
construction measures described on page 2-44, the traffic 
control plan on page 2-45, the dust suppression plan 
described on page 2-46, and the trench safety plan 
described on page 2-50 will reduce construction-related 
impacts. Detailed plans for minimizing traffic impacts 
would be developed as part of the traffic control plan, 
and could include tunneling under affected intersections 
so as to avoid impacts. As noted in the discussion of 
General Construction Measures on page 2-44 of the draft 
EIR/EIS, these measures will be finalized after 
additional community outreach and design.   

 
FRWA is also committed to working with all local 
jurisdictions, including the City of Sacramento and its 
appropriate departments and divisions, to minimize 
construction-related effects.  For example, as noted 
under the traffic control plan, FRWA will follow the 
standard construction specifications and procedures of 
the local jurisdictions.  FRWA believes that because 
these measures will be fully implemented, because 
construction-related effects will be temporary, and 
because much of the alignment is not located within 
developed rights-of-way, construction-related effects 
have appropriately been identified as less-than-
significant impacts. 

 
L18-2. It is somewhat speculative to discuss the cumulative 

impacts of the projects listed in this comment as they are 
not all necessarily additive either geographically or 
temporally.  In addition, the actual timing at any specific 
location has not been scheduled for any of these projects.  
FRWA has been and will continue to be very active in 
coordinating with each of the projects discussed in this 
comment.  Ultimately, it will be the responsibility of 
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each project to implement appropriate mitigation 
measures for impacts associated with each action.  As 
described above, FRWA is committed to implementing 
appropriate environmental commitments to ensure that 
construction-related effects are minimized to the greatest 
extent feasible.  FRWA is also committed to working 
closely with the City and the other project proponents in 
the implementation of all such environmental 
commitment/mitigation programs during construction. 
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City of Sacramento, Department of Utilities Responses to 
Comments (Letter L19)  
 
General Comments 
 
L19-1.  FRWA agrees with the commitments referenced in the 

comment, and they are reflected in the project update 
and mitigation measures included in the final EIR/EIS. 

 
L19-2. The information provided in this final EIR/EIS is 

consistent with the requests made in the comment. 
 
L19-3. See master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
L19-4. The FRWP would not result in any impacts on the 

Cosumnes River. The Zone 40 Water Supply Master 
Plan EIR does address potential impacts on the 
Cosumnes River that may result from implementation of 
the Master Plan. 

 
L19-5. Comments received at the December 9, 2003, City of 

Sacramento Council Meeting and responses to those 
comments are included in Chapter 10, “Public Hearing 
Comments.” 

 
Specific Comments 
 
L19-1. FRWA and SCWA acknowledge that the present 

wheeling agreement does not provide for moving all of 
SCWA’s P.L. 101-514 CVP contract water through City 
facilities.  The agencies also acknowledge that the 
amount of this water that can be wheeled is subject to 
available capacity and that other conditions must be met 

before the entire amount can be moved through City 
facilities. 

 
L19-2. The summary of environmental impacts and available 

mitigation measures has been updated accordingly and is 
included in Chapter 2, “Project Update,” in this final 
EIR/EIS. 

 
L19-3. FRWA and Reclamation agree that considerable input 

has been received with regard to aesthetic and visual 
impacts associated with construction and operation of 
the river intake structure and that extensive outreach and 
community involvement have resulted in modifications 
to the design of the intake structure.  A description of 
those changes and commitments made by FRWA and 
Reclamation are included in Chapter 2, “Project 
Update,” in this final EIR/EIS. 

 
L19-4. The revision is accepted. 
 
L19-5. The request to show jurisdictional boundaries is noted. 
 
L19-6. See master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
L19-7. See response to specific comment L19-1, above. 
 
L19-8. The description of the location of the intake facility has 

been revised to more fully describe the adjacent land 
uses, including the South Pocket neighborhood. Figure 
2-1 included in Chapter 2 of this final EIR/EIS shows 
the revised intake facility layout and the adjacent 
residences. Regarding the basis for selecting the specific 
distances that should be maintained between the intake 
location and various pollutant discharges, please see 
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master response on Intake Site Selection Process and 
Design. 

 
L19-9a.  The project description has been revised accordingly and 

is included in Chapter 2, “Project Update,” included in 
this final EIR/EIS along with figure 2-1. 

 
L19-9b.  The required analyses of any potential adverse impacts 

that construction and operation of the facilities may have 
on the adjacent South Pocket residential neighborhood 
were included in the draft EIR/EIS.  Examples of these 
analyses are found in Chapters 10, “Land Use,” 12, 
“Traffic and Transportation,” 13, “Air Quality,” 14, 
“Noise,” 15, “Public Health and Safety,” and 16, “Visual 
Resources.”   

 
L19-10. Mechanical dewatering equipment was considered as an 

alternative to settling basins during the technical 
analyses supporting the draft EIR/EIS.  However, 
mechanical dewatering would require additional 
equipment housed in an on-site facility.  Also, large 
truck traffic would be required at the site on a regular 
basis.  These items (additional facilities and truck traffic) 
would be expected to create additional noise and air 
quality impacts at the site. These impacts would be 
expected to occur on a regular basis since sediment 
would have to be continuously handled, dewatered, and 
hauled off-site.  While the mechanical dewatering 
equipment itself could be housed in a structure with 
effective acoustical treatment to limit noise, large 
sediment hauling trucks would need to travel to and 
from the site on a regular basis.  This activity would 
generate air quality impacts from truck exhaust and 
would also generate noise related to truck operations and 

the operation of roll-up doors so trucks could pull 
through the facility.  A mechanical dewatering facility 
would occupy a similar amount of space as the settling 
basins.  Given these relative impacts, plus more 
extensive operations and maintenance requirements and 
higher cost, the mechanical dewatering facility was 
eliminated from further consideration because it did not 
provide any apparent benefit and would probably result 
in additional detrimental impacts.   

 
L19-11. No chemical use is planned for the settling basins 

located at the intake site.  The sediment collected in the 
intake site settling basins is expected to be the larger and 
heavier particles occurring in the river water as it is 
diverted through the pump station.  These particles 
would be settled from the moving flowstream in the 
forebay between the fish screen and the pumps.  The 
sediment would be collected from the floor of the 
forebay and pumped in a slurry to the settling basins.  
Generally speaking, only the larger sediment particles 
would settle by gravity in the pump station forebay and 
the smaller particles would be pumped into the pipeline. 
The settling basins will be designed for a significantly 
lower flow velocity than the pump station forebay, so all 
captured sediment is expected to readily settle in the 
basins without the need for chemical aids.  

 
L19-12. The terminal settling basins would be sized to handle 

100 MGD. 
 
L19-13. The comment is correct that Table 2-4, Footnote 3, 

should refer the City of Sacramento’s Sacramento River 
Water Treatment Plant (SRWTP). 
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L19-14. The revision is accepted. 
 
L19-15a.  A FRWA representative will be available 24 hours per 

day, 7 days a week, during construction.  
 
L19-15b. A community advisory committee will be formed to 

oversee mitigation of local construction impacts.  
 
L19-15c. The Environmental Commitments section of Chapter 2 

in the draft EIR/EIS provides adequate detail for 
mitigation measures under CEQA and NEPA. In 
particular, the environmental commitments made under 
the “General Construction Measures” section provide the 
specific types of mitigation that will be implemented. 
The last sentence on page 2-44 simply states that FRWA 
will provide even more detail and finalize the plan once 
the design-level details are worked out in association 
with the community. This is a level of detail that is 
beyond that required by CEQA and NEPA and cannot be 
determined until the design reaches its final stages.  

 
L19-16. As described in the draft EIR/EIS on page 2-45 under 

Environmental Commitments, Erosion and Sediment 
Control Plan, FRWA and Reclamation’s Erosion and 
Sediment Control Plan “…will include all the necessary 
local jurisdiction requirements…”.  This would include 
the City of Sacramento ordinances referenced in the 
comment. 

 
L19-17. FRWA does not expect the City of Sacramento to 

modify its discharge operations. 
 
L19-18. See master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 

L19-19. It is not within the scope of the FRWP draft EIR/EIS to 
analyze and determine whether there are any potentially 
significant water quality impacts associated with City of 
Sacramento combined sewer discharges and stormwater 
discharges to the Sacramento River.  The City of 
Sacramento is responsible for ensuring that its discharge 
activities are in compliance with applicable water quality 
regulations and permits.  FRWA is responsible for 
analyzing whether the project adversely affects the City 
of Sacramento’s ability to comply with applicable 
regulations and permits.  As described in the draft 
EIR/EIS in Chapter 2, Environmental Commitments, 
Coordinated Operations between Freeport Regional 
Water Authority and Sacramento Regional County 
Sanitation District [need to add city of Sacramento to 
title], FRWA has committed to “… coordinate their 
operations to avoid potential conflicts between FRWA 
diversions and City of Sacramento combined sewer 
system discharges and urban runoff/stormwater 
discharges.” As stated above in response L19-17, FRWA 
does not expect the City of Sacramento to modify its 
discharge operations.  

 
L19-20. The number of developed parks and open space areas 

provided by the City, and more specifically those in the 
South Sacramento area, has been updated accordingly.  
This information does not change the analysis included 
in the draft EIR/EIS. 

 
L19-21. FRWA has already initiated coordination with the City’s 

Alternative Transportation Modes Coordinator during 
preparation of the Draft EIR/EIS and will continue that 
coordination through completion of project construction.  
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Also, see the master response for the Intake Site 
Selection Process for additional information. 

 
L19-22. The exact pipeline alignment has not yet been 

determined in some locations, including the Bill Conlin 
Sports Complex.  The actual alignment will be further 
developed during future engineering analyses and the 
final design of the system.  The construction schedule 
restrictions and other measures listed by the City of 
Sacramento Parks to help minimize impacts to the site 
appear reasonable and every effort will be made to fully 
coordinate the pipeline work with the existing and 
planned uses for the area.  Also, the completed pipeline 
is not likely to result in significant long-term recreational 
use restrictions for the site.  However, as described 
below, Impact 6-2, in Chapter 6, “Recreation,” is being 
modified to better clarify the potential impacts raised by 
the City of Sacramento and more fully explain how the 
Environmental Commitments described in Chapter 2 of 
the draft EIR/EIS would minimize these impacts.   

 
Impact 6-2:  Temporary Disruption to Recreational 
Opportunities during Construction of the Pipeline 
from the Freeport Intake Facility to the Zone 40 
Surface WTP/FSC 
 
Construction of any of the pipeline alignment 
alternatives that connect the intake facility with the 
Zone 40 Surface WTP and the FSC would 
temporarily disrupt recreation facilities within the 
City of Sacramento, the South Sacramento area, and 
the Southgate Recreation and Parks District.  As 
described in Chapter 2 of the draft EIR/EIS, “Project 
Description,” FRWA has incorporated several 

environmental commitments into the FRWP 
alternatives in order to avoid, minimize, or mitigate 
effects associated with the proposed project.  Those 
environmental commitment measures identified by 
FRWA that would be implemented as appropriate in 
order to avoid or reduce potential impacts to 
recreational resources associated with construction 
of the pipeline alignment alternatives include the 
following:   

 
 replacement of existing landscaping impacted by 

construction (page 2-44 of the draft EIR/EIS); 
 

 coordination with planned improvements (e.g., 
raised medians, turn lanes, street alignments) to 
minimize disruptions associated with two or 
more projects and other projects (e.g., light rail) 
(page 2-44 of the draft EIR/EIS);  
 

 restoration of community facilities (e.g., parks, 
golf courses, trails including all features 
associated with the Bill Conlin/Freeport Shores 
Complex and the Wildhawk Golf Course) 
affected by construction to preproject conditions 
(page 2-44 of the draft EIR/EIS),  
 

 development and implementation of a project 
planning, coordination, and communication plan 
which will ensure that all environmental 
commitments are implemented consistent with 
local agency policies and that any potential 
conflicts with other activities are limited (page 
2-51 of the draft EIR/EIS), and 
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 implementation of a traffic control plan (page 2-
45 of the draft EIR/EIS).  This plan will 
maintain access, provide alternate routes, and 
minimize potential traffic impacts to recreational 
facilities, including parks, sidewalks, bike lanes, 
and recreation trails, along the pipeline 
alignments during construction. 

 
More specifically, FRWA will coordinate the 
location and design, including any permanent 
surface features (e.g., manholes), associated with the 
pipeline with existing and planned improvements to 
recreational facilities, including the Bill 
Conlin/Freeport Shores sports complex and the 
Wildhawk golf course.  FRWA’s coordination will 
also include construction schedule information, 
allowing for the City of Sacramento Parks 
Department and the Southgate Recreation and Parks 
District or any other recreation agency to address 
and manage ahead of time for the temporary closure 
of facilities and relocation of recreational activities, 
including locating replacement facilities if 
necessary.  To the extent feasible, construction 
through recreational facilities will occur during the 
off-seasons (e.g., September to November).  
Additionally, if any location within a recreational 
facility is used for jacking the pipeline for trenchless 
construction methods (i.e., tunneling), this operation 
will be performed in parallel with trench 
construction of the pipeline to minimize downtime 
of these recreational facilities. Overall, to the extent 
feasible, existing features within the recreational 
facilities will be preserved, including any existing 
landscaping. All features that can not be preserved 

will be replaced following pipeline installation. With 
implementation of these environmental 
commitments, the impact on recreation will be less 
than significant. 

 
L19-23. Special status species surveys are scheduled to be 

conducted in spring/summer 2004, which coincides with 
the best time of year for plant identification. 

 
L19-24. FRWA has coordinated with DFG and will continue to 

do so through the California Endangered Species Act 
process. The mitigation measures identified in the draft 
EIR/EIS is adequate for purposes of CEQA and NEPA.  

 
L19-25. In general, surveys will be conducted in spring/summer 

2004, subject to species requirements (e.g., when species 
presence can be determined). 

 
L19-26. Suggested changes to land use descriptions have been 

made in Table 10-1.  These changes do not affect the 
results of the impact analysis. 

 
L19-27. As stated under Environmental Commitments, Traffic 

Control Plan, in Chapter 2 of the draft EIR/EIS, FRWA 
will consult with emergency service providers and 
develop an emergency access plan for emergency 
vehicles’ access in and adjacent to the construction zone.  
Some of the existing major emergency routes servicing 
the community and emergency facilities in the area (e.g., 
hospitals, fire stations) Interstate 5, State Route 99, 
Meadowview Road, Florin Road, and Power Inn Road.  
A complete list of existing major emergency routes and 
community and emergency facilities in the area will be 
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included in the traffic control plan for construction 
activities. 

 
L19-28. FRWA is actively coordinating the pipeline location 

within the existing and proposed Cosumnes River Blvd 
corridor with all of the entities/utilities described in the 
comment.  Recently, the location of the new pipeline in 
the Cosumnes River Blvd extension was coordinated 
with the SRCSD Lower Northwest Interceptor and the 
City’s proposed new road section.  That coordination is 
ongoing.  Additionally, the location of the pipeline 
relative to the proposed light rail and SAFCA projects is 
actively being coordinated.  Currently, the SAFCA and 
light rail projects are not completely defined and FRWA 
is actively participating in coordination efforts with the 
various project teams.  These efforts are expected to 
continue throughout the implementation process for all 
of the projects in that portion of the corridor. FRWA’s 
goal is to work with these other agencies and project 
teams to cooperatively utilize the existing corridor to 
everyone’s mutual benefit while minimizing impacts to 
the public and the surrounding neighborhoods. 

 
L19-29. SR 160 was not included in the introductory description.  

However, it was included in the analysis.  The suggested 
change to page 12-1 has been made, but this change does 
not affect the results of the impact analysis. 

 
L19-30. The comment correctly identifies Freeport Boulevard as 

a two-lane road at the proposed intake facility.  The 
suggested change to page 12-2 has been made, but this 
change does not affect the results of the impact analysis. 

 

L19-31. The comment correctly identifies the presence of the 
inactive railroad crossing at the Freeport Boulevard 
access point.  FRWA will coordinate with the State 
Parks Department and Public Utilities Commission 
regarding a permit as the project planning process 
proceeds. 

 
L19-32. The railroad track adjacent to the intake site is currently 

inactive, and there is no traffic signal currently at the 
intersection of the site access road and Freeport 
Boulevard.  Should the tracks become active or the 
signal operational prior to construction of the intake, 
FRWA will incorporate the new facilities into the 
construction traffic control plan. 

 
L19-33. Similar to the response to comment L19-31, there is an 

inactive railroad line running parallel to Freeport 
Boulevard on its western side.  This railroad line was 
formerly referred to as the Walnut Grove Branch of the 
Southern Pacific Railroad, and it is currently owned by 
the State Parks Department.  The Walnut Grove Branch 
of the Southern Pacific Railroad was evaluated for its 
value as a historic resource in the Cultural Resources 
chapter of this draft EIR/EIS.  There is some speculation 
that the State Parks Department may operate this line at 
some time in the future.  The construction and operation 
of the FRWP will not affect the ability of the railroad 
line to operate in the future.  As previously stated in the 
response to comment L19-31, FRWA will coordinate 
with the State Parks Department and Public Utilities 
Commission regarding a permit as the project planning 
process proceeds. 
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L19-34. As the comment notes, Florin Road could be used as a 
haul route within the City of Sacramento.  However, this 
does not change the results of the analysis in the Draft 
EIR/EIS. 

 
L19-35. Chapter 2, Project Update of the Final EIR/EIS includes 

revisions to the project description. Additionally, during 
the detailed design process, FRWA will: 

 
 submit its proposed traffic control plan to all 

agencies with jurisdiction in the affected area prior 
to construction, including the City of Sacramento’s 
traffic engineering division and right-of-way 
manager; 

 
 submit detailed pipeline construction plans to all 

agencies with jurisdiction in the affected area, 
including the City of Sacramento’s Department of 
Public Works and Utilities.  This will include plans 
for repairing roadways damaged as a result of 
construction activities. 

 
L19-36. Given the character of the sediment expected in the 

basins, the planned operational mode, the distance to 
neighboring properties, and the landscape buffer 
proposed between the basins and the neighboring land 
uses, FRWA determined that a detailed odor potential 
investigation was not warranted.  

 
The sediment collected in the settling basins is expected 
primarily to be the larger and heavier particles occurring 
in the river water as it is diverted through the pump 
station.  These larger particles would be expected to 
settle in the pump station forebay.  That settled material 

would be collected from the floor of the forebay and 
pumped to the settling basins.  Generally speaking, the 
majority of the smaller particles won’t settle in the 
forebay and would be pumped into the pipeline.  Most 
odor causing particles are organic material, which would 
generally be found with the smaller and lighter particles 
and would also be pumped into the pipeline.  Therefore, 
they would not be expected to be deposited in the 
settling ponds in significant quantities.   
 
Also, no chemicals are planned to aid in sediment 
settling within the basins.  The expected result of this 
practice is that the sediment collected in the basins will 
be mostly inert sand and larger silt particles.  Odors 
during drying of this type of material are expected to be 
minimal and unobjectionable.   
 
Also, during normal basin operations, a continuously 
refreshed flow of water would be moving through the 
basins.  This water would cover the settled sediments in 
the basins and further limit the already minor odor 
production from the submerged sediments.  Flow rates 
are expected to be high enough to prevent the formation 
of stagnant water and related odors.  Therefore, an odor 
potential would exist only during summer sediment 
drying and basin cleaning operations, which, as noted 
above, are not expected to be significant for the larger 
sand and silt particles.   
 
Given the distance from the proposed basins to the 
surrounding land uses, and the proposed landscape 
buffers, diffusion of minor odors into the overall air 
stream is expected to be effective for further diluting the 
minimal onsite odor impact of the facility into the 

 
Freeport Regional Water Project  

6-123
  March 2004

J&S 03-072

 



Freeport Regional Water Authority and the  
U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation 

 Chapter 6.   Local Agency Comments
City of Sacramento, Department of Utilities (L19)

 

 
 

surrounding air mass. It is also expected that operation 
of the settling basins will generate less odor than the 
periodic waste vegetation handling activities that are 
currently conducted on the site.  In conclusion, because 
the relatively large-diameter size of the sediments to be 
removed and the absence of small particle size organic-
laden sediment, odor issues related to the accumulated 
sediment are not expected. 
  

L19-37. FRWA will conduct visual pre- and post-construction 
home inspections, with photographic and/or 
videographic records and will compensate homeowners 
if any damage is caused as a result of project 
construction. 

 
L19-38. The operational noise impacts from the compressors and 

surge tanks at the intake facility are addressed in the 
draft EIR/EIS under Significant Operation-Related 
Noise Impacts on pages 14-30 and 31.  In the draft 
EIR/EIS, these impacts were found to be significant and 
unavoidable even after available mitigation is 
implemented.  However, after further evaluation and 
design work, FRWA has identified several measures that 
can be implemented into the design of the intake facility 
and appurtenant facilities (e.g., compressors, surge 
tanks, electrical transformers) that will reduce noise 
levels associated with these facilities to less-than-
significant levels.  See the master response for the Intake 
Site Selection Process and Design for further detail on 
this subject. 

 
L19-39. As described in Chapter 14 of the draft EIR/EIS, 

Mitigation Measure 14-1 (page 14-25), FRWA and 
Reclamation will provide noise shielding to the extent 

feasible, and the designated noise disturbance 
coordinator will be responsible for responding to 
complaints regarding construction noise and ensuring 
that reasonable measures are implemented to correct any 
problems.  

 
L19-40. As discussed in response to comment L19-38, FRWA 

has identified several measures that can be implemented 
into the design of the intake facility and appurtenant 
facilities (e.g., compressors, surge tanks, electrical 
transformers) that will reduce noise levels associated 
with these facilities to less-than-significant levels.  As 
described in Chapter 2, Project Update of this final 
EIR/EIS, FRWA has committed to design the intake 
facilities so that noise will remain at or below 
background noise levels.  As a part of this commitment, 
FRWA will monitor noise levels once the intake 
structure is operational to ensure compliance.  

 
L19-41. FRWA will implement measures to control rodents and 

vermin prior to the start of construction.  Measures will 
include best management practices to limit the 
disturbance of rodents/vermin.  In addition, FRWA will 
work with Sacramento-Yolo Mosquito & Vector Control 
District in conjunction with a professional contractor to 
trap/eliminate rodents/vermin throughout the 
construction period. 

 
L19-42. As the comment states, the analysis included in the draft 

EIR/EIS identifies that the intake structure could 
produce new erosion and scour unless countermeasures 
are provided.  However, as stated in Chapter 2, “Project 
Description,” under Environmental Commitments, 
Hydrologic Simulation Modeling and Scour Analysis 
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(page. 2-48), “FRWA will complete an analysis to 
determine the potential for adverse effects related to 
scour of levees or the natural channel as a result of in-
channel construction or placement of the intake facility.  
The analysis will identify measures for minimizing or 
avoiding adverse effects related to scour, erosion, and 
sedimentation.”  The first phase of this analysis was 
completed as part of preparing the draft EIR/EIS.  A 
subsequent, more refined analysis will be carried out in 
conjunction with the California Reclamation Board 
encroachment permit process.  The California 
Reclamation Board is charged specifically with 
regulating encroachments in the flood control system in 
a manner that will ensure there is no loss of integrity in 
the flood control system. 

 
L19-43. The California Reclamation Board and the Sacramento 

Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA) have both 
received copies of the draft EIR/EIS, which includes the 
flood control analysis (Volume 2, Appendix D, 
“Hydraulic Modeling Report”).  While formal comments 
were not submitted by either agency, preliminary 
coordination discussions and/or comments made at 
public meetings indicate that they concur with FRWA’s 
findings.  However, the Reclamation Board and SAFCA 
will both review the hydraulic modeling report and 
future, more detailed design information and hydraulic 
modeling reports before issuing the required 
Reclamation Board encroachment permit to FRWA and 
Reclamation. 

 
L19-44. The comment is correct in stating that the only chemical 

use anticipated at the intake site is sodium hypochlorite.  
 

L19-45. The comment is correct in stating that the City’s former 
Meadowview Sewage Treatment Plant adjacent to the 
proposed intake site is used by the City of Sacramento’s 
Department of Utilities and not the Sacramento Regional 
County Sanitation District.  However, this does not 
change the results of the analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

 
L19-46. As stated in the draft EIR/EIS in Chapter 16, “Visual 

Resources,” (page 16-19), FRWA is committed to 
implementing a public process regarding the 
architectural design of the facility and addressing such 
issues as visual buffers and lighting standards.  The 
architectural measures recommended for consideration 
in the comment letter will be included for consideration 
in the design process. 

 
L19-47. The additional information provided regarding the 

Victory Trees along Freeport Boulevard near the intake 
site is noted.  Consistent with the comment, the draft 
EIR/EIS recognizes that the Victory Trees have been 
evaluated and determined eligible for the National 
Register of Historic Places.  The description in the 
setting section on page 17-6 will be modified 
accordingly.  However, this does not change the results 
of the analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS. 
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Response to Comments of Delta Protection Commission (Letter 
L20) 
 
 
L20-1. Please see comments to Delta Protection Commission’s 

1/24/04 letter (L24), which supersede comments made in 
this letter. 
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Response to Comments of Yolo County (Letter L21) 
 
L21-1. The Yolo County Board of Supervisors’ support for the 

intake site considered in the draft EIR/EIS and the 
analysis that led to its selection is noted.  
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Response to Comments of Delta Protection Commission (Letter 
L22) 
 
L22-1.  Please see comments to Delta Protection Commission’s 

1/24/04 letter (Letter L24), which supersede comments made 
in this letter. 
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Response to Comments of the City of Sacramento Department of 
Parks and Recreation (Letter L23) 
 
L23-1. The exact pipeline alignment has not yet been 

determined in some locations.  The actual alignment will 
be further developed during future engineering analyses 
and the final design of the system.  The construction 
schedule restrictions and other measures listed by the 
City of Sacramento Parks and Recreation District to help 
minimize impacts on the site appear reasonable, and 
every effort will be made to fully coordinate the pipeline 
work with the existing and planned uses for the area.  
Also, the completed pipeline is not likely to result in 
significant long-term recreational use restrictions for the 
site.  However, as described below, Impact 6-2, in 
Chapter 6, “Recreation,” is being modified to better 
clarify the potential impacts raised by the City of 
Sacramento and more fully explain how the 
Environmental Commitments described in Chapter 2 of 
the draft EIR/EIS would minimize these impacts.   

 
Impact 6-2:  Temporary Disruption to Recreational 
Opportunities during Construction of the Pipeline from 
the Freeport Intake Facility to the Zone 40 Surface 
WTP/FSC 

 
Construction of any of the pipeline alignment 
alternatives that connect the intake facility with the Zone 
40 Surface WTP and the FSC would temporarily disrupt 
recreation facilities within the City of Sacramento, the 
South Sacramento area, and the Southgate Recreation 
and Parks District.  As described in Chapter 2 of the 
draft EIR/EIS, “Project Description,” FRWA has 

incorporated several environmental commitments into 
the FRWP alternatives in order to avoid, minimize, or 
mitigate effects associated with the proposed project.  
Those environmental commitments identified by FRWA 
that would be implemented as appropriate in order to 
avoid or reduce potential impacts on recreational 
resources associated with construction of the pipeline 
alignment alternatives include:   

 
• replacement of existing landscaping affected by 

construction (page 2-44 of the draft EIR/EIS); 
 

• coordination with planned improvements (e.g., 
raised medians, turn lanes, street alignments) to 
minimize disruptions associated with those projects 
and other projects (e.g., light rail) (page 2-44 of the 
draft EIR/EIS);  
 

• restoration of community facilities (e.g., parks, golf 
courses, trails including all features associated with 
the Bill Conlin/Freeport Shores Complex and the 
Wildhawk Golf Course) affected by construction to 
preproject conditions (page 2-44 of the draft 
EIR/EIS),  

 
• development and implementation of a project 

planning, coordination, and communication plan that 
will ensure that all environmental commitments are 
implemented consistent with local agency policies 
and that any potential conflicts with other activities 
are limited (page 2-51 of the draft EIR/EIS), and 
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• implementation of a traffic control plan (page 2-45 
of the draft EIR/EIS).  This plan will maintain 
access, provide alternate routes, and minimize 
potential traffic impacts on recreational facilities, 
including parks, sidewalks, bike lanes, and 
recreation trails, along the pipeline alignments 
during construction. 

 
More specifically, FRWA will coordinate the location 
and design, including any permanent surface features 
(e.g., manholes), associated with the pipeline with 
existing and planned improvements to recreational 
facilities, including the Bill Conlin/Freeport Shores 
sports complex and the Wildhawk golf course.  FRWA’s 
coordination will also include construction schedule 
information, allowing the City of Sacramento Parks 
Department and the Southgate Recreation and Parks 
District or any other recreation agency to address and 
manage ahead of time for the temporary closure of 
facilities and relocation of recreational activities, 
including locating replacement facilities if necessary.  
To the extent feasible, construction through recreational 
facilities will occur during the off-seasons (e.g., 
September to November).  Additionally, if any location 
within a recreational facility is used for jacking the 
pipeline for trenchless construction methods (i.e., 
tunneling), this operation will be performed in parallel 
with trench construction of the pipeline to minimize 
downtime of these recreational facilities.  Overall, to the 
extent feasible, existing features within the recreational 
facilities will be preserved, including any existing 
landscaping.  All features that cannot be preserved will 
be replaced following pipeline installation.  With 

implementation of these environmental commitments, 
the impact on recreation will be less than significant. 

 
L23-2. As described on page 6-23 of the draft EIR/EIS under 

Impact 6-8, the location of the intake facility at the 
proposed site does not preclude implementation of 
planned recreational improvements described in the 
Sacramento River Parkway Plan or the Pocket Area 
Community Plan.  Furthermore, as described above 
under response L23-1, FRWA has committed to 
development and implementation of a project planning, 
coordination, and communication plan that will ensure 
that all environmental commitments are implemented 
consistent with local agency policies and that any 
potential conflicts with other activities are limited (page 
2-51 of the draft EIR/EIS).  Adequate coordination 
during the detailed design phase will allow the FRWP 
and the proposed recreational improvements to coexist 
and possibly complement one another. 
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Response to Comments—Delta Protection Commission (Letter 
L24) 
 
L24-1. As the comment notes, portions of the FRWP are located 

within the Secondary Zone of the Delta, directly east of 
the boundary between the Primary Zone of the Delta and 
the Secondary Zone of the Delta.  At the location of the 
intake site, the boundary between the Primary Zone and 
Secondary Zone is the middle of the Sacramento River, 
as defined by the Delta Protection Act.  The components 
of the FRWP that lie within the Secondary Zone include 
the intake site and approximately 1-1.5 miles of the 
pipeline alignment. The intent of the Delta Protection 
Act is to guide the conservation and enhancement of the 
natural resources of the Delta, while sustaining 
agriculture and meeting increased recreational demand. 
As indicated by the analysis in the draft EIR/EIS, 
implementation of the FRWP will have minimal impacts 
on the environment, including those under the 
jurisdiction of the Delta Protection Commission. The 
FRWP conforms with the Delta Protection 
Commission’s law and regional plan recommendations. 

 
L24-2. The comment is correct in identifying the agricultural 

lands immediately across the Sacramento River from the 
FRWP intake site. However, based on the results of the 
analysis in the draft EIR/EIS, there would be no 
significant short-term construction or long-term 
operational impacts on the productivity of those 
agricultural lands.  More specifically, no facilities are 
proposed to be located in Yolo County (see Chapter 2, 
Project Description) and all impacts on water supply and 
water quality were found to be less than significant (see 
Chapters 3 and 4 of the draft EIR/EIS, respectively). In 

summary, the analysis indicates that the FRWP would 
not have an effect on the existing agricultural land use 
within Yolo County. 

 
L24-3. The summary of the intake screening process supports 

the comment that the intake location at the City of 
Sacramento site would have less impact on agricultural 
land uses in the Delta Primary Zone when compared to 
the two Yolo County intake locations considered in the 
project development process. 

 
L24-4. The recreation chapter of the draft EIR/EIS does 

evaluate the impacts of the FRWP on recreation 
resources, including public access, and on visual 
resources.  In all cases, impacts on recreation and visual 
resources associated with the intake structure are found 
to be less than significant. The FRWP is consistent with 
the Delta Protection Commission’s law and regional 
plan recommendations.  

 
L24-5. The draft EIR/EIS does address the potential visual 

impacts associated with the various project elements and 
State Route (SR) 160.  The draft EIR/EIS identifies SR 
160 as an officially designated state scenic highway on 
page 16-5.  It goes on to explain that the intake structure 
and other related aboveground facilities will not be 
visible from most locations along SR 160 because of the 
distance of the roadway from the proposed structures, 
the difference in elevation between the roadway and the 
intake site (the roadway is lower than the proposed 
intake site), and because the levee and railroad tracks 
that are between SR 160 and the intake site frequently 
block the line of site from the roadway to the intake site.  
However, the draft EIR/EIS does reference FRWA’s 
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commitment to implement a public process regarding the 
architectural design of the intake facility and addressing 
such issues as visual buffers and lighting standards to 
minimize any impacts that may result from construction 
of the intake facility.  Construction of the pipeline that 
would cross under SR 160 will not result in substantial 
effects on visual resources as construction will be short-
term in nature; its long-term operation will not result in 
substantial effects on visual resources because the 
pipeline will be underground and the land surface will be 
restored similar to its original condition. 

 
L24-6. Consistent with CEQA and NEPA, the draft EIR/EIS 

accurately analyzes the impacts that the FRWP may 
have on existing and proposed recreation resources, 
including public access.  However, FRWA and 
Reclamation appreciate the recommendations made in 
the Delta Protection Commission’s regional plan 
regarding public access and recreation.  While public 
access is not a requirement under CEQA or NEPA, 
FRWA is discussing options for incorporating public 
access features into the project at the intake site that 
would generally be consistent with the Delta Protection 
Commission’s recommendations.  These discussions are 
currently underway with local government agencies, 
nearby residents, and members of the public.  This 
process will continue through the design phase, at which 
time any features agreed to will be incorporated into the 
design.  

 
L24-7. The summary of the intake screening process supports 

the comment that the intake location at the City of 
Sacramento site would have less impact on levee 
integrity in the Delta Primary Zone when compared to 

the two Yolo County intake locations considered in the 
project development process. 

 
L24-8. FRWA and USBR are aware of the Sacramento River 

Corridor Planning Forum and have coordinated with a 
majority of the agencies signatory to the Memorandum 
of Understanding that originally formed the Forum.  
FRWA plans to continue this coordination through the 
design process. The Sacramento River Corridor Planning 
Forum is currently transitioning its focus from the 
downtown reach of the river (from the confluence of the 
American River downstream to the entrance to the 
Deepwater Ship Channel) to those areas upstream and 
downstream of downtown Sacramento/West Sacramento 
(from the Fremont Weir downstream to Courtland). The 
FRWP intake facility is within this reach between 
downtown Sacramento and Courtland. The hydraulic 
modeling analysis conducted thus far for the FRWP is 
consistent with the guidance developed to date by the 
Forum.  The FRWP as described and analyzed in the 
draft EIR/EIS includes only facilities within the 
Sacramento River channel that are absolutely necessary, 
and the overall length of the intake structure would be 
approximately 225 feet.  All other facilities are located 
on the landside of the levee.  Furthermore, all facilities 
are situated in a manner that will allow routine and 
emergency levee inspections and maintenance activities 
as required by the California State Reclamation Board 
and the local maintaining agency.  
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Responses to Comments of Felix E. Smith (Letter Sp01) 
 
Sp01-1. FRWA is a joint powers agency formed under California 

law.  Joint powers agencies are common throughout 
California.  For example, in the Sacramento area, both 
the Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA) 
and the Sacramento Transportation Authority (STA) are 
joint powers agencies.  The FRWA is composed of two 
members each of the EBMUD and SCWA Boards of 
Directors.  The City of Sacramento participates as a non-
voting member. 

 
Sp01-2. The FRWP is consistent with the Water Forum 

Agreement.  By agreeing to move their contract delivery 
points from the lower American River to the Sacramento 
River, SCWA and EBMUD have developed a joint 
project that is consistent with the Water Forum 
Agreement and principles. 

 
Sp01-3. Reclamation and FRWA are fully aware of state law 

regarding protection of public trust values.  The FRWP 
is entirely consistent with Reclamation’s water rights 
and the protection of public trust values.  While 
EBMUD does currently retain the contractual ability to 
take delivery from the Folsom South Canal, that contract 
provision becomes active only if other points of 
diversion, including that contemplated as part of the 
FRWP, can not be implemented. 

 
Sp01-4. The CVP is operated to meet many objectives, including 

water quality and environmental protection.  The FRWP 
will not result in Reclamation’s inability to continue to 
meet its obligations.  Cumulative impacts on hydrology 
and water supply, water quality, and fisheries are fully 

disclosed in the draft EIR/EIS in Chapters 3, 4, and 5, 
respectively. 

 
Sp01-5. As noted in this comment, Reclamation is currently 

consulting with USFWS and NOAA Fisheries under 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act on its 
Operating Criteria and Plan (OCAP).  CVP operations, 
including deliveries to all CVP contractors, will be 
consistent with the results of this consultation.   

 
Sp01-6. The draft EIR/EIS fully discloses all potential 

environmental effects of the FRWP.  Where appropriate, 
mitigation measures have been identified to reduce 
significant impacts to less-than-significant levels.  As 
noted on page 21-3 of the draft EIR/EIS, a Mitigation 
Monitoring Plan will be developed prior to project 
approval. 

 
Sp01-7. See responses to comments Sp01-6 and Sp01-3 above.  

All potential significant effects of the FRWP alternatives 
were disclosed in the draft EIR/EIS.  FRWA intends to 
mitigate the significant impacts of the FRWP as required 
under CEQA. 

 
Sp01-8. Chapters 4 and 5 of the draft EIR/EIS fully disclose the 

potential impacts of the FRWP on water quality and 
fisheries.  Overall, the FRWP was found to have 
relatively minor environmental consequences.  Where 
appropriate, mitigation measures were identified. 

 
Sp01-9. SCWA and EBMUD agreed to form the FRWA and 

pursue the proposed project because both agencies will 
receive significant benefits by implementing a joint 
project, and environmental effects will be reduced 
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compared to each agency independently implementing a 
project. 

 
Sp01-10. See response to comment Sp-5 above. 
 
Sp01-11. The alternative suggested in this comment has been 

rigorously explored and evaluated in Reclamation and 
EBMUD’s 2001 REIR/SEIS for the Supplemental Water 
Supply Project and again in the detailed Alternatives 
Screening Report for the FRWP draft EIR/EIS (Volume 
2, Appendix B).  As described on pages 7-20 through 7-
24 of the Alternatives Screening Report, this alternative 
was not carried forward because it failed to meet several 
screening criteria. 

 
A Delta diversion alternative has two major 
shortcomings.  The low quality of Delta water during 
droughts is often insufficient to protect public health and 
could compromise project goals.  Equally important, the 
potential impacts of a Delta diversion on Delta water 
quality and Central Valley water supply are actually 
more adverse than a diversion at Freeport, making it an 
environmentally inferior alternative.  These two issues 
are discussed in detail as follows. 

EBMUD’s project goal is to improve its water supply 
reliability during droughts while maintaining a high-
quality water source to meet customer expectations and 
best protect public health (page S-5 to page S-7 in the 
draft EIR/EIS).  Delta water during droughts is often of a 
low quality and has a salinity much above established 
targets for municipal and industrial water supply.  For 
example, 71% of the chloride concentration 
measurements in Rock Slough (the closest location) 
collected by DWR’s Municipal Water Quality 
Investigation Program exceeded 100 mg/L during the 

1987 to 1992 drought.  The measurements averaged 141 
mg/L and ranged up to 303 mg/L , and are frequently 
above established targets for municipal and industrial 
water supply.  Details of these established targets are 
discussed in Section 4.1.2.1 in Volume 3 of the draft 
EIR/EIS.   

Furthermore, water at the Bixler diversion location is 
polluted by agricultural drainage discharged into Indian 
Slough and Werner Cut, where Bixler is located.  
Agricultural wastewater diverted at Bixler will end up in 
EBMUD’s municipal water supply.  Contaminants such 
as pesticides, fertilizers, and pathogens will lead to 
higher public health risks.  Diverting source water 
heavily contaminated with agricultural drainage 
contradicts the established state and federal principles of 
source water protection and multiple barrier approach for 
drinking water beneficial uses. 

A Delta diversion is not only ineffective in meeting 
EBMUD’s project goals, it would also lead to more 
adverse impacts on Delta water quality than a Freeport 
diversion.  Factors determining salinity in the Delta were 
summarized in Volume 3 of the draft EIR/EIS, Section 
4.1, “Affected Environment,” and in more detail in 
Section 4.2, “Modeling Methodology,” (in particular, 
pages 4-9 and 4-12).  These sections provide the 
background information for the following discussion. 

The key difference between a Bixler diversion and a 
Freeport diversion is that water diverted at Bixler would 
need to be conveyed through the Central Delta.  
Assuming that all key variables (Sacramento flow at 
Sacramento, other inflows, CVP and SWP exports, Delta 
consumptive use) are the same, a Bixler and a Freeport 
EBMUD diversion of the same rate will lead to the same 
Delta outflow.  The difference in impacts between the 
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alternatives on salinity west of the confluence 
(Collinsville) would be small.  However, the two 
diversion locations could have different impacts at D-
1641 compliance locations in the interior Delta.   

The difference in salinity effects in the interior Delta is 
the net result of two factors.  On one hand, a Bixler 
diversion would remove a tiny percentage of Delta 
drainage that a Freeport diversion would not, in 
particular the tailwater discharged into Werner Cut and 
Indian Slough.  This will lead to a slightly lower Delta 
salinity in the vicinity of Bixler (but at great expense to 
the quality of EBMUD’s water supply).  On the other 
hand, the south Delta diversion would lead to an 
increased southeasterly flow in Threemile Slough, 
Sherman Lake, and San Joaquin River at Collinsville.  
This will lead to increased seawater entrainment into the 
interior Delta (the “carriage water” or “Qwest” effect).  
A Bixler diversion would therefore lead to a higher 
salinity in the interior Delta, compared to that of a 
Freeport diversion.  The magnitude of this carriage water 
is highly variable and depends on the extent of seawater 
intrusion at the time, which in turn varies with 
antecedent Delta outflow and spring-neap phase of tide 
cycle (which determines tidal filling and draining of the 
Delta at the time), and to the magnitude of Delta exports 
and inflows. 

Estimates of the two key effects could be made as 
follows: 

Effect of increased seawater entrainment into the 
Delta—The “carriage water” corresponding to a Bixler 
diversion of 155 cfs would be 16, 31, or 47 cfs for 
carriage water of 10%, 20%, or 30%, respectively.  For a 
typical Delta outflow in late summer and fall of 
4,000 cfs, this translates into a higher salinity for a 

Bixler diversion of approximately 6 mg/L chloride at 
Rock Slough (based on salinity predictions of the G-
model at a steady state) for a carriage water level of 
30%.  Salinity at Jersey Point would be higher by 0.050 
mmho/cm. 

Effect of increased Delta drainage removal at Bixler—
The mean flow in Werner Cut, where a Bixler diversion 
would be located, is small relative to overall Delta flow 
and is about the same magnitude of the EBMUD 
pumping rate.  Based on a drainage salinity of 600 mg/L 
total dissolved solids and a combined tailwater discharge 
rate of 30 cfs from the five drainage discharges along 
Werner Cut, the maximum salinity impact of these 
discharges in Old River between Woodward Canal and 
West Canal would be less than 6 mg/L TDS or between 
1 and 2 mg/L chloride.  That is, even if a EBMUD 
Bixler diversion removes all the agricultural drainage 
discharged into Werner Cut, the salinity improvement at 
CCWD’s Old River (Los Vaqueros) intake and the 
Clifton Court Forebay intake would be no higher than 2 
mg/L in chloride concentration.  This salinity 
“improvement,” however, would come at a huge cost to 
the water quality and elevated public health risk in the 
EBMUD supply.  

Comparing the magnitudes of the two effects, it is clear 
that a Bixler diversion would lead to a higher salinity in 
interior Delta.  Of the two dominant factors, the increase 
in salinity due to a higher seawater entrainment (the 
“carriage water effect”) caused by a Bixler diversion 
would far outweigh the decrease in salinity due to 
agricultural drainage removal by the same Bixler 
diversion.  The perceived advantage that a Bixler 
diversion would benefit water quality in interior Delta is 
not supported by factual evidence. 
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Because this alternative has been suggested by several 
entities as one that could conceivably reduce 
environmental impacts, FRWA and Reclamation have 
conducted preliminary modeling to assess its potential 
impacts quantitatively.  To provide for a reasonable 
comparison of alternatives, this analysis also included a 
separate SCWA diversion at an upstream location.  As 
shown on page 7-24 of the Alternatives Screening 
Report, the modeled impacts of this alternative are 
essentially identical to those identified for the FRWP.  
Based on this information, there is no evidence that such 
an alternative would be environmentally superior to the 
proposed FRWP alternatives.  In addition, the 
Alternatives Screening Report found that this alternative 
is infeasible for a number of reasons discussed in detail 
on pages 7-25 and 7-26. 

 
Sp01-12. Each of the alternatives suggested in this comment was 

thoroughly explored in the FRWP draft EIR/EIS.  
EBMUD options for enlarging Camanche Reservoir and 
diverting water from the Delta were evaluated in the 
Alternatives Screening Report (Volume 2, Appendix B) 
and found to be infeasible.  An alternative involving 
enlarging Pardee Reservoir is fully evaluated in the draft 
EIR/EIS as Alternative 6. 

 
Sp01-13. EBMUD is not part of the Mokelumne River Water and 

Power Authority.  See also response to comment Sp01-
12 above.   

 
Sp01-14. As described in response to comment Sp01-5 above, 

Reclamation is in the process of consulting on its 
proposed OCAP.  That process is expected to be 
completed by summer 2004.  The process is open to the 

public, and documents will be available on 
Reclamation’s web site. 

 
Sp01-15. Reclamation and FRWA are not in control of the state’s 

water rights process.  Issues regarding appropriate 
minimum flows for the lower American River are 
separate from the FRWP and cannot be addressed in this 
EIR/EIS.  However, the FRWP facilities were sited on 
the Sacramento River below the confluence of the 
American River to facilitate the availability of water to 
provide adequate fishery flows in the American River.  

 
Sp01-16. This comment accurately describes overall project 

capacities.  However, proposed operations are 
substantially different from that discussed in this 
comment.  As shown in Figure 3-1 of the draft EIR/EIS 
and Table 3.4.2-10 in Volume 3, simulated SCWA 
diversions at the FRWP intake never exceed 80,000 
acre-feet in a water year and average approximately 
62,000 acre-feet.  The additional 10,000 acre-feet 
included in the discussion on page 1-8 will be diverted at 
the City of Sacramento’s Sacramento River Intake near 
the confluence with the American River.  Similarly, 
EBMUD’s capacity in the FRWP is 100 MGD or 
approximately 112,000 acre-feet per year.  However, as 
shown in Figure 3-1 of the draft EIR/EIS and Table 
3.4.2-3 of Volume 3, EBMUD’s maximum diversion 
from FRWP facilities is 99,000 acre-feet in a water year.  
This water will be provided through operation of CVP 
facilities.  In addition, SCWA is proposing to develop 
new water supplies through use of surplus water, and 
also plans to enter into one or more long-term water 
transfer agreements to meet its water supply needs.  A 
significant portion of SCWA’s proposed water supply is 

 
Freeport Regional Water Project  

7-10 
  March 2004

J&S 03-072

 



Freeport Regional Water Authority and the  
U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation 

 Chapter 7.  Special Interest Groups
Felix E. Smith (Sp01)

 
an assignment of a portion of SMUD’s CVP contract to 
SCWA. 

 
Sp01-17. There are currently no plans for use of the unused 

capacity of the FRWP facilities.  These facilities may 
provide additional regional benefits in the future by 
enabling regional water supply solutions.  However, no 
such plans have been identified at this time, and any 
such future plan will be required to provide a new source 
of water and will undergo appropriate separate 
environmental review. 

 
Sp01-18. SCWA’s purpose for proposing the FRWP is described 

in Chapter 1 of the draft EIR/EIS.  As noted in this 
comment, SCWA seeks water supplies and facilities to 
deliver surface water to the Zone 40 area. 

 
Sp01-19. See response to comment Sp-8 above. 
 
Sp01-20. Reclamation is fully cognizant of California water law as 

it pertains to operation of the CVP.  Reclamation 
operates the CVP in full compliance with state water 
rights permits and in close coordination with the State 
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) to preserve 
and protect public trust resources.  Reclamation and 
FRWA also recognize the County of Origin Act and the 
Delta Protection Act.  These statutes do not apply to 
EBMUD or SCWA to the extent that the source of water 
delivered to these entities is pursuant to Reclamation 
service contracts.  They are intended to provide the 
opportunity for those in protected areas to perfect water 
rights senior to Reclamation’s rights to export water 
originating in those protected areas.  Such later perfected 
rights might affect export supplies to the CVP, but 
Reclamation contracts do not guarantee specific 

amounts.  They all account for the possibility of reduced 
CVP supplies.  See also response to comment Sp01-11. 

 
Sp01-21. The California State Water Resources Control Board 

(SWRCB) issues water rights permits and licenses in 
California.  The “Racanelli Decision” confirmed the 
state’s right to modify water rights permits and licenses 
to protect public trust resources.  Reclamation 
contributes substantially to meeting water quality and 
environmental protection standards throughout the CVP 
and fully complies with all water right permit and 
license requirements. 

 
Sp01-22. See response to comment SP1-8. 
 
Sp01-23. See response to comment Sp01-8.  According to the 

detailed modeling conducted for the project (Figure 3-1), 
maximum EBMUD diversions never exceed 100,000 
acre-feet in a water year (October through September).  
In addition, the 133,000 acre-foot per year contract 
amount would be reduced during dry years (when 
EBMUD would be taking delivery of water) by up to 
50%.  All CVP contractors have equal access to “non 
storable project water” or surplus water.  EBMUD has 
no plan and no identified need to take delivery of such 
water.  This water is generally available in wet years and 
wet months when EBMUD’s own supplies are high and 
customer demands are low. 

 
Sp01-24. See response to comment Sp01-17 above.  In reality, 

EBMUD has no water rights or contracts that would 
allow it to divert any water supplies whatsoever except 
as described in the draft EIR/EIS.  Obtaining any new 
supplies would require EBMUD to enter into new 
contracts or agreements or pursue new water rights 
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through the SWRCB.  Any such activity would trigger 
additional environmental compliance and permitting 
requirements.  As noted above, EBMUD and SCWA 
fully expect reductions in their CVP contract amounts in 
dry years consistent with all other CVP municipal and 
industrial (M&I) contracts.  Potential effects on water 
supplies and water quality are fully disclosed in Chapters 
3 and 4 of the draft EIR/EIS.  No significant 
environmental effects were identified. 

 
Sp01-25. EBMUD has no plans to sell any portion of either its 

CVP or Mokelumne River water supplies.  Should any 
such transaction be proposed in the future, it would be 
subject to all appropriate state law, CVP contract 
requirements, and environmental review.  It would be 
cost-prohibitive for EBMUD to purchase, pump, and 
treat CVP supplies while selling its much less expensive 
Mokelumne River supplies. 

 
Sp01-26. The procedure for determining when water would be 

available from the CVP contract is appropriate.  Given 
the costs of using CVP water relative to Mokelumne 
River water, there is no incentive whatsoever for 
EBMUD to “manipulate its supply” to get below the 
500,000 acre-foot threshold established in its CVP 
contract. 

 
Sp01-27. As described fully on page 2-39 of the draft EIR/EIS, 

EBMUD diversions would cease when EBMUD’s CVP 
allocation for that contract year is reached, when the 
165,000 acre-foot limitation is reached, or when 
EBMUD no longer needs the water, whichever comes 
first. 

 

Sp01-28. See responses to comments Sp01-22 through Sp01-26.  
EBMUD’s CVP contract does not allow EBMUD 
diversions during “unneeded periods.”  EBMUD has no 
plans and no economic incentive for using CVP water in 
place of Mokelumne River water so that Mokelumne 
River water could be sold. 

 
Sp01-29. See response to comment Sp01-11 above.  It should also 

be noted that as a result of the project, there will be 
additional releases to the Mokelumne River as a result of 
the gainsharing provisions of EBMUD’s Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission license.  Growth inducement 
issues are fully disclosed in Chapter 20 of the draft 
EIR/EIS.  EBMUD is actively pursuing local 
groundwater storage/conjunctive use programs, such as 
the Bayside project, in its service area.  

 
Sp01-30. Figure 3-1 in the draft EIR/EIS clearly displays 

information on annual diversions by both EBMUD and 
SCWA as part of the FRWP.  In addition, Section 3.4.2 
of Volume 3 of the draft EIR/EIS displays more detailed 
monthly information regarding diversions by each 
agency.  This information is available at the project 
website; www.freeportproject.org. 

 
Sp01-31. See response to comment  Sp01-24 above. 
 
Sp01-32. See response to comment Sp01-5 above. 
 
Sp01-33. See response to comment Sp01-4 above. 
 
Sp01-34. The draft EIR/EIS fully discloses potential 

environmental effects of the FRWP and alternatives and, 
where appropriate, identifies mitigation measures to 
reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. 
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Sp01-35. See response to comment Sp01-8 above. 
 
Sp01-36. Chapter 5 of the draft EIR/EIS contains substantial 

analysis of potential project effects on lower American 
River (and other) fisheries.  In addition, Section 5 of 
Volume 3 contains the detailed temperature modeling 
results conducted for the FRWP.  Figure 5-2 shows that 
American River flows at Nimbus Dam are expected to 
be very similar with and without the project.  Figure 5-
11 shows that American River temperatures are almost 
the same with and without the project.  Tables 5-8 
through 5-13 show frequency of occurrence of the water 
temperature suitability index for Chinook salmon and 
steelhead life stages in the American, Trinity, 
Sacramento, and Feather Rivers.  Although minor 
changes in water temperatures may result from the 
FRWP, these changes would result in less-than-
significant impacts on fisheries.   

 
Sp01-37. See response to comment Sp01-35 above. 
 
Sp01-38. See response to comment Sp01-35 above. 
 
Sp01-39. See response to comment Sp01-35 above.   
 
Sp01-40. See response to comment Sp01-35 above.   
 
Sp01-41. See response to comment Sp01-35 above.   
 
Sp01-42. See response to comment Sp01-35 above.  American 

shad were not directly addressed in the draft EIR/EIS.  
However, as noted on page 5-1 of the draft EIR/EIS, it is 
Reclamation’s and FRWA’s professional judgment that 
effects on all important species and races are fully 

addressed by the analysis in Chapter 5 of the draft 
EIR/EIS.  Where the location and timing of project 
actions and the potential effects on a specific fish species 
or habitat are not captured by the analysis for the 
selected species, the specific effects on other species are 
described. 

 
Sp01-43. See response to comment Sp01-35 above. 
 
Sp01-44. Reclamation operates the CVP as an integrated system 

and makes daily operational decisions.  Reclamation 
schedules and coordinates releases from each of its 
reservoirs to meet its project obligations.  FRWP 
diversions will be steady and will not increase the need 
for short-term fluctuations in flows in Central Valley 
waterways.  In addition, to the extent that water is 
released from CVP reservoirs to directly meet FRWA 
demands, resulting river flows, and therefore stage, 
would be increased rather than decreased. 

 
Sp01-45. The potential environmental effects of the FRWP and 

alternatives on water supplies and quality are fully 
disclosed in Chapters 3 and 4 of the draft EIR/EIS.  
Where significant environmental effects were identified, 
mitigation measures were identified to reduce such 
effects to less-than-significant levels, where feasible. 

 
Sp01-46. See responses to comments Sp01-1 through Sp01-44 

above.  The draft EIR/EIS has evaluated impacts and 
proposed mitigation measures.  As noted in page 21-3 of 
the draft EIR/EIS, a Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Plan will be contained in the final EIR/EIS. 

 
Sp01-47. See response to comment Sp01-15 above. 
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Sp01-48. FRWA and Reclamation acknowledge that Delta water 

can be treated to meet drinking water standards.  At the 
same time, prudent public policy dictates that water 
supply agencies responsible for ultimately providing 
high quality drinking water to nearly 2 million people 
should seek the highest quality source available as 
confirmed by the Hodge decision.  While Delta water 
could be treated to achieve essentially the same water 
quality as EBMUD’s Pardee Reservoir supply, such 
treatment would require highly advanced and costly 
technology (such as reverse osmosis).  Alternatives 
involving such technology were thoroughly evaluated in 
the Alternatives Screening Report in the draft FRWP 
EIR/EIS (Volume 2, Appendix B).  These alternatives 
were found to be infeasible for a variety of reasons and 
were not found to produce substantially fewer 
environmental effects compared to the FRWP 
alternatives considered in the draft EIR/EIS. 

 
Sp01-49. As described on page 1-18 of the draft EIR/EIS, 

EBMUD does not have any current permit to divert 
water at the Bixler location.  The facilities have been 
dismantled and are no longer operational. 

 
Sp01-50. See response to comment Sp01-11 above.   
 
Sp01-51. See response to comment Sp01-13 above.  The draft 

EIR/EIS evaluates Alternative 6, Enlarge Pardee 
Reservoir. 

 
Sp01-52. Potential effects on recreation opportunities, including 

those described in this comment, are fully evaluated in 
Chapter 6 of the draft EIR/EIS.  Certain significant 
environmental impacts were identified, as were feasible 
mitigation measures. 
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Response to Comments of the Save the American River 
Association (Letter Sp02) 
 
Sp02-1. The alternative mentioned in this comment has been 

rigorously explored and evaluated in Reclamation and 
EBMUD’s 2001 REIR/SEIS for the Supplemental Water 
Supply Project and again in the detailed Alternatives 
Screening Report for the FRWP EIR/EIS (Volume 2, 
Appendix B).  As described on pages 7-20 through 7-24 
of the Alternatives Screening Report, this alternative was 
not carried forward because it failed to meet several of 
the detailed alternatives screening criteria.  Because this 
alternative has been suggested by several entities as one 
that could conceivably reduce environmental impacts, 
FRWA and Reclamation conducted preliminary 
modeling for the alternative.  To provide for a 
reasonable comparison of alternatives, this analysis also 
included a separate SCWA diversion at an upstream 
location.  See also response to comment Sp1-11 
previously.  As shown on page 7-24 of the Alternatives 
Screening Report, the modeling results of this alternative 
are essentially identical to those identified for the 
FRWP.  Based on this information, there is no evidence 
that a such an alternative would have any less impact on 
the environment than the proposed FRWP.   

 
 
Sp02-2. See Chapter 2 and Appendix A in this final EIR/EIS for 

additional information regarding the formulation of the 
proposed project, including the intake site.  Since 
publication of the draft EIR/EIS, FRWA has conducted 
additional site planning at the intake location.  While this 
site planning was not required under CEQA or NEPA, it 
addresses many of the issues raised regarding the intake 
location.  It should also be noted that neither CEQA nor 

NEPA require the evaluation of alternatives to each 
component of a proposed project.  Substantial evidence 
exists in the draft and final EIR/EIS and in other project 
documentation to support the formulation of the 
proposed project.  Reclamation and FRWA are confident 
that the project formulation process is well documented 
and supported by appropriate information. 

 
Sp02-3. There are currently no plans for use of the unused 

capacity of the FRWP facilities other than the small 
quantities described in Chapter 2 of the final EIR/EIS.  
These facilities may provide additional regional benefits 
in the future by enabling regional water supply solutions.  
However, no such plans have been identified at this 
time, and any such future plan will be required to 
provide a new source of water (EBMUD’s CVP contract 
does not allow for diversion of water in normal and wet 
years, when excess capacity would generally be 
available) and will undergo appropriate separate 
environmental review. 

 
 

Sp02-4. Potential environmental effects of the FRWP and 
alternatives on water quality, including Delta water 
quality, were fully addressed in Chapter 4 of the draft 
EIR/EIS.  No significant impacts on Delta water quality 
were identified; therefore no project modifications or 
mitigation measures were proposed.  The project would 
operate as proposed in the draft EIR/EIS. 
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Responses to Comments of the Nature Conservancy (Letter 
Sp03) 
 
Sp03-1. Chapter 18 of the draft EIR/EIS thoroughly explores the 

potential for implementing a groundwater 
banking/exchange component to the FRWP.  As 
described on pages 18-18 and 18-19, there are 
substantial constraints on implementing such a program 
that cannot currently be addressed, and this alternative 
is, therefore, infeasible.  Should these constraints be 
addressed by the appropriate entities and should 
additional funding be made available, it is conceivable 
that the FRWP infrastructure could be used to help 
implement a groundwater banking program.  CEQA and 
NEPA require that an EIR/EIS examine a reasonable 
range of alternatives.  The range of alternatives should 
generally be focused on alternatives that reduce or 
eliminate significant environmental effects associated 
with the proposed project.  As noted in Chapter 18 of the 
draft EIR/EIS, implementation of a groundwater 
banking/exchange component would not substantially 
reduce or eliminate any significant impacts associated 
with the FRWP and, in fact, would cause additional 
impacts related to the additional facilities that would be 
required for such a program.  The fact that such a 
program may result in secondary benefits does not 
require the inclusion of an infeasible alternative in 
detailed analysis in an EIR/EIS. 

 
Sp03-2. The alternative suggested in this comment was fully 

addressed in the Alternatives Screening Report (Volume 
2, Appendix B), and in Chapter 18 of the draft EIR/EIS.  
As described in Chapter 7 of the Alternatives Screening 
Report, this alternative is not a feasible alternative.  As 
discussed on page 7-36 of the Alternatives Screening 

Report, this conceptual alternative was carried forward 
and discussed in Chapter 18 of the draft EIR/EIS 
because Reclamation and FRWA recognize the local 
interest in such programs.  The FRWP could provide 
some of the infrastructure needed to implement 
groundwater banking/exchange programs should they 
become viable in the future.  The ability of this 
alternative to provide substantial benefits to salmon 
passage on the Cosumnes River is still under a 
considerable amount of study, and such benefits are 
beyond the scope and purpose of the FRWP. 

 
Sp03-3. See responses to comments Sp03-1 and Sp03-2 above.  

As noted above, this potential alternative was thoroughly 
evaluated in the alternatives screening process and was 
found to be infeasible.  In addition, it would result in 
only a minor reduction in certain potential impacts while 
creating other new and expanded impacts.  It is, 
therefore, not considered a viable alternative at this time. 

 
Sp03-4. FRWA and Reclamation are aware of the efforts of The 

Nature Conservancy along the lower Cosumnes River 
and support restoration efforts along the river. 

 
Sp03-5. The FRWP will substantially contribute to protecting the 

resources described in this comment by providing a 
surface water supply to an area that is rapidly growing 
and currently relying almost exclusively on local 
groundwater resources.  As described on pages 1-1 and 
1-2, FRWA and Reclamation recognize concerns 
regarding groundwater levels in central Sacramento 
County and one of the primary purposes of the project is 
to promote the efficient conjunctive use of groundwater 
and surface water in the Zone 40 area. . 
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Sp03-6. See responses to comments Sp03-1 through Sp03-6 

above.  Again, the FRWP could be an integral 
component to any such programs identified in the future.  

 
Sp03-7. As noted in this comment, this concept was evaluated in 

the Alternatives Screening Report (Volume 2), and 
Chapter 18 of the draft EIR/EIS.  The rationale for 
finding that this conceptual alternative is not feasible is 
thoroughly described in those sections.   

 
Sp03-8. See responses to comments Sp03-1 through Sp03-7 

above.  An assessment of the potential impacts of a 
groundwater banking/exchange program was conducted 
and the results are presented in pages 18-12 through 18-
19 of the draft EIR/EIS.  As clearly demonstrated, there 
is no substantial evidence that this alternative would 
substantially reduce the environmental effects of the 
FRWP on hydrology, water supply, water quality, and 
fisheries, each of which were already identified as less-
than-significant impacts of the FRWP in the draft 
EIR/EIS.  Based on the available information, FRWA 
and Reclamation believe that additional environmental 
review would be required to address a contract 
amendment such as proposed in this comment. 

 
Sp03-9. As noted in this comment, while there may be a general 

interest in exploring such an alternative among members 
of the local community, there is clearly no local 
consensus about the desirability of such a program.  The 
fact that the South Sacramento County Agricultural 
Water Authority “expects to be able to generate the 
necessary degree of consensus” with 2 to 3 years 
emphasizes the difficulties of establishing such a 
program.  As noted above, the FRWP could be an 

integral component to any such programs identified in 
the future. 

 
Sp03-10. This comment offers an opinion regarding the 

applicability of California Water Code Section 1220 to 
the export of stored groundwater.  While Reclamation 
and FRWA acknowledge that the opinion offered may 
ultimately be determined to be the intent of the section, 
this question is highly controversial; other entities have 
expressed opposing points of view, and it will likely 
become an issue for the courts to address in the future.  
This uncertainty is one of several key issues regarding 
the feasibility of such a program as part of the FRWP.  
In addition, elsewhere in this comment letter, “in lieu” 
groundwater banking programs are suggested as the 
most expeditious method of implementing a 
groundwater banking/exchange program.  In such a 
program, it would be native, not imported water, that 
would be pumped and exported from the basin. 

 
Sp03-11. As noted on page 18-19 of the draft EIR/EIS, SCWA 

will continue to investigate groundwater 
banking/exchange programs through the Central 
Sacramento County Groundwater Forum. 

 
Sp03-12. This comment appears to make a number of assumptions 

regarding the feasibility of a groundwater 
banking/exchange program.  For example, the rate of 
migration and the amount of recharge water available to 
FRWA would be critical to determining whether the 
objectives of the FRWP could be met.  Neither of these 
issues are well understood.  The assumption that native 
and imported water quality is “similar,” while true in a 
general sense, would require substantial additional 
verification and modeling to determine the impacts of 
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storing imported water on the groundwater basin.  See 
also responses to comments Sp03-1 through Sp03-11 
above. 

 
Sp03-13. This comment appears to make a number of assumptions 

regarding the ability to prevent other groundwater users 
from extracting excessive amounts of water.  In addition, 
as noted throughout these comments, agricultural water 
users currently rely almost exclusively on groundwater.  
Few, if any, surface water distribution systems exist in 
the area.  The funding mechanism for constructing and 
operating such systems over the 25,000-acre area 
described in these comments has not been identified.  
These costs would be substantial.   

 
Sp03-14. This comment refers to the legitimate concerns regarding 

increased pumping by nonparticipating members and 
discusses the fact that the proposed water bank “could 
take legal action to prevent such occurrences if it 
chooses to do so and has the necessary information”.  
The comment illustrates some of the substantial 
technical and legal challenges that remain unresolved 
with respect to the implementation of a groundwater 
banking/exchange program.  It should also be noted that 
many other groundwater banking arrangements in the 
Central Valley have been temporary or short-term in 
nature and therefore these issues were not as critical. 

 
Sp03-15. No data is presented to evaluate in this comment.  In 

addition, the groundwater basin would likely behave 
differently under a groundwater banking/exchange 
program in response to the addition of imported surface 
water.  These substantial technical issues that would 
have to be investigated and fully addressed as part of any 

such program.  Such investigation could substantially 
delay the implementation of the proposed project. 

 
Sp03-16. Reclamation and FRWA believe that the additional costs 

associated with the addition of a groundwater 
banking/exchange component are accurate.  The costs 
related to a groundwater treatment plant are not 
associated with any assumptions regarding water quality.  
Such a water treatment plant would be required to 
provide potable water directly from the groundwater to 
the Zone 40 area.  Because at times under this alternative 
100% of the ultimate buildout needs would have to be 
capable of being delivered through this plant, the plant 
would have to be sized to accommodate those demands.  
In addition, there is no substantial difference in the cost 
of water from Reclamation between wet years and dry 
years; therefore, assumptions regarding cost savings are 
not valid.  Finally, while bond funds may be available 
for such a program, the ability to obtain such funding is 
highly uncertain and cannot be relied on to defray the 
additional costs. 

 
Sp03-17. See responses to comments Sp03-1 through Sp03-16 

above.  See also responses to comments of the Southeast 
Sacramento County Agricultural Water Authority. 
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Responses to Comments of the Environmental Council of 
Sacramento (Letter Sp04) 
 
Sp04-1. The project will be funded locally.  The costs will be 

shared by SCWA and EBMUD.  All costs will be borne 
by the project beneficiaries.  SCWA will sell bonds that 
are paid by the collection of developer fees.  Certain 
SCWA facilities will be constructed only as increases in 
demands require; thus the costs and associated revenues 
will be paid and collected at the rate that growth occurs.  
Changes in anticipated economic conditions and growth 
have the potential to alter various aspects of how 
financing is obtained but would not affect the ability to 
finance the FRWP. 

 
The level of conservation used for protecting buildout 
demands in the draft EIR/EIS is 25.6%; if demands are 
ultimately less than this, then less facility capacity will 
be required and, consequently, some facility costs may 
be reduced.   

 
In accordance with the Sacramento County General 
Plan, none of the planned water is allowed to be served 
outside the Urban Services Boundary.  To serve water 
outside the Urban Services Boundary would require 
revision of General Plan and expansion of the Zone 40 
service area.  Sale of water outside the service area is not 
planned for because availability of potential supplies are 
very limited and not fully assured. 

 
Sp04-2. Planning for the FRWP is based on feasible, though 

aggressive conservation assumptions.  It is speculative to 
attempt to predict what effect conservation above and 
beyond the levels used in project planning would have 
on diversions, growth outside the Urban Services 

Boundary, and the potential for out-of-area water sales.  
Substantial gains need to be made in water conservation 
and in acquiring reliable supplies of water to achieve the 
levels used for these other purposes.  It is equally 
possible that planned conservation levels will be 
achieved and future demand levels could be higher than 
anticipated for project planning purposes.     

 
Sp04-3. There are currently no plans for use of the unused 

capacity of the FRWP facilities other than the small 
quantities described in Chapters 2 of the final draft 
EIR/EIS.  These facilities may provide additional 
regional benefits in the future by enabling regional water 
supply solutions.  However, no such plans have been 
identified at this time, and any such future plan will be 
required to provide a new source of water (EBMUD’s 
CVP contract does not allow for diversion of water in 
normal and wet years, when excess capacity would 
generally be available) and will undergo appropriate 
separate environmental review.   

 
Sp04-4. The alternative suggested in this comment was fully 

addressed in the Alternatives Screening Report (Volume 
2, Appendix B), and in Chapter 18 of the draft EIR/EIS.  
As described in Chapter 7 of the Alternatives Screening 
Report, this alternative is not a feasible alternative for 
the FRWP.  As discussed on page 7-36 of the 
Alternatives Screening Report, this conceptual 
alternative was carried forward and discussed in Chapter 
18 of the draft EIR/EIS because Reclamation and FRWA 
recognize the local interest in such programs.  The 
FRWP could provide some of the infrastructure needed 
to implement groundwater banking/exchange programs 
should they become viable in the future.  Although the 
alternative is beyond the scope and purpose of the 
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FRWP, the ability of actions similar to this alternative to 
provide substantial benefits to salmon passage on the 
Cosumnes River are undergoing a considerable amount 
of study by several entities.  . 

 
Sp04-5. See response to comments of Felix Smith (Letter Sp01). 
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Response to Comments of Friends of the River (Letter Sp05) 
 
Sp05-1. The basis for EBMUD’s water supply reliability 

planning is provided in Chapter 1 of the draft EIR/EIS 
(for example, see Table 1-3) and Volume 2, Appendix 
A.  As noted in those sections, EBMUD plans to meet a 
significant portion of its drought supply needs through 
conservation and water recycling.  While EBMUD has 
committed significant resources to meeting aggressive 
numeric goals for demand management, EBMUD will 
seek to exceed those goals by any cost-effective means 
available.  However, conservation and recycling cannot 
reasonably meet all of EBMUD’s dry year needs.  
EBMUD is committed to exploring methods of 
achieving a reliable and safe water supply while 
minimizing environmental effects. 

 
Sp05-2. The CVP is operated as an integrated system.  

Reclamation is committed and obligated to provide 
specified instream flows to protect environmental 
resources, including flow, temperature, senior water 
rights, and water quality.  These requirements are met 
prior to Reclamation making allocations to water supply 
contractors.  As CVP contractors, the FRWA agencies 
will be treated identically to other CVP contractors and 
will receive the same priority as other contractors.   

 
Sp05-3. See responses to comments of The Nature Conservancy 

and Southeast Sacramento County Agricultural Water 
Authority.  Chapter 18 of the draft EIR/EIS thoroughly 
explores the potential for implementing a groundwater 
banking/exchange component to the FRWP.  As 
described on pages 18-18 and 18-19, there are 
substantial constraints on implementing such a program 
that cannot currently be addressed and this alternative is 

therefore infeasible.  Should these constraints be 
addressed by the appropriate entities and should 
additional funding be made available, it is conceivable 
that the FRWP infrastructure could be used to help 
implement a groundwater banking program.  Such a 
project would require separate environmental review.  

 
Sp05-4. See responses to comments Sp05-2 and Sp05-3 above.  

Refer also to responses to comments from Felix Smith 
above. 

 
Sp05-5. See Chapter 2 in this final EIR/EIS for additional 

information regarding the formulation of the proposed 
project, including the intake site.  FRWA appreciates the 
support expressed in the comment. 
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Responses to Comments of the Meadowview Development 
Committee (Letter Sp06) 
 
Sp06-1. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
Sp06-2. See the master response to Public Outreach Process and 

Environmental Justice Issues. 
 
Sp06-3. See the master response to Environmental Justice Issues. 
 
Sp06-4. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
Sp06-5. The comment is correct in stating that the City of 

Sacramento has not provided formal support for the 
FRWP or the location of its individual components. The 
statement in the Alternatives Screening Report (page 7-
8) regarding support for the FRWP with a diversion at 
Freeport was based on discussions with City staff during 
the development of a joint project between the City of 
Sacramento, SCWA, and EBMUD. It was not intended 
to imply a formal approval, rather, it was intended to 
reflect the City’s support for the project concept as 
implied by their associate membership in the Freeport 
Regional Water Authority.  

 
Sp06-6. As described in Chapter 2 of the draft EIR/EIS under 

“Environmental Commitments” (pages 2-44 through 2-
51, FRWA has made several environmental 
commitments that will reduce or eliminate impacts that 
may be caused by project construction. Specific 
environmental commitments relevant to the comment 
include replacement of existing landscaping, dust 
suppression and cleanup provisions, establishment of a 
community ombudsman to handle ongoing public 
outreach and address construction concerns, restoration 

of community facilities affected by construction, a traffic 
control plan, and a dust suppression plan. Mitigation for 
construction-related noise is also included in the draft 
EIR/EIS (page 14-25) and includes providing public 
notice of proposed activities and noise-reduction 
shielding to the extent feasible. Also, see the master 
response for Intake Site Selection Process. 
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Response to Comments of the Sierra Club—Mother Lode 
Chapter (Letter Sp07) 
 
Sp07-1. The comment is correct in stating that Mitigation 

Measure 8-6 should require DFG consultation if an 
active Swainson’s hawk nest is found and construction is 
to occur in the time period between March 1 and 
approximately August 15 rather than March 1 to June 
15.  Furthermore, Mitigation Measure 8-6 applies to all 
aspects of the project and not just the pipeline element. 
Surveys will be conducted by qualified biologists and 
will include multiple surveys during the aforementioned 
timeframe and not just a single preconstruction survey, 
consistent with DFG survey protocols. With regard to 
the removal of nesting trees, all efforts will be made to 
avoid the removal of Swainson’s hawk nesting trees. 
Nest trees will not be removed unless there is no feasible 
way of avoiding it. If it is determined that a nest tree 
must be removed, FRWA will consult with DFG to 
obtain appropriate DFG approvals and determine, 
through consultation with DFG, appropriate mitigation 
measures such as habitat replacement, habitat 
preservation, or other measures determined appropriate 
by FRWA and DFG. Similarly, Mitigation Measure 8-7 
is revised to clarify that mitigation would be 
implemented as a result of consultation with DFG.  

 
Sp07-2. The draft EIR/EIS identified the White-tailed kite as 

fully protected in Table 8-3 and on page 8-24. Impact 8-
14 describes potential impacts to White-tailed kite and 
Mitigation Measure 8-5 prescribes preconstruction and 
monthly surveys during construction and avoidance and 
minimization of construction within 500 feet of nest 
trees or a nesting colony (see page 8-24). Impact 8-16 
and Mitigation Measure 8-7 (page 8-25), as modified 

above in response Sp07-1, are now expanded to include 
foraging habitat for white-tailed kite.  

 
Sp07-3. The alternative suggested in this comment was fully 

addressed in the Alternatives Screening Report (Volume 
2, Appendix B) and in Chapter 18 of the draft EIR/EIS.  
As described in Chapter 7 of the Alternatives Screening 
Report, this alternative is not a feasible alternative for 
meeting the purposes and objectives of the FRWP.  As 
discussed on page 7-36 of the Alternatives Screening 
Report, this conceptual alternative was carried forward 
and discussed in Chapter 18 of the draft EIR/EIS 
because Reclamation and FRWA recognize the local 
interest in such programs.  The FRWP could provide 
some of the infrastructure needed to implement 
groundwater banking/exchange programs should they 
become viable in the future.  Chapter 18 of the draft 
EIR/EIS also thoroughly explores the potential for 
implementing a groundwater banking/exchange 
component to the FRWP.  As described on pages 18-18 
and 18-19, there are substantial constraints to 
implementing such a program that cannot currently be 
addressed, and, therefore, this alternative is  infeasible.  
Should these constraints be addressed by the appropriate 
entities and should additional funding be made available, 
it is conceivable that the FRWP infrastructure could be 
used to help implement a groundwater banking program.  
However, any such program would be required to 
undergo separate environmental review.  CEQA and 
NEPA require that an EIR/EIS examine a reasonable 
range of alternatives.  The range of alternatives generally 
should be focused on alternatives that reduce or 
eliminate significant environmental effects associated 
with the proposed project.  As noted in Chapter 18 of the 
draft EIR/EIS, implementation of a groundwater 
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banking/exchange component would not substantially 
reduce or eliminate any significant impacts associated 
with the FRWP and, in fact, would cause additional 
impacts related to the additional facilities that would be 
required for such a program.   

 
Sp07-4. This alternative has been rigorously explored and 

evaluated in Reclamation and EBMUD’s 2001 
REIR/SEIS for the Supplemental Water Supply Project 
and again in the detailed Alternatives Screening Report 
for the FRWP EIR/EIS (Volume 2, Appendix B).  See 
also response to comment Sp1-11 above.  As described 
on pages 7-20 through 7-24 of the Alternatives 
Screening Report, this alternative was not carried 
forward because it failed to meet several of the detailed 
alternatives screening criteria.  Because this alternative 
has been suggested by several entities as one that could 
conceivably reduce environmental impacts, FRWA and 
Reclamation conducted preliminary modeling for the 
alternative.  To provide a reasonable comparison of 
alternatives, this analysis also included a separate 
SCWA diversion at an upstream location.  As shown on 
page 7-24 of the Alternatives Screening Report, the 
modeling results of this alternative are essentially 
identical to those identified for the FRWP.  Based on 
this information, there is no evidence that such an 
alternative would have any less impact on the 
environment than the proposed FRWP.   

 
Sp07-5. There are currently no plans for use of the unused 

capacity of the FRWP facilities other than the small 
quantities described in Chapter 2 of this final  EIR/EIS.  
These facilities may provide additional regional benefits 
in the future by enabling regional water supply solutions.  
However, no such plans have been identified at this 

time, and any such future plan will be required to 
provide a new source of water (EBMUD’s CVP contract 
does not allow for diversion of water in normal and wet 
years, when excess capacity would generally be 
available) and will undergo appropriate separate 
environmental review. 

 
Sp07-6. As noted in this comment, the costs for SCWA’s portion 

of the FRWP will be financed through developer fees 
and water retailing and wholesaling.  The project sizing 
and financing plans are both based on the Sacramento 
County General Plan.  Therefore, construction of the 
project would not be expected to result in any incentive 
or need to approve additional development beyond that 
described in the general plan. 

 
Sp07-7. Any project that is proposed in currently urbanized areas 

will necessarily result in disruptions to residents and 
communities.  FRWA is committed to minimizing those 
disruptions and in being a positive contributor to the 
local community.  See Chapter 2, Project Update, in this 
final EIR/EIS for a description of additional site 
planning activities that have occurred since publication 
of the draft EIR/EIS. 
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Response to Comments of the South Pocket Homeowners’ 
Association (Letter Sp08) 
 
Sp08-1. FRWA identified the Carmichael Water District pump 

and water treatment plant facility as a local, reasonably 
similar facility close to a residential neighborhood and 
immediately adjacent to single-family houses.  This 
facility includes water pumps, compressors, air surge 
tanks, electrical transformer(s), and chemical storage 
facilities. 

 
Sp08-2. See the master response to Public Outreach Process. 
 
Sp08-3. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
Sp08-4. See the master response to Public Outreach Process. 
 
Sp08-5. Figure 2-1 in the final EIR/EIS shows the general 

location of the proposed intake facility in relation to 
residences. 

 
Sp08-6. Figure 2-1 provides a layout of the relative positions and 

sizes of the different components of the project that are 
related to the intake facility and more description of 
these components has been added to the revised project 
description in Chapter 2. 

 
Sp08-7. Figure 2-1 provides a layout of the relative positions and 

sizes of the different components of the project that are 
related to the intake facility and more description of 
these components has been added to the revised project 
description in Chapter 2. 

 
Sp08-8. During the scoping process for this project, FRWA 

presented several different intake locations and pipeline 

alignments.  In response to comments received from the 
public and other sources during the scoping process, the 
project description presented in the draft EIR/EIS was 
developed.  The project description being presented by 
FRWA and Reclamation in the draft EIR/EIS is the only 
project description presented to the public for formal 
review and comment under CEQA and NEPA.  It is 
accurate to state that FRWA has presented modifications 
to this project description at public meetings as a result 
of comments received from the public.  However, these 
were not presented as changes to the project description 
in the draft EIR/EIS for formal consideration by the 
public.  The changes were presented as possible ways 
that FRWA and Reclamation could modify the project to 
address the concerns raised by the public and further 
minimize potential impacts. 

 
Sp08-9. Figure 2-1 provides a layout of the relative positions and 

sizes of the different components of the project that are 
related to the intake facility and more description of 
these components has been added to the revised project 
description in Chapter 2. 

 
Sp08-10. See the master response to Environmental Justice Issues. 
 
Sp08-11. See the master response to Environmental Justice Issues. 
 
Sp08-12. See the master response to Environmental Justice Issues. 
 
Sp08-13. See the master response to Environmental Justice Issues. 
 
Sp08-14. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
Sp08-15. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues.  
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Sp08-16. Given the geographic location of the proposed intake site 

and its distance from known geologic faults, substantial 
seismic activity is unlikely.  The potential for 
liquefaction, which is the result of saturated soil and 
simultaneous seismic activity, is even less likely.  
However, the intake facility and all related components 
will be designed to meet relevant geotechnical and 
seismic safety standards.  The intake structure itself will 
be constructed on a series of deeply driven piles capable 
of withstanding potential seismic activity.  The other 
related facilities, including the surge tanks, air 
compressors, and chemical storage facility, are not 
substantial in size or weight and will be constructed to 
meet seismic safety standards.  While variations in soil 
type and quality have been identified at the site in 
previous studies, these soil types are common 
throughout the Central Valley and can adequately 
support the proposed project, assuming standard 
engineering practices are employed. 

 
Sp08-17. Chapters 3 and 4 of the draft EIR/EIS fully disclose the 

potential impacts of the FRWP on hydrology and water 
quality.  This includes the sources of surface water 
available to and used by the City of Sacramento.  
Overall, the FRWP was found to have relatively minor 
environmental consequences.  Additionally, the City of 
Sacramento has more senior water rights than the FRWA 
member agencies, thereby further minimizing any 
potential impact that the FRWP could possibly have on 
the City of Sacramento’s water supply.  The Water 
Forum Agreement further solidifies protection of the 
City’s water supply. 

 
Sp08-18. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 

Sp08-19. Impact 6-2 has been modified to reflect the potential 
impact on the Bill Conlin/Freeport Shores recreation 
complex. Please see response L23-1 associated with 
comments provided by the City of Sacramento 
Department of Parks and Recreation. Additionally, 
because views of the intake facility would be obstructed 
from most locations along SR 160, the impact is 
considered less than significant. 

 
Sp08-20. A detailed description of the change in views of the 

intake facility site that will occur is given in Chapter 16 
of the Draft EIR/EIS.  In addition, see the response to 
Intake Site Selection Process major issue in Chapter 3 of 
this document for more information. 

 
Sp08-21. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
Sp08-22. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
Sp08-23. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
Sp08-24. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
Sp08-25. Potential impacts on species of special concern, 

including burrowing owls and Swainson’s hawks, are 
fully addressed in Chapter 8, “Wildlife,” of the draft 
EIR/EIS.  Appropriate mitigation measures are identified 
where needed.  As described in Chapter 8, 
reconnaissance-level surveys were conducted for 
purposes of preparing the draft EIR/EIS.  Additional 
surveys, as required by state and federal resource 
agencies, will be conducted prior to construction.  This 
applies to all project components, including the intake 
facility.   
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Sp08-26. See response to Sp8-25 
 
Sp08-27. It is appropriate for a project proponent to develop 

reasonable criteria to guide development of a project and 
ensure that the project meets its intended purpose and 
need.  With regard to water quality at the intake site, 
FRWA’s technical team set a target criterion of finding a 
site where treated wastewater would reach the site on no 
more than 20% of the occasions when reverse flow 
occurs.  This would allow the FRWA member agencies 
to operate the intake facility in a manner that would still 
meet their purpose and need while not breaching their 
duty to protect the public’s health or be forbidden by 
regulatory agencies such as the Department of Health 
Services.  Computer modeling revealed that this distance 
is at least 3,500 feet upstream.  Therefore, the 3,500 feet 
of river closest to and upstream of the SRCSD outfall 
was excluded from further analysis.  Furthermore, the 
published data referred to in the comment letter do not 
necessarily reflect conditions during a low-flow, reverse-
flow event, which is the type of event that could carry 
waste discharges upstream and is of most concern to 
FRWA.  Despite the fact that the water ultimately will 
be treated, the FRWA member agencies have a long 
history of securing, using, and protecting their high-
quality sources of water.  It is their intent to continue this 
practice, consistent with state and federal law and the 
applicable polices of their agencies (Volume 2, 
Appendix B, page 5-3 of the draft EIR/EIS). 

 
Sp08-28. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
Sp08-29. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
Sp08-30. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 

 
Sp08-31. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
Sp08-32. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
Sp08-33. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
Sp08-34. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
Sp08-35. The pipeline will be designed and constructed according 

to industry standards to meet all applicable codes and 
regulations. Furthermore, the pipeline will be buried and 
operated at a relatively low pressure. The likelihood of a 
catastrophic failure is extremely remote and is 
sufficiently addressed through conservative design 
measures. With regard to water being continually 
pumped into a damaged pipeline, the intake pumps will 
be equipped with control devices to cease operation if 
there is a sudden loss of discharge pressure or sudden 
increase in flow. 

 
Sp08-36. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
Sp08-37. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
Sp08-38. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
Sp08-39. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
Sp08-40. All aspects of the Principles of Agreement that need to 

be disclosed in the draft EIR/EIS have been included. 
 
Sp08-41. Recirculation of the draft EIR/EIS is not required.  The 

State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15088.5) clearly define 
when recirculation of a draft EIR is necessary.  
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According to the guidelines, a lead agency is required to 
recirculate an EIR “when significant new information is 
added to the EIR after public notice of the availability of 
the draft EIR for public review….”  As noted in the 
guidelines, new information added to an EIR is not 
“significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that 
deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to 
comment upon a substantial adverse environmental 
effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or 
avoid such an effect that the project’s proponents have 
declined to implement.   

 
 Examples of “significant new information” requiring 

recirculation include disclosure that: 
 

• A new significant environmental impact would 
result from the project or from a new mitigation 
measure proposed to be implemented; 

 
• A substantial increase in the severity of an 

environmental impact would result unless mitigation 
measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a 
level of insignificance; 

 
• A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure 

considerably different from others previously 
analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental 
impacts of the project but the project’s proponents 
decline to adopt it; and 

 
• The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically 

inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful 
public review and comment were precluded. 

 

While several minor revisions have been incorporated 
into the project since publication of the draft EIR/EIS, 
these minor changes are generally in response to 
comments received on the draft EIR/EIS and do not 
create any new significant environmental effects.  
Similarly, no information has been identified that would 
indicate that there would be a substantial increase in the 
severity of an environmental impact already disclosed.  
In fact, additional mitigation measures have been 
identified that would decrease previously identified 
significant environmental effects. 

 
The draft EIR/EIS examined more than 100 project 
alternatives and numerous variations on many 
alternatives.  No new feasible alternatives or mitigation 
measures that would clearly lessen the environmental 
impacts of the project have been identified during the 
public review process.  While several minor variations 
of the project have been proposed that would make the 
project more consistent with public desires, they would 
not clearly lessen the environmental impact of the 
project as proposed.  In addition, FRWA has identified 
additional mitigation measures that it proposes to adopt 
to reduce previously identified significant impacts to 
less-than-significant levels. 

 
Finally, the draft EIR/EIS contains substantial 
information, and the conclusions regarding 
environmental effects of the proposed project and 
alternatives are fully supported by the information 
contained in the draft EIR/EIS. 
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Response to Comments of the GNP Holding Company (Letter 
Sp09) 
 
Sp09-1. FRWA and Reclamation recognize the support for the 

preferred alternative that utilizes the Cosumnes River 
Boulevard alignment. 
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Response to Comments of the Clay West Homeowners 
Association (Letter Sp10) 
 
Sp10-1. This general comment is covered in more detail by 

subsequent comments and, therefore, more detailed 
responses are provided below. 

 
Sp10-2. Since publication of the draft EIR/EIS, FRWA has 

modified the design of the canal pumping plant to 
incorporate noise control measures so that noise 
generated by the facility at the nearest existing sensitive 
receptor (e.g., residence) will not exceed 5 dBa above 
existing background noise. Furthermore, the purposes of 
the project are fully described in Chapter 1 under 
“Purpose and Need” (page 1-3).  The purposes are to 
provide water to SCWA and EBMUD.  San Joaquin 
County is not part of the FRWP and there are currently 
no plans for use of the unused capacity of the FRWP 
facilities other than the small quantities described in 
Chapter 2 of this final EIR/EIS.  These facilities may 
provide additional regional benefits in the future by 
enabling regional water supply solutions.  However, no 
such plans have been identified at this time, and any 
such future plan will be required to provide a new source 
of water (EBMUD’s CVP contract does not allow for 
diversion of water in normal and wet years, when excess 
capacity would generally be available) and will undergo 
appropriate separate environmental review. 

 
Sp10-3. As described in the draft EIR/EIS under mitigation 

measure 16-1, several measures will be implemented 
during project design and construction to reduce visual 
intrusion, including those posed by new structures and 
security lighting.  Buildings will be designed in a 
manner consistent with the structures that already exist 

in the area and lighting will be kept to a minimum and 
directed away from neighboring residences and 
structures. There will be no exterior lighting at night, 
aside from security lighting that would only be activated 
by motion detectors. The building will be located behind 
a berm, thus only the roof of the building would be 
visible to neighbors. 

 
Sp10-4. As described in Chapter 1 of the draft EIR/EIS, EBMUD 

only requires water from the FRWP during periods of 
drought.  On average this would be approximately 3 out 
of every 10 years.  During these periods, the canal 
pumping plant would operate periodically for several 
months during the year.  During nondrought years, the 
canal pumping plant would only operate for purposes of 
maintenance and very infrequently for scheduled major 
maintenance at Pardee Dam and Reservoir.  As 
described above in response Sp10-2, San Joaquin 
County is not part of the FRWP. 

 
Sp10-5. 5–7. The draft EIR/EIS has appropriately evaluated 

potential impacts on resources within the project and 
service areas for the project alternatives as required by 
CEQA and NEPA.  The concerns raised in the comment 
have been considered during project development and 
are addressed in the draft EIR/EIS.   CEQA requires, and 
NEPA strongly encourages, the incorporation of 
appropriate measures to avoid or reduce significant 
impacts into the description of a proposed project, where 
feasible, as a means to ensure implementation of the 
measures and to reduce unnecessary environmental 
analysis.  FRWA and Reclamation are committed to 
minimizing short-term disruption effects during 
construction.  By incorporating these measures into the 
basic description of the project, FRWA and Reclamation 
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have provided a firm commitment to address or to avoid 
these potential effects.  Chapter 2 of the draft EIR/EIS 
presents an extensive list of environmental commitments 
that have been incorporated into the project alternatives 
and that will be implemented along with the project.  
These commitments are industry standards and are 
typically implemented on projects of this type.  These 
commitments include a traffic control plan to avoid 
significant construction-related effects on roadways 
during pipeline construction.  Because final project 
design has not been completed, many of the site-specific 
details associated with the traffic control plan have not 
yet been developed.  However, implementation of 
standard construction traffic control methods would 
ensure that no significant impacts would result.  
Generally, the traffic control plan would address issues 
such as hours of operation, lane closures, safety, and 
access.   

 
Sp10-6. Other construction-related environmental commitments 

described in Chapter 2 include the following: 
 

 general construction measures, 
 erosion and sediment control plan, 
 storm water pollution prevention plan, 
 dust suppression plan, 
 fire control plan, 
 Phase I and II hazardous materials studies, 
 hazardous materials management plan, 
 channel and levee restoration plan, 
 hydrologic simulation modeling and scour analysis, 
 agricultural land restoration plan, 
 spoils disposal plan, 
 environmental training, 
 access point/staging area plan, 

 trench safety plan, 
 private property acquisition an access, 
 noise compliance, and 
 project planning, coordination, and communication 

plan. 
 
Sp10-7. Once an alternative is selected and implemented, and as 

the final design progresses, site-specific details will be 
developed for each of these commitments.  FRWA and 
Reclamation will coordinate closely in the development 
of these details.  Additional meetings will be held with 
affected groups and individuals to ensure ample 
opportunity for concerns to be addressed and for 
solutions to be developed for site-specific issues.  For 
construction within their areas of jurisdictions, each city 
and county will have a substantial role in determining 
the scope and contents of the plans and programs listed 
above and agreement on appropriate actions will be 
reached with each city and county. More specifically, 
roads will be repaired to existing conditions after 
construction is complete. Access will be ensured by 
keeping at least one lane open at all times and using a 
flagger to direct traffic. Emergency agencies such as 
police and fire departments will be notified of 
construction sites as the project progresses, so that there 
should be no disruption of emergency services due to 
construction activities. Flaggers would direct traffic so 
as to provide the highest priority to emergency vehicles. 
Construction traffic would primarily consist of workers; 
large equipment would stay on the construction site 
overnight and would not be shuttled back and forth.   

 
Sp10-8. Impacts on hydrology and water supply, including 

cumulative impacts, are fully discussed in Chapter 3 of 
the draft EIR/EIS.  Additional cumulative impact 
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analysis is included in Chapter 19 of the draft EIR/EIS.  
The draft EIR/EIS fully discloses the potential 
environmental effects of using CVP surface water to 
meet the purpose and need of the project.  As the results 
of the analysis indicate, the amount of water diverted by 
FRWA would result in very little change to the 
hydrology of the overall system.  Recharge of the 
California aquifer relies on numerous sources of water, 
with the Sacramento River being just one of them.  
There is no basis to expect that the FRWP will result in a 
measurable change in aquifer recharge. 

 
Sp10-9. Alternative 6, and more specifically the Enlarged Pardee 

Reservoir component, was most recently identified 
during the FRWP scoping process and evaluated through 
the alternatives screening process.  The alternatives 
screening process is presented in the Alternatives 
Screening Report in Volume 2, Appendix B, of the draft 
EIR/EIS.  The Enlarged Pardee Reservoir component of 
the FRWP was formally presented to the public with the 
publication of the draft EIR/EIS on August 8, 2003.  
FRWA did not identify Alternative 6 as the preferred 
alternative in the draft EIR/EIS for environmental, 
technical, jurisdictional, and cost factors. 
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Response to Comments of Vickey Scott (Letter Sp11) 
 
Sp11-1. FRWA is actively coordinating the pipeline location 

within the existing and proposed Cosumnes River 
Boulevard corridor projects including Phase 2 of the 
South Sacramento Corridor Light Rail project, widening 
of Cosumnes River Boulevard, widening of Union 
House Creek by the Sacramento Area Flood Control 
Agency (SAFCA), Sacramento Regional County 
Sanitation District (SRCSD) sewer trunks, a City of 
Sacramento water transmission pipeline, and other 
utilities.  Recently, the location of the new pipeline in 
the Cosumnes River Boulevard extension was 
coordinated with the SRCSD Lower Northwest 
Interceptor and the City’s proposed new road section.  
That coordination is ongoing.  Additionally, the location 
of the pipeline relative to the proposed light rail and 
SAFCA projects is actively being coordinated.  
Currently, the SAFCA and light rail projects are not 
completely defined, and FRWA is actively participating 
in coordination efforts with the various project teams.  
These efforts are expected to continue throughout the 
implementation process for all of the projects in that 
portion of the corridor.  FRWA’s goal is to work with 
these other agencies and project teams to cooperatively 
use the existing corridor to everyone’s mutual benefit 
while minimizing impacts on the public and the 
surrounding neighborhoods.  The FRWP will not 
increase the risk of flooding.  The new levee constructed 
for the project will be at least as strong as the existing 
levee.  The engineering design will be reviewed and 
approved by the State Reclamation Board. 

Sp11-2. As described above in response Sp11-1, a great deal of 
coordination is underway with agencies having 

jurisdiction and/or projects within the FRWP area, 
including the SRCSD.  Preliminary coordination and 
design work indicate that the preferred alignment will 
accommodate the pipeline, including the Cosumnes 
River Boulevard corridor between Franklin Boulevard 
and Center Parkway. 

Sp11-3. See response Sp11-1 above. 

Sp11-4. During coordination with Regional Transit regarding 
Phase 2 of the South Sacramento Corridor Light Rail 
project, feasible preliminary design solutions have been 
identified for many of the issues posed by having 
multiple projects in the same corridor.  Additionally, 
there has been no indication that the presence of the 
FRWP would compromise federal funding for Phase 2 of 
the South Sacramento Corridor Light Rail project. 

Sp11-5. Opposition to the preferred alignment, and in particular 
the Cosumnes River Boulevard corridor, is noted. 

 

 

 
Freeport Regional Water Project  

7-80 
  March 2004

J&S 03-072

 





Freeport Regional Water Authority and the  
U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation 

 Chapter 7.  Special Interest Groups
Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates (Sp12)

 

 

Response to Comments of Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates 
(Letter Sp12) 
 
Sp12-1. The potential impact on the levee-top bicycle trail 

adjacent to the intake facility is fully described in 
Chapter 6, “Recreation,” (page 6-18).  The analysis 
includes the City’s proposal to extend this trail across 
Freeport Boulevard to the Bill Conlin Sports Complex.  
As described in the analysis, detour routes will be 
provided during the construction period, and full 
bicycle/recreation access will be restored following the 
construction period. 

 
Sp12-2. The air quality mitigation described in Chapter 13 of the 

draft EIR/EIS is adequate for purposes of NEPA and 
CEQA, and no additional mitigation is required.  
However, opportunities to include major public access at 
the intake facility, as called for in the Sacramento River 
Parkway Plan, is dependent on the outcome of the design 
competition for the intake site.  FRWA is open to 
working with the City of Sacramento and the community 
to determine the appropriateness of public 
access/recreational components within the intake site 
area. 

 
Sp12-3. As described above in response Sp12-2, air quality 

mitigation described in Chapter 13 of the draft EIR/EIS 
is adequate for purposes of NEPA and CEQA, and no 
additional mitigation is required.  Additionally, the 
pipeline generally follows public rights-of-way that, in 
many cases, include bicycle lanes.  Furthermore, as 
described in Chapter 2 under Environmental 
Commitments, General Construction Measures, FRWA 
is committed to coordinate with other planned 
improvements.  FRWA is committed to participate in 

various community improvements, including bicycle 
trails, to the extent that there is a connection to the 
FRWP and impacts caused by the project.  FRWA will 
continue to coordinate with local jurisdictions to identify 
these opportunities.  
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Response to Comments of North Laguna Creek Neighborhood 
Association (Letter Sp13) 
 
Sp13-1. As described in the draft EIR/EIS for Alternatives 4 and 

5 (pages 2-18 and 2-20, respectively), the pipeline would 
travel southeast along the west side of I-5, crossing 
under I-5 to the east side before reaching the intersection 
with the future extension of Cosumnes River Boulevard.  
From this intersection, the pipeline alignment follows 
the proposed future extension of Cosumnes River 
Boulevard between I-5 on the west and Franklin 
Boulevard on the east.  

 
Sp13-2. A final decision on how the pipeline would cross 

Franklin Boulevard and Center Parkway will not be 
made until the final design stage.  However, because of 
constraints at both sites, tunneling at these intersections 
is probable.  Regardless of the methods used, the traffic 
control plan described in Chapter 2 under Environmental 
Commitments would ensure that traffic impacts during 
construction are minimized to the extent practicable. 

 
Sp13-3. As described in Table 12-2 of the draft EIR/EIS 

(following page 12-20), it is anticipated that the existing 
two lanes of Cosumnes River Boulevard between 
Franklin and Bruceville Roads will remain open during 
construction regardless of construction methods.  
Furthermore, if some portion of the existing two lanes is 
needed for construction purposes, traffic control devices 
would be used to ensure that one lane in each direction is 
available. 

 
Sp13-4. The disruption of flood protection channels, detention 

basins, and creeks will be avoided, minimized, and/or 
mitigated.  It would be necessary for some flood control 

channels and/or creeks to be crossed by the pipeline.  
The type of crossing to be used (e.g., tunneling or open 
cut trench) depends on site-specific conditions and will 
be determined during the final design stage.  
Additionally, as described in Chapter 2 under 
Environmental Commitments, the erosion and sediment 
control plan and channel and levee restoration plan will 
be implemented to ensure that flood protection channels 
and creeks are restored to their preconstruction condition 
and that associated natural resources are protected during 
construction. 

 
Sp13-5. As described in Chapter 2 under Environmental 

Commitments, the traffic control plan will be developed 
and implemented in coordination with local jurisdictions 
to reduce construction-related effects on the roadway 
system.  This includes coordination with affected 
jurisdictions on construction hours of operation and lane 
closures.  As described in the Master Response to Intake 
Site Selection Process, FRWA will establish a 
community ombudsman to ensure that community 
concerns are addressed during the final design and 
construction process. 

 
Sp13-6. As described in Chapter 2 under Environmental 

Commitments, the traffic control plan will be developed 
and implemented in coordination with local jurisdictions 
to reduce construction-related effects on the roadway 
system.  Staging activities and areas will be included in 
the plan.  Additionally, an access point/staging area plan 
(Chapter 2 under Environmental Commitments) also will 
be developed to further address this issue. 

 
Sp13-7. Construction traffic in residential neighborhoods will be 

minimized to the extent practicable.  Pipeline alignments 
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generally follow major roadways and construction traffic 
will generally be kept on  those major roadways. 

 
Sp13-8. As described in Chapter 14, “Noise,” of the draft 

EIR/EIS, there will be significant short-term increases in 
construction-related noise levels as a result of 
construction activities.  Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 14-1 (page 14-25) could minimize these 
impacts but not to a less-than-significant level.  
Mitigation Measure 14-1 includes the provision for 
public notice of proposed activities and noise shielding 
to the extent feasible.  Possible noise shielding may 
include, but is not limited to, features such as movable 
noise barriers, noise-reducing “blankets,” hay bale shield 
walls, and similar features. 

 
Sp13-9. As described in Chapter 2 under Environmental 

Commitments, the traffic control plan will include 
actions such as limiting lane closures during peak 
commuting hours to the extent possible. 

 
Sp13-10. Development of the traffic control plan will include 

coordination with affected school districts. 
 
Sp13-11. Traffic control devices, including flagging, will be fully 

coordinated through preparation and implementation of 
the traffic control plan. 

 
Sp13-12. The pipeline will be tunneled under SR 99. 
 
Sp13-13. The exact routes  for material hauling are not yet known, 

but the suggested roadways will be included for 
consideration of haul routes.  Final decisions will be 
made during the final design phase in coordination with 
development of the traffic control plan. 

 
Sp13-14. Construction of the pipeline will likely entail multiple 

headings (i.e., construction will take place in several 
locations simultaneously).  The construction locations 
and sequence will be determined during the final design 
phase, and traffic/community considerations will be a 
part of the decision process. 

 
Sp13-15. The traffic control plan will include actions such as 

coordination with the affected jurisdictions on 
construction hours of operation and lane closures and 
providing notification of road closures.  There will be 
extensive public outreach regarding these and other 
matters during project construction. 

 
Sp13-16. FRWA will restore all bicycle lanes and sidewalks 

damaged during project construction.  FRWA is also 
committed to participate in various community 
improvements, including bicycle trails, to the extent that 
there is a connection to the FRWP and specific impacts 
caused by the project.  FRWA will continue to 
coordinate with local jurisdictions to identify these 
opportunities. 

 
Sp13-17. The numerous Environmental Commitments described 

in Chapter 2, including the traffic control plan and dust 
suppression plan, in combination with the noise 
mitigation described above under response Sp13-8, will 
provide a thorough and effective mitigation program for 
the issues raised in this comment.  It should be noted that 
Mitigation Measure 14-1 for construction-related noise 
includes a noise disturbance coordinator who will be 
responsible for responding to complaints regarding 
construction noise.  In addition, as described in the 
Master Response to Intake Site Selection Process, 
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FRWA will establish a community ombudsman to 
ensure that community concerns are addressed during 
the final design and construction process. 
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Responses to Comments of the Sierra Club, Mother Lode 
Chapter (Letter Sp14) 
 
Sp14-1. The FRWP facilities are designed to meet the identified 

objectives of each FRWA member agency.  These needs 
are described in Chapter 1 of the draft EIR/EIS.  As 
noted on pages 1-3 and 1-4 of the draft EIR/EIS, the 
FRWP facilities are intended to support the acquisition 
and delivery of surface water to the Zone 40 area, 
consistent with the Sacramento Area Water Forum 
Agreement and County of Sacramento General Plan 
policies and projected development.  The project is sized 
to deliver the projected surface water demands to serve 
the Zone 40 area at full buildout of the County’s General 
Plan.  The project financing is based on projected 
development consistent with the General Plan.  No 
additional development would be required to finance the 
project.   

 
 As discussed in Chapter 20 of the draft EIR/EIS, the 

EBMUD service area is generally built out.  New 
development generally will consist of densification 
within currently developed areas.  The EBMUD-portion 
of the project would be financed by all EBMUD 
ratepayers.   

 
 As fully disclosed in Chapter 20 of the draft EIR/EIS, 

the FRWP is considered growth inducing under CEQA 
because, although the project is consistent with the 
Sacramento County General Plan, it would remove a 
potential obstacle to growth.  The environmental effects 
of growth are discussed in Chapter 20 

 
Sp14-1. Mitigation measures proposed as part of the draft 

EIR/EIS will not necessarily be funded by project-

specific financing.  FRWA and its member agencies 
have the ability to fund the implementation of mitigation 
measures separately from project financing.  In addition, 
most of the mitigation measures proposed to be 
implemented are measures that will be required in the 
early stages of project construction and will not rely on 
long-term financing.   Finally, FRWA is required to 
adopt a mitigation monitoring and reporting plan under 
CEQA, which will require the implementation and 
monitoring of mitigation measures included in the 
project. 
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Responses to Alameda County Taxpayers Association, Inc. 
(Letter Sp15) 
 
Sp15-1. The commentor’s support for the project is noted. 
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Responses to Comments of Keith Herron (Letter I01) 
 
I01-1. Chapter 1 of the draft EIR/EIS describes the purpose and 

need for the FRWP and the water demands of the FRWA 
member agencies.  Future development in the Zone 40 
area is controlled by Sacramento County’s 1993 
approved General Plan. 

 
I01-2. The FRWA member agencies’ service area boundaries 

are shown in Figure 1-1 in the draft EIR/EIS. 
 
I01-3. Payment for water is consistent with the terms for each 

water contract.  Both EBMUD and SCWA have CVP 
water contracts, and payment for use is made to 
Reclamation.  Additional contracts that may be obtained 
by SCWA would dictate payments associated with that 
water use. 

 
I01-4. FRWA and its member agencies will be responsible for 

all construction-related costs. 
 
I01-5. See response I01-3. 
 
I01-6. The City of Sacramento will be compensated by FRWA 

for property purchased and other costs as appropriate.   
 
I01-7. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I01-8. The general intake and pipeline locations are determined 

in part by the location of the Zone 40 Surface Water 
Treatment Plant and the practicable location of the 
connection to the Folsom South Canal. 

 

I01-9. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues and the 
Alternatives Screening Report (Volume 2, Appendix B 
of the draft EIR/EIS). 

 
I01-10. See the master response to Public Outreach Process. 
 
I01-11. The general timeline for construction of the various 

elements of the proposed project is described in Chapter 
2 of the FEIR/EIS.  Construction activities at most 
locations would persist for no more than several days to 
a few weeks; however, substantially longer construction 
periods are expected at major facility locations.  Most 
construction activity would be limited to daytime hours, 
as consistent with local noise regulations (see the 
“Setting” section of Chapter 14, “Noise,” of the 
FEIR/EIS for a description of local noise regulations).  
However, certain construction activities may require 
construction to occur over 24-hour periods for limited 
times, and nighttime construction may be desirable in 
some locations to minimize potential traffic or other 
issues.  Please see Chapter 14, “Noise,” of the FEIR/EIS 
for additional information. 

 
I01-12. See the master response to Environmental Justice Issues. 
 
I01-13. Existing noise levels in the City of Sacramento, in 

Sacramento County, at the intake site, and at Pardee 
Reservoir are described in Chapter 14, ”Noise,” of the 
draft EIR/EIS.  Predicted noise levels during 
construction and operation are described in that chapter 
and are summarized in Tables 14-15 to 14-19.  Noise 
levels at varying distances from the construction sites are 
shown in these tables.  Therefore, areas with potential 
noise increases equal to or greater than 5 dB can be 
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determined from these tables.  Mitigation measures to 
minimize noise impacts are also described in Chapter 14.   

 
I01-14. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
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Responses to Comments of Allan Gilmore (Letter I02) 
 
I02-1. As discussed in Chapter 2 of the draft EIR/EIS under 

“Environmental Commitments, Project Planning, 
Coordination, and Communication Plan,” FRWA and 
Reclamation will coordinate with the appropriate city 
and county agencies during the planning, engineering, 
and design phases of the FRWP.  This may lead to 
opportunities to combine work efforts and avoid 
situations in which a single roadway is torn up more than 
once within a reasonable timeframe. 

 
I02-2. As currently planned and as analyzed in the draft 

EIR/EIS, the Sacramento County Water Agency portion 
of the FRWP water supply will be distributed to 
customers within the SCWA Zone 40 Service Area (see 
Figure 1-1 in the draft EIR/EIS).  Currently there are no 
plans to expand this service area.  However, introduction 
of this surface water supply will help groundwater 
conditions throughout the area. 
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Responses to Comments of Ken McGhee (Letter I03) 
 
I03-1. See the master response for Environmental Justice. 
 
I03-2. See the master response for Public Outreach Process. 
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Response to Comments of George Waegell (Letter I04) 
 
I04-1. FRWA is striving to construct as much of the FRWP 

within publicly owned land and/or rights-of-way as 
practicable.  However, as described in Chapter 2 of the 
draft EIR/EIS under “Environmental Commitments, 
Private Property Acquisition and Access,” FRWA will 
implement several measures, as appropriate, to construct 
and operate facilities within private property.  The 
measures include, but are not limited to, acquiring 
temporary and/or permanent easements, maintaining 
reasonable access and use of private property during 
construction and maintenance activities, and notifying 
all residences prior to beginning construction. 

 
I04-2. As discussed in Chapter 2 of the draft EIR/EIS under 

“Environmental Commitments, Project Planning, 
Coordination, and Communication Plan,” FRWA and 
Reclamation will coordinate with the appropriate city 
and county agencies during the planning, engineering, 
and design phases of the FRWP.  This process will allow 
FRWA and Reclamation to further coordinate with the 
Sacramento County Department of Transportation 
regarding the future extension of Gerber Road.  To date, 
it is not planned to modify the grade east of the current 
terminus of Gerber Road to accommodate a future 
extension of that road. 

 
I04-3. As described on pages 2-48 and 2-49 in Chapter 2 of the 

draft EIR/EIS under “Environmental Commitments, 
Spoils Disposal Plan,” FRWA, in coordination with the 
construction contractor, will ensure that spoils materials 
from excavation activities during construction will be 
hauled to an appropriate off-site disposal location or 

used within the construction right-of-way, where 
feasible. 

 
I04-4. The work area for constructing pipeline varies depending 

on conditions.  As described on page 2-34 of the draft 
EIR/EIS, pipeline construction would proceed at an 
average rate of 100 feet per day along major roadways, 
150 feet per day within other city and county streets, and 
up to 400 feet per day in construction areas outside 
roadways.  As a result, the work area will vary 
accordingly, dependent on location and conditions.  
Furthermore, as described on page 2-50 of Chapter 2 
under “Environmental Commitments, Trench Safety 
Plan,” specific precautions will be taken during the 
pipeline construction process. 

 
I04-5. FRWA and Reclamation acknowledge the presence of 

existing infrastructure/utilities and will work with 
private landowners and public agencies during the 
design process to identify reasonable design solutions 
consistent with the “Environmental Commitments” 
described in Chapter 2 of the draft EIR/EIS. 
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Response to Comments of B.J. Elkin (Letter I05) 
 
I05-1. The concerns about environmental practices are noted.  

Construction and long-term maintenance activities 
associated with the FRWP are fully disclosed in the draft 
EIR/EIS as are the required permits (page 2-53 of the draft 
EIR/EIS).  In particular, several potential impacts to 
vegetation and wildlife are disclosed in Chapters 7 and 8, 
respectively.  All potentially significant vegetation and 
wildlife impacts can be mitigated to a less-than-significant 
level.  A mitigation monitoring and reporting plan will be 
prepared and adopted by FRWA, in conjunction with the 
final EIR/EIS, that will ensure full compliance with adopted 
mitigation measures. 
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Responses to Comments of John R. Hart (Letter I06) 
 
I06-1. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues.  The 

pump motors will be electric and will not result in any 
toxic air emissions. 

 
I06-2. As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the 

Draft EIR/EIS the Freeport Intake Facility will cover 
approximately 7 acres.  Figure 2-1 of the final EIR/EIS 
provides visual approximations of the facility 
components’ dimensions. 

 
I06-3. As noted on page 2-8 of the draft EIR, the pump station 

would include seven to nine vertical turbine pumps.  The 
overall structure would be approximately 225 feet long 
and would accommodate a pump spacing of about 15 
feet, assuming nine pumps.  Noise impacts of facility 
operation are discussed on page 14-30 of the draft EIR, 
and are also discussed in the master response to the 
Intake Facility Issues in the Final EIR/EIS.  

 
I06-4. As described in Chapter 2, Project Description of the 

draft EIR/EIS, the pumps at the intake facility are 
electric powered and therefore do not produce 
combustion by-products. Additionally, the intake facility 
does not include combustion-powered back-up 
generators. 
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Responses to Comments of John and Judy Esola (Letter I07) 
 
I07-1. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
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Responses to Comments of Joel and Gina Ledesma (Letter I08) 
 
I08-1. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I08-2. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I08-3. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I08-4. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I08-5. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
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Response to comments of Michael Chan (Letter I09) 
 
I09-1. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Freeport Regional Water Project  

8-20 
  March 2004

J&S 03-072

 





Freeport Regional Water Authority and the  
U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation 

 Chapter 8.  Responses to Comments from Individuals
Nick and Michele Charles (I10)

 
Responses to Comments of Nick and Michele Charles (Letter 
I10) 
 
I10-1. The comment has been noted. 
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Response to Comments of Marion Kanemoto (Letter I11) 
 
I11-1. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I11-2. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I11-3. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues.  
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Response to Comments of Mark Munguia (Letter I12) 
 
I12-1. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I12-2. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I12-3. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I12-4. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I12-5. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I12-6. Construction would proceed at an average rate of 100 

feet per day along major roadways, 150 feet per day 
within other city and county streets, and up to 400 feet 
per day in construction areas outside roadways (page 
2-34). 

 
I12-7. See master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I12-8. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I12-9. The power lines that would be either raised or relocated 

are listed on pages 2-32 and 2-33 of Chapter 2, “Project 
Description.”  Also in Chapter 2 is noted the requirement 
of compliance with California Public Utilities 
Commission General Orders, which guide utilities in 
development, construction, maintenance, and operation 
of utility facilities (page 2-56).   
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Response to comments of Florence Arnoldy (Letter I13) 
 
I13-1. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I13-2. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I13-3. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I13-4. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I13-5. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I13-6. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I13-7. Alternatives 2-5 will have no significant impacts on 

water-related recreation.  For discussion of less-than-
significant impacts on recreation and the significant 
impacts of Alternative 6 on the Upper Mokelumne 
River, please see Chapter 6, "Recreation." 

 
I13-8. Please see Chapter 16, "Visual Resources," for a 

discussion of this issue. 
 
I13-9. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I13-10. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I13-11. The need for this project is described in Chapter 1 

“Purpose of and Need for the Freeport Regional Water 
Project” in the Draft EIR/EIS. Additionally, Chapters 3 
and 4 of the draft EIR/EIS fully disclose the potential 
impacts of the FRWP on hydrology and water quality.  
This includes the sources of surface water available to 
and used by the City of Sacramento.  Overall, the FRWP 
was found to have relatively minor environmental 
consequences.  Additionally, the City of Sacramento has 

more senior water rights than the FRWA member 
agencies, thereby further minimizing any potential 
impact that the FRWP could possibly have on the City of 
Sacramento’s water supply.  The Water Forum 
Agreement further solidifies protection of the City’s 
water supply.   

 
I13-12. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues.  
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Response to Comments of Rudy Swiridoff (Letter I14) 
 
I14-1. The commentor’s objection to the project is noted. 
 
I14-2. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I14-3. The draft EIR/EIS fully disclosed the impacts associated 

with noise, air quality, and health and safety (in Chapters 
13, 14, and 15 of the draft EIR/EIS).  Please also see the 
responses to Intake Facility Siting major issues in 
Chapter 3 of this document. 

 
I14-4. See response to comment I14-3. 
 
I14-5. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I14-6. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
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Responses to Comments of George Waegell (Letter I15) 
 
I15-1. FRWA appreciates the location of your various facilities 

in the project area.  As described in Chapter 2 of the 
draft EIR/EIS under Environmental Commitments 
(pages 2-44 through 2-51), and in responses to comment 
I04, FRWA will coordinate with local agencies and 
private-property owners regarding specific design and 
construction details prior to implementation. 
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Response to Comments of Jack Lawson (Letter I16) 
 
I16-1. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I16-2. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I16-3. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues.  Note 

that per the environmental commitments and mitigation 
measures identified in the draft EIR/EIS, construction 
hours will be limited and dust and noise suppression 
measures will be implemented.   

 
I16-4. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I16-5. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I16-6. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I16-7. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I16-8. The CEQA Findings and NEPA Record of Decision to 

be adopted at the time the project is approved and the 
EIR is certified and the EIS is approved, in combination 
with the Principles of Agreement being prepared by 
FRWA and the City of Sacramento, are all legally 
enforceable.  FRWA is also required to adopt a 
mitigation monitoring and reporting plan to ensure that 
mitigation measures are implemented.  See also the 
master response to Intake Facility Issues. 

 
I16-9. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
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Response to Comments of Susan Dona (Letter I17) 
 
I17-1. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I17-2. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I17-3. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues for a 

detailed description of why the intake facility will be 
located in the City of Sacramento.  

 
I17-4. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 

Regarding statements made at the public meeting on 
September 29, 2003, the statements were intended to 
convey the following information. Numerous 
alternatives were considered during the alternatives 
screening process as described in the Alternatives 
Screening Report (Volume 2, Appendix B of the draft 
EIR/EIS). Additionally, four specific intake sites were 
considered during the FRWP development phase as 
described in Appendix A of this final EIR/EIS. While 
FRWA had developed sufficient information to 
determine a reasonable range of alternatives for the draft 
EIR/EIS, including the information necessary to 
determine an appropriate location for the intake site, the 
draft EIR/EIS did not include a full analysis of all four 
intake sites because three of them were not carried 
forward into the draft EIR/EIS. Therefore, statements 
made at the September 29, 2003 public meeting simply 
meant that a full analysis of all four intake sites was not 
included in the draft EIR/EIS because three of the four 
potential intake sites were not elements of the 
alternatives being analyzed.  

 

I17-5. The comment is accurate in stating that the location and 
construction of the intake facility have been areas of 
controversy. 

 
I17-6. Growth-related effects associated with the FRWP are 

limited to the Zone 40 service area in Sacramento 
County.  No growth-related effects will occur in the City 
of Sacramento as a result of the FRWP.  However, 
construction- and operation-related impacts that could 
occur in the City of Sacramento are addressed in 
numerous chapters in the draft EIR/EIS including 
Chapters 3 through 17. 

 
I17-7. Impact 6-2 has been modified to reflect the potential 

impact on the Bill Conlin/Freeport Shores recreation 
complex.  Please see response L23-1 associated with 
comments provided by the City of Sacramento 
Department of Parks and Recreation.  Additionally, 
because views of the intake facility would be obstructed 
from most locations along SR 160, the impact is 
considered less than significant. 

 
I17-8. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues for 

concerns regarding recreation and local benefits. 
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Responses to Comments of Denis Ishisaka (Letter I18) 
 
I18-1. See the master response to Public Outreach Process. 
 
I18-2. The draft EIR fully disclosed the impacts associated with operations of the project in Chapters 3–21.  Please also see the master 

responses to Intake Facility Issues.   
 
I18-3. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I18-4. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
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Response to Comments of H. L. Payne (Letter I19) 
 
I19-1. The commentor’s support for the project design is noted. 
 
I19-2. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues.  

Further geotechnical studies will be conducted and 
appropriate foundation designs will be developed based 
on standard modern engineering practices. 

 
I19-3. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I19-4. The architectural style mentioned in the comment letter 

was considered in the visual analysis in the draft 
EIR/EIS (Chapter 16). 

 
I19-5. The commentor’s support for the project is noted. 
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Responses to Comments of Jeff Wedge (Letter I20) 
 
I20-1. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I20-2. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I20-3. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
 
 
 

 
Freeport Regional Water Project  

8-42 
  March 2004

J&S 03-072

 





Freeport Regional Water Authority and the  
U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation 

 Chapter 8.  Responses to Comments from Individuals
Fred and Vi Kirtlan (I21)

 
Response to Comments of Fred and Vi Kirtlan (Letter I21) 
 
I21-1. Chapter 3 of the draft EIR/EIS analyzes the hydrologic 

effects of the FRWP on California’s overall water supply 
system, including the Northern California region.  All 
water year types are considered, including periods of 
drought.  All water user impacts are found to be less than 
significant. 

 
I21-2. It is accurate that the intake location analyzed in the 

draft EIR/EIS is the result of long-term discussions and 
technical analyses (the full range of alternatives 
considered is documented in Volume 2, Appendix B of 
the draft EIR/EIS), some of which focused on protection 
of the lower American River.  The analysis of impacts 
included in the draft EIR/EIS fully analyzed and 
disclosed potential impacts on all portions of the water 
supply system, including the Sacramento–San Joaquin 
Delta.  Impacts on the Delta associated with the FRWP 
were found to be less than significant. 

 
I21-3. As fully disclosed in the draft EIR/EIS, Alternative 6 

would not substantially reduce impacts on the 
environment compared to Alternatives 2–5.  
Furthermore, implementation of Alternative 6 would not 
alter the timing of SCWA diversions at the proposed 
FRWP intake facility.  
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Response to Comments of Pamela Herlihy (Letter I22) 
 
I22-1. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I22-2. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues.  The 

differentiation between the alternatives mentioned in this 
comment is the degree to which the alternatives use 
public rights-of-way.  As noted in this comment, all of 
the alternatives share the intake location and certain 
pipeline segments. 

 
I22-3. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
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Responses to Comments of Linda Tutor (Letter I23) 
 
I23-1. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I23-2. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I23-3. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I23-4. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
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Responses to Comments of Robert Lorbeer (Letter I24) 
 
I24-1. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I24-2. See the master response to Public Outreach Process. 
 
I24-3. See the master response to Public Outreach Process. 
 
I24-4. See the master response to Public Outreach Process. 
 
I24-5. Please see responses to specific concerns below. 
 
I24-6. During the scoping process for this project, FRWA 

presented several different intake locations and pipeline 
alignments.  In response to comments received from the 
public and other sources during the scoping process, the 
project description presented in the draft EIR/EIS was 
developed.  The project description being presented by 
FRWA and Reclamation in the draft EIR/EIS is the only 
project description presented to the public for formal 
review and comment under CEQA and NEPA.  It is 
accurate to state that FRWA has presented modifications 
to this project description at public meetings as a result 
of comments received from the public.  However, these 
were not presented as changes to the project description 
in the draft EIR/EIS for formal consideration by the 
public.  The changes were presented as possible ways 
that FRWA and Reclamation could modify the project to 
address the concerns raised by the public and further 
minimize potential impacts.   It should also be noted that 
the project was described the same way to each 
audience.  The same materials were used in each 
presentation. 

 

I24-7. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I24-8. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I24-9. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I24-10. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I24-11. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I24-12. As noted on page 2-47 of the draft EIR/EIS, FRWA will 

develop and implement a fire management plan in 
consultation with the appropriate fire suppression 
agencies in the project vicinity. 

 
I24-13. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I24-14. The draft EIR/EIS fully disclosed the impacts associated 

with noise, air quality, and health and safety (in Chapters 
13, 14, and 15 of the draft EIR/EIS).  Please also see the 
master response to Intake Facility Issues.   

 
I24-15. See the master response to Environmental Justice Issues. 
 
I24-16. FRWA identified the Carmichael Water District pump 

and water treatment plant facility as a local, reasonably 
similar facility within a residential neighborhood and 
immediately adjacent to single-family houses.  This 
facility includes water pumps, compressors, air surge 
tanks, electrical transformer, and chemical storage 
facilities. 

 
I24-17. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
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I24-18. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I24-19. Figure 2-1 in the final EIR/EIS shows the general 

location of the proposed intake facility in relation to 
residences.  

 
I24-20. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I24-21. Figure 2-1 provides a layout of the relative positions and 

sizes of the different components of the project that are 
related to the intake facility. A more detailed description 
of these components has been added to the revised 
project description included in Chapter 2 of the final 
EIR/EIS. 

 
I24-22. Please see response to I24-6, above. 
 
I24-23. See the master response to Public Outreach Process. 
 
I24-24. See the master response to Public Outreach Process. 
 
I24-25. See the master response to Public Outreach Process. 
 
I24-26. The project’s notice of preparation/notice of intent 

indicated that population and housing may be affected 
by the proposed project, as did the notice of completion.  
The subject was then analyzed in Chapter 10 of the draft 
EIR/EIS. 

 
I24-27. See the master response to Public Outreach Process. 
 
I24-28. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I24-29. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 

 
I24-30. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I24-31. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I24-32. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I24-33. See the master response to Environmental Justice Issues. 
 
I24-34. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I24-35. See the master response to Environmental Justice Issues. 
 
I24-36. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I24-37. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I24-38. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I24-39. Chloramine is a combination of chlorine and ammonia 

and is commonly used for treatment of drinking water.  
However, since publication of the draft EIR/EIS, FRWA 
has committed to using only sodium hypochlorite at the 
intake facility. 

 
I24-40. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. The 

decision to use sodium hypochlorite does not result in 
any new impacts. 

 
I24-41. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I24-42. A hazardous materials management plan  (HMMP) will 

be developed before beginning construction, as required 
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by state law. HMMPs are not required to be included in 
the EIR. 

 
I24-43. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I24-44. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. Please 

note that the potential for significant impacts is not a 
violation of CEQA.  Conclusions in the Draft EIR 
regarding significance of impacts were conservative, and 
were also based on an overall evaluation of project 
facilities.  As noted on page 14-34, “because ambient 
noise levels in some areas could be as low as 35-40 dBA 
Ldn, each of these facilities would be capable of 
generating noise levels that could be 5 dB greater than 
existing noise levels.”  As shown in Table 14-2, ambient 
noise levels in the vicinity of the intake site are 
substantially louder than that, ranging from 43 to 52 
dBA.  Detailed evaluation of possible design measures 
for the intake site determined that it would be possible to 
incorporate noise control measures so that noise 
generated by the facility will not be at levels above 
existing ambient noise at the exterior of nearby homes 
thereby reducing the impact to less than significant. 

 
I24-45. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I24-46. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I24-47. Given the geographic location of the proposed intake site 

and its distance from known geologic faults, substantial 
seismic activity is unlikely.  The potential for 
liquefaction, which is the result of saturated soil and 
simultaneous seismic activity, is even less likely.  
However, the intake facility and all related components 

will be designed to meet relevant geotechnical and 
seismic safety standards.  The intake structure itself will 
be constructed on a series of deeply driven piles capable 
of withstanding potential seismic activity.  The other 
related facilities, including the surge tanks, air 
compressors, and chemical storage facility, are not 
substantial in size or weight and will be constructed to 
meet seismic safety standards.  While variations in soil 
type and quality have been identified at the site in 
previous studies, these soil types are common 
throughout the Central Valley and can adequately 
support the proposed project, assuming standard 
engineering practices are employed.  

 
I24-48. See response to I24-47. 
 
I24-49. Please see response to I24-6, above. 
 
I24-50. Chapters 3 and 4 of the draft EIR/EIS fully disclose the 

potential impacts of the FRWP on hydrology and water 
quality.  This includes the sources of surface water 
available to and used by the City of Sacramento.  
Overall, the FRWP was found to have relatively minor 
environmental consequences.  Additionally, the City of 
Sacramento has more senior water rights than the FRWA 
member agencies, thereby further minimizing any 
potential impact that the FRWP could possibly have on 
the City of Sacramento’s water supply.  The Water 
Forum Agreement further solidifies protection of the 
City’s water supply.  

 
I24-51. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
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I24-52. Impact 6-2 has been modified to reflect the potential 

impact on the Bill Conlin/Freeport Shores recreation 
complex. Please see response L23-1 associated with 
comments provided by the City of Sacramento 
Department of Parks and Recreation. Additionally, 
because views of the intake facility would be obstructed 
from most locations along SR 160, the impact is 
considered less than significant. 

 
I24-53. A detailed description of the change in views of the 

intake facility site that will occur is given in Chapter 16 
of the Draft EIR/EIS.  In addition, see the response to 
Intake Facility Issues major issue in Chapter 3 of this 
document for more information. 

 
I24-54. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I24-55. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I24-56. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I24-57. Potential impacts on species of special concern, 

including burrowing owls and Swainson’s hawks, are 
fully addressed in Chapter 8, “Wildlife,” of the draft 
EIR/EIS.  Appropriate mitigation measures are identified 
where needed.  As described in Chapter 8, 
reconnaissance-level surveys were conducted for 
purposes of preparing the draft EIR/EIS.  Additional 
surveys, as required by state and federal resource 
agencies, will be conducted prior to construction.  This 
applies to all project components, including the intake 
facility.   

 
I24-58. See the response to I24-57. 

 
I24-59. See the response to I24-57. 
 
I24-60. Figure 2-1 provides a layout of the relative positions and 

sizes of the different components of the project that are 
related to the intake facility. A more detailed description 
of these components has been added to the revised 
project description included in Chapter 2 of the final 
EIR/EIS. 

 
I24-61. See response to I24-6. 
 
I24-62. Figure 2-1 provides a layout of the relative positions and 

sizes of the different components of the project that are 
related to the intake facility. A more detailed description 
of these components has been added to the revised 
project description included in Chapter 2 of the draft 
EIR/EIS. 

 
I24-63. It is appropriate for a project proponent to develop 

reasonable criteria to guide development of a project and 
ensure that the project meets its intended purpose and 
need.  With regard to water quality at the intake site, 
FRWA’s technical team set a target criterion of finding a 
site where treated wastewater would reach the site on no 
more than 20% of the occasions when reverse flow 
occurs.  This would allow the FRWA member agencies 
to operate the intake facility in a manner that would still 
meet their purpose and need while not breaching their 
duty to protect the public’s health or be forbidden by 
regulatory agencies such as the Department of Health 
Services.  Computer modeling revealed that this distance 
is at least 3,500 feet upstream.  Therefore, the 3,500 feet 
of river closest to and upstream of the SRCSD outfall 
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was excluded from further analysis.  Furthermore, the 
published data referred to in the comment letter do not 
necessarily reflect conditions during a low-flow, reverse-
flow event, which is the type of event that could carry 
waste discharges upstream and is of most concern to 
FRWA.  Despite the fact that the water ultimately will 
be treated, the FRWA member agencies have a long 
history of securing, using, and protecting their high-
quality sources of water.  It is their intent to continue this 
practice, consistent with state and federal law and the 
applicable polices of their agencies (Volume 2, 
Appendix B, page 5-3 of the draft EIR/EIS). 

 
I24-64. See response to I24-63. 
 
I24-65. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I24-66. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I24-67. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I24-68. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I24-69. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I24-70. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I24-71. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I24-72. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I24-73. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 

I24-74. The pipeline will be designed and constructed according 
to industry standards to meet all applicable codes and 
regulations. Furthermore, the pipeline will be buried and 
operated at a relatively low pressure. The likelihood of a 
catastrophic failure is extremely remote and is 
sufficiently addressed through conservative design 
measures. With regard to water being continually 
pumped into a damaged pipeline, the intake pumps will 
be equipped with control devices to cease operation if 
there is a sudden loss of discharge pressure or sudden 
increase in flow. 

 
I24-75. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I24-76. It is accurate that the Public Health Security and 

Bioterrorism Preparedness and Response Act (Public 
Law 107-188) requires every public water system that 
serves a population of more than 3,300 persons to 
conduct a Vulnerability Assessment.  However, neither 
CEQA nor NEPA requires that this information be 
included or analyzed in the draft EIR/EIS.   

 
I24-77. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I24-78. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I24-79. The spirit and intent of both CEQA and NEPA are full 

disclosure to decision makers and to the public.  The 
FRWP is a large, regional project that warrants a great 
deal of detail to adequately analyze and present potential 
impacts on the environment.  While CEQA and NEPA 
suggest page limits, they are solely recommendations as 
evidenced by the language “…should normally….”  The 
draft EIR/EIS is presented in three volumes so that 
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reviewers are provided with varying levels of detail.  
Volume 1 is likely sufficient for most reviewers.  
Volumes 2 and 3 provide additional detail for those 
interested in a higher level of detail.  Covering the 
different components of the FRWP in separate draft 
EIR/EISs would be considered “piecemealing” and, 
therefore, would not comply with CEQA or NEPA 
requirements. 

 
I24-80. FRWA has committed to involve the City of Sacramento 

and the community in an architectural design process.  
While the City of Sacramento’s Design Review Board 
does not have jurisdiction over the project, it would be at 
the City’s discretion to involve the Board in the design 
process. 

 
I24-81. All aspects of the Principles of Agreement that need to 

be disclosed in the draft EIR/EIS have been included. 
 
I24-82. Recirculation of the draft EIR/EIS is not required.  The 

State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15088.5) clearly define 
when recirculation of a draft EIR is necessary.  
According to the guidelines, a lead agency is required to 
recirculate an EIR “when significant new information is 
added to the EIR after public notice of the availability of 
the draft EIR for public review….”  As noted in the 
guidelines, new information added to an EIR is not 
“significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that 
deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to 
comment upon a substantial adverse environmental 
effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or 
avoid such an effect that the project’s proponents have 
declined to implement.   

 

Examples of “significant new information” requiring 
recirculation include disclosure that: 
 
A new significant environmental impact would result 
from the project or from a new mitigation measure 
proposed to be implemented; 
 
A substantial increase in the severity of an 
environmental impact would result unless mitigation 
measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of 
insignificance; 
 
A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure 
considerably different from others previously analyzed 
would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the 
project but the project’s proponents decline to adopt it; 
and 
 
The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically 
inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful 
public review and comment were precluded. 
 
While several minor revisions have been incorporated 
into the project since publication of the draft EIR/EIS, 
these minor changes are generally in response to 
comments received on the draft EIR/EIS and do not 
create any new significant environmental effects.  
Similarly, no information has been identified that would 
indicate that there would be a substantial increase in the 
severity of an environmental impact already disclosed.  
In fact, additional mitigation measures have been 
identified that would decrease previously identified 
significant environmental effects. 
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More than 100 project alternatives and numerous 
variations of many alternatives were examined in 
preparing the draft EIR/EIS.  No new feasible 
alternatives or mitigation measures that would clearly 
lessen the environmental impacts of the project have 
been identified during the public review process.  While 
several minor variations of the project have been 
proposed that would make the project more consistent 
with public desires, they would not clearly lessen the 
environmental impact of the project as proposed.  In 
addition, FRWA has identified additional mitigation 
measures that it proposes to adopt to reduce previously 
identified significant impacts to less-than-significant 
levels. 
 
Finally, the draft EIR/EIS contains substantial 
information, and the conclusions regarding 
environmental effects of the proposed project and 
alternatives are fully supported by the information 
contained in the draft EIR/EIS. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Freeport Regional Water Project  

8-73 
  March 2004

J&S 03-072

 







Freeport Regional Water Authority and the  
U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation 

 Chapter 8.  Responses to Comments from Individuals
Don and Tricia Nevis (I25)

 

 

Response to Comments of Don and Tricia Nevis (Letter I25) 
 
I25-1. See the master response to Public Outreach Process. 
 
I25-2. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues.  Figure 

2-1 in the final EIR/EIS shows the general location of 
the proposed intake facility in relation to residences.   

 
I25-3. See the master response to Public Outreach Process. 
 
I25-4. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I25-5. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I25-6. The commentor’s concurrence with comment letter Sp08 

from the South Pocket Homeowner’s Association is 
noted. 
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Response to Comments of Jamie and Guy Ramsey (Letter I26) 
 
I26-1. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I26-2. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I26-3. The draft EIR/EIS fully disclosed the impacts on wildlife 

and wetlands habitat (Chapters 7 and 8). 
 
I26-4. The potential environmental effects of the FRWP and 

alternatives on water supplies, and water quality are fully 
disclosed in chapters 3 and 4 of the draft EIR/EIS.  
Where significant environmental effects were identified, 
mitigation measures were identified to reduce such 
effects to less than significant levels, where feasible. The 
draft EIR/EIS relies on the best information and 
modeling tools available to conduct impact analyses.  
This modeling tool, CALSIM II, is the only available 
and accepted tool for such modeling and has been 
subjected to rigorous review and refinement.  
Reclamation and the California Department of Water 
Resources (DWR) developed this model and fully accept 
the results of the model.  The FRWP modeling was 
conducted in close coordination with Reclamation and 
has been made publicly available.  Reclamation and 
DWR have reviewed and accepted the results.  CALSIM 
II results indicate the project would not cause significant 
water supply or quality impacts.  

 
I26-5. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I26-6. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. In 

addition, all vehicles will be required to comply with the 
mitigation measures outlined in Chapter 13 of the draft 
EIR/EIS.  Mitigation Measure 13-1 fully complies with 
the requirements of the Sacramento Metropolitan Air 

Quality Management District (SMAQMD).  The 
SMAQMD has reviewed the draft EIR/EIS (see letter 
L14) and found the analysis to be thorough and 
complete, as well as consistent with the latest procedures 
established by the district.  FRWA is fully committed to 
implementing the stringent air quality requirements 
established by Mitigation Measure 13-1.  It is not 
feasible to specifically identify emission requirements.  
However, the requirements set forth in Mitigation 
Measure 13-1 require that heavy-duty off-road vehicles 
be much cleaner than average, which will generally 
require that the construction fleet be made up of newer 
vehicles that have modern emission systems.  It should 
also be noted that most of the emissions identified in 
Impact 13-6 are related to truck traffic throughout the 
entire construction area.  Only a relatively small portion 
of total emissions will be derived from off-road heavy 
construction equipment at the intake facility site. 

 
I26-7. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I26-8. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I26-9. The Draft EIR/EIS does fully analyze the potential 

impacts of the project. Potential long-term air quality, 
fish, and noise impacts are described in the operation-
related impact sections of their respective chapters.  The 
noise impacts are also discussed in the master response 
to Intake Facility Issues.    

 
I26-10. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I26-11. In order to meet fish protection criteria, the approach 

velocities to the intake’s fish screen will be 
approximately 0.2 ft/s.  This low velocity will not pose a 
threat to recreational river users.  Additionally, a debris 
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boom next to the intake will prevent large objects from 
getting close to the intake structure.   

 
I26-12. Chapter 8, “Wildlife,” of the Draft EIR/EIS thoroughly 

analyzes the potential wildlife impacts the FRWP may 
cause.  Implementing the proposed mitigation measures 
will reduce the impacts to a less-than-significant level.    

 
I26-13. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I26-14. Chapter 5, “Fish,” of the Draft EIR/EIS fully analyzes 

potential impacts on fish that the FRWP may cause. 
Significance criteria were applied to determine the 
severity of the potential impacts.  The potential impacts 
are less-than-significant and no mitigation is required.   

 
I26-15. This comment is accurate and the impact has been 

identified.  However, Alternative 6 has not been selected 
as the preferred alternative in the Draft EIR/EIS.  

 
I26-16. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
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Response to Comments of Maurice Roos (Letter I27) 
 
I27-1. Support for implementing the FRWP, and Alternative 5 

and its associated intake location in particular, is noted. 
 
I27-2. See the master response to the Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I27-3. In the final EIR/EIS, FRWA commits to maintaining 

operational noise levels for the intake facility at or below 
existing background noise levels.  Additionally, the 
intake facility will be designed to minimize visual 
impacts. 

 
I27-4.  A conversion table is not included in the final EIR/EIS. 
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Responses to Comments of Dorothy Carroll (Letter I28) 
 
I28-1. See the response to “Intake Facility Issues” major issue 

in Chapter 3 of this document. Additionally, as described 
in Chapter 14, “Noise” of the draft EIR/EIS, 
construction noise in the vicinity of the intake facility 
will be substantially reduced with distance. While noise 
at neighboring residences will still be significant, it is 
not expected to cause hearing damage. As described in 
mitigation measure 14-1, FRWA’s noise disturbance 
coordinator will ensure that reasonable measures are 
implemented to correct problems identified by 
residences. 
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Response to Comments of Leonor Alvarez (Letter I29) 
 
I29-1. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I29-2. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I29-3. As described in Chapter 2 of the draft EIR/EIS under 

Environmental Commitments, the Erosion and Sediment 
Control Plan (page 2-45) and Channel and Levee 
Restoration Plan (page 2-48) will ensure that the project 
design protects the levee from any project induced 
erosion that might otherwise occur. The draft EIR/EIS 
fully discloses the risk of erosion and flooding. 
However, more detailed information will be provided to 
the State Reclamation Board during the final design 
stage in order to obtain an encroachment permit. That is 
a public process and all information will be available to 
the public at that time. SAFCA is typically invited by the 
Reclamation Board to comment on encroachment 
permits within their jurisdiction. FRWA is responsible 
for the cost of implementing the Erosion and Sediment 
Control Plan and Channel and Levee Restoration Plan 
features associated with the FRWP. 

 
I29-4. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I29-5. The potential effects of vibration on surrounding 

structures is described in Chapter 14 of the draft 
EIR/EIS (page 14-19 for example). Substantial vibration 
levels are very localized and are not expected to damage 
any structures, including the levee. In addition, the 
Reclamation Board will review the FRWP construction 
procedures, including vibratory effects, as a part of the 
encroachment permit process to ensure compliance with 
their standards. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers also 

typically reviews and comments on the technical aspects 
of encroachment permit applications. 

 
I29-6. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I29-7. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I29-8. FRWA currently plans on using the existing access road 

to the intake site. Site access routes will be further 
refined during the final design stages but additional 
access routes are not planned at this time. The impacts 
described in the draft EIR/EIS are based on use of the 
existing access road. 

 
I29-9. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I29-10. Chapter 13, Air Quality, of the draft EIR/EIS fully 

analyzes the effects of the project on Air Quality, 
including those caused by diesel engines. 

 
I29-11. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I29-12. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I29-13. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I29-14. See the master response to the Public Outreach Process. 
 
I29-15. See the master response to the Public Outreach Process. 

Additionally, specific records of outreach efforts are 
available at the FRWA office. 

 
I29-16. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I29-17. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
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I29-18. Electric power will be provided by existing power 

sources in the area. The amount of power required by the 
intake facility, and the associated electric transformers 
and switches, are typical in an urban area and do not 
pose an increased risk to area residents. 

 
I29-19. As fully disclosed in the draft EIR/EIS (Chapters 13, 14, 

and 15 in particular), implementation of the FRWP is not 
likely to result in health-related problems for nearby 
residents or anyone else. Therefore, no compensation is 
needed. 

 
I29-20. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I29-21. Consistent with CEQA and NEPA, impacts of a project 

are measured against existing conditions. Noise 
generated by I5 is a component of the existing 
conditions. However, it should be noted that the intake 
site is very quiet at night which is also part of the 
existing condition baseline. FRWA has committed to 
keeping operational noise levels at or below existing 
background levels. 

 
I29-22. Design measures incorporated into the intake facility 

will result in minimal vibration of the levee during 
operation. Additionally, any vibration produced by the 
pumps will not reach or cause any damage to nearby 
residences. 

 
I29-23. There are water quality differences between locations 

upstream and downstream of the SRCSD discharge. 
However, the differences vary depending on flow and 
discharge conditions at any given time. Conditions 
during a low-flow, reverse-flow event, which is the type 
of event that could carry waste discharges upstream are 
of most concern to FRWA.  The FRWA member 

agencies have a long history of securing, using, and 
protecting their high-quality sources of water.  It is their 
intent to continue this practice, consistent with state and 
federal law and the applicable polices of their agencies 
(Volume 2, Appendix B, page 5-3 of the draft EIR/EIS). 

 
I29-24. A Hazardous Materials Management Plan will be 

developed before beginning construction, as required by 
state law. 

 
I29-25. Chapter 6 of the draft EIR/EIS describes potential 

impacts to recreation and identifies appropriate 
mitigation measures as appropriate, including those 
associated with bicycle trails and the Sacramento River. 

 
I29-26. As described in the draft EIR/EIS under Mitigation 

Measure 14-1 (page 14-25), noise shielding will be 
provided to the extent feasible and practicable to reduce 
construction-related noise. 

 
I29-27. See the master response to Environmental Justice Issues. 
 
I29-28. There are currently no plans for use of the unused 

capacity of the FRWP facilities other than the small 
quantities described in Chapter 2 of this final  EIR/EIS.  
These facilities may provide additional regional benefits 
in the future by enabling regional water supply solutions.  
However, no such plans have been identified at this 
time, and any such future plan will be required to 
provide a new source of water (EBMUD’s CVP contract 
does not allow for diversion of water in normal and wet 
years, when excess capacity would generally be 
available) and will undergo appropriate separate 
environmental review. 
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Response to Comments of E. Dennis and Bonnie S. Bartholomew 
(Letter I30) 
 
I30-1. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I30-2. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I30-3.  As described in Chapter 2 of the draft EIR/EIS under 

Environmental Commitments, the Erosion and Sediment 
Control Plan (page 2-45) and Channel and Levee 
Restoration Plan (page 2-48) will ensure that the project 
design protects the levee from any project induced 
erosion that might otherwise occur. The draft EIR/EIS 
fully discloses the risk of erosion and flooding. 
However, more detailed information will be provided to 
the State Reclamation Board during the final design 
stage in order to obtain an encroachment permit. That is 
a public process and all information will be available to 
the public at that time. SAFCA is typically invited by the 
Reclamation Board to comment on encroachment 
permits within their jurisdiction. FRWA is responsible 
for the cost of implementing the Erosion and Sediment 
Control Plan and Channel and Levee Restoration Plan 
features associated with the FRWP. 

 
I30-4. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I30-5.  The potential effects of vibration on surrounding 

structures is described in Chapter 14 of the draft 
EIR/EIS (page 14-19 for example). Substantial vibration 
levels are very localized and are not expected to damage 
any structures, including the levee. In addition, the 
Reclamation Board will review the FRWP construction 
procedures, including vibratory effects, as a part of the 

encroachment permit process to ensure compliance with 
their standards. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers also 
typically reviews and comments on the technical aspects 
of encroachment permit applications. 

 
I30-6. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I30-7. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I30-8. FRWA plans to use the existing access road to the intake 

site.  Site access routes will be further refined during the 
final design stages, but additional access routes are not 
planned at this time.  The impacts described in the draft 
EIR/EIS are based on use of the existing access road. 

 
I30-9. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 

Additionally, as described in Chapter 14, “Noise” of the 
draft EIR/EIS, construction noise in the vicinity of the 
intake facility will be substantially reduced with 
distance. While noise at neighboring residences will still 
be significant, it is not expected to cause hearing 
damage. As described in mitigation measure 14-1, 
FRWA’s noise disturbance coordinator will ensure that 
reasonable measures are implemented to correct 
problems identified by residences.  

 
I30-10. The draft EIR/EIS fully disclosed the impacts associated 

with noise, air quality, and health and safety (in Chapters 
13, 14, and 15 of the draft EIR/EIS).  Please also see the 
responses to the Intake Facility Siting major issues in 
Chapter 3 of this document. 

 
I30-11. See response to I30-10, above. 
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I30-12. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I30-13. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I30-14. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I30-15. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I30-16. Electric power will be provided by existing power 

sources in the area.  The amount of power required by 
the intake facility, and the associated electric 
transformers and switches, are typical in an urban area 
and do not pose an increased risk to area residents. 

 
I30-17. As fully disclosed in the draft EIR/EIS (Chapters 13, 14, 

and 15 in particular), implementation of the FRWP is not 
likely to result in health-related problems for nearby 
residents or anyone else.  Therefore, no compensation is 
needed. 

 
I30-18. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I30-19. Consistent with CEQA and NEPA, impacts of a project 

are measured against existing conditions.  Noise 
generated by I-5 is a component of the existing 
conditions.  However, it should be noted that the intake 
site is very quiet at night, which is also part of the 
existing condition baseline.  FRWA has committed to 
keeping operational noise levels at or below existing 
background levels. 

 
I30-20. Design measures incorporated into the intake facility 

will result in minimal vibration of the levee during 
operation.  Additionally, any vibration produced by the 

pumps will not reach or cause any damage to nearby 
residences. 

 
I30-21.  There are water quality differences between locations 

upstream and downstream of the SRCSD discharge. 
However, the differences vary depending on flow and 
discharge conditions at any given time. Conditions 
during a low-flow, reverse-flow event, which is the type 
of event that could carry waste discharges upstream are 
of most concern to FRWA.  The FRWA member 
agencies have a long history of securing, using, and 
protecting their high-quality sources of water.  It is their 
intent to continue this practice, consistent with state and 
federal law and the applicable polices of their agencies 
(Volume 2, Appendix B, page 5-3 of the draft EIR/EIS). 

 
I30-22. A hazardous materials management plan will be 

developed before beginning construction, as required by 
state law. 

 
I30-23.  Chapter 6 of the draft EIR/EIS describes potential 

impacts to recreation and identifies appropriate 
mitigation measures as appropriate, including those 
associated with bicycle trails and the Sacramento River. 

 
I30-24. As described in the draft EIR/EIS under Mitigation 

Measure 14-1 (page 14-25), noise shielding will be 
provided to the extent feasible and practicable to reduce 
construction-related noise. 

 
I30-25. See the master response to Environmental Justice Issues. 
 
I30-26. There are currently no plans for use of the unused 

capacity of the FRWP facilities other than the small 
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quantities described in Chapter 2 of this final  EIR/EIS.  
These facilities may provide additional regional benefits 
in the future by enabling regional water supply solutions.  
However, no such plans have been identified at this 
time, and any such future plan will be required to 
provide a new source of water (EBMUD’s CVP contract 
does not allow for diversion of water in normal and wet 
years, when excess capacity would generally be 
available) and will undergo appropriate separate 
environmental review. 
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Response to Comments of Stephen and Shari Kawelo (Letter 
I31) 
 
I31-1. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I31-2. See the master response to the Public Outreach Process. 
 
I31-3. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I31-4. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I31-5. FRWA identified the Carmichael Water District pump 

and water treatment plant facility as a local, reasonably 
similar facility within  a residential neighborhood and 
immediately adjacent to single-family houses.  This 
facility includes water pumps, compressors, air surge 
tanks, electrical transformer, and chemical storage 
facilities. The mitigation identified in the draft EIR/EIS 
is adequate. 

 
I31-6. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I31-7. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I31-8. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I31-9. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I31-10. See the master response to Environmental Justice Issues. 
 
I31-11. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I31-12. A Hazardous Materials Management Plan will be 

developed before beginning construction, as required by 
state law. 

 
I31-13. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I31-14. A complete list of mitigation measures will be included 

in the CEQA Findings and adopted in the mitigation 
monitoring and reporting plan. This list should be 
consistent with those described in the final EIR/EIS. 
FRWA is the lead CEQA agency and is the agency with 
the legal responsibility to ensure that mitigation 
measures are implemented.  The mitigation monitoring 
and reporting plan will set forth the timing of mitigation 
measure implementation and identify the responsible 
party. 

 
I31-15. As described in Chapter 2 of the draft EIR/EIS under 

Environmental Commitments, the Erosion and Sediment 
Control Plan (page 2-45) and Channel and Levee 
Restoration Plan (page 2-48) will ensure that the project 
design protects the levee from any project induced 
erosion that might otherwise occur. The draft EIR/EIS 
fully discloses the risk of erosion and flooding. 
However, more detailed information will be provided to 
the State Reclamation Board during the final design 
stage in order to obtain an encroachment permit. That is 
a public process and all information will be available to 
the public at that time. SAFCA is typically invited by the 
Reclamation Board to comment on encroachment 
permits within their jurisdiction. FRWA is responsible 
for the cost of implementing the Erosion and Sediment 
Control Plan and Channel and Levee Restoration Plan 
features associated with the FRWP. 

 
I31-16. Given the geographic location of the proposed intake site 

and its distance from known geologic faults, substantial 
seismic activity is unlikely.  The potential for 

 
Freeport Regional Water Project  

8-97 
  March 2004

J&S 03-072

 



Freeport Regional Water Authority and the  
U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation 

 Chapter 8.  Responses to Comments from Individuals
Stephen and Shari Kawelo (I31

 
 

liquefaction, which is the result of saturated soil and 
simultaneous seismic activity, is even less likely.  
However, the intake facility and all related components 
will be designed to meet relevant geotechnical and 
seismic safety standards.  The intake structure itself will 
be constructed on a series of deeply driven piles capable 
of withstanding potential seismic activity.  The other 
related facilities, including the surge tanks, air 
compressors, and chemical storage facility, are not 
substantial in size or weight and will be constructed to 
meet seismic safety standards.  While variations in soil 
type and quality have been identified at the site in 
previous studies, these soil types are common 
throughout the Central Valley and can adequately 
support the proposed project, assuming standard 
engineering practices are employed. 

 
I31-17. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I31-18. The draft EIR/EIS evaluated all environmental resources 

required under CEQA and NEPA. The facility locations 
in the draft EIR/EIS were based on site constraints. 
Modifications have been made to those locations based 
on discussions with the City of Sacramento and the 
community and the new site layout is shown in Figure 2-
1 of the final EIR/EIS. Furthermore, additional detail 
about the associated facilities at the intake site are 
described in the updated project description in Chapter 2 
of the final EIR/EIS. 

 
I31-19. Figure 2-1 provides a layout of the relative positions and 

sizes of the different components of the project that are 
related to the intake facility. A more detailed description 
of these components has been added to the revised 
project description in Chapter 2 of the final EIR/EIS. 

 
I31-20. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I31-21. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I31-22. As fully disclosed in the draft EIR/EIS (Chapters 13, 14, 

and 15 in particular), implementation of the FRWP is not 
likely to result in health-related problems for nearby 
residents or anyone else. Therefore, no compensation is 
needed. 

 
I31-23. All relevant aspects of the Principles of Agreement are 

included in the draft EIR/EIS. 
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Response to Comments of James Morgan (Letter I32) 
 
I32-1. Implementation of the preferred alternative would 

exercise EBMUD’s amendatory contract, which only 
allows one diversion point.  The only circumstances that 
would allow for an EBMUD diversion from the 
American River would require that a Sacramento River 
diversion near Freeport could not be reasonably 
implemented.  While the FRWP provides the physical 
means necessary to divert water from the American 
River, implementation of the FRWP, and the preferred 
alternative in particular, would eliminate EBMUD’s 
current option of diverting water at the Folsom South 
Canal. 

 
I32-2. A primary rationale for eliminating the Freeport 

diversion alternative with a pipeline proceeding south 
directly to the Mokelumne Aqueducts is based on the 
need for the FRWP to ultimately meet the purpose and 
need of both EBMUD and SCWA.  The intake structure 
is the only element of a project at Freeport with a 
pipeline proceeding south that would assist SCWA in 
meeting its project purpose and need.  SCWA would 
need to construct a separate pipeline to deliver water to 
its proposed Zone 40 Water Treatment Plant.  As a 
result, there would be minimal cost-sharing 
opportunities for the FRWA member agencies and 
overall costs would be prohibitive.  In addition, 
environmental impacts would be greater under this 
alternative than for the alternatives described in the draft 
EIR/EIS. 

 
I32-3. See response I32-1, above.  Additionally, diversions to 

agencies other than those described in Chapter 2, 

“Project Update,” of this final EIR/EIS are purely 
speculative.  There are currently no plans for use of the 
unused capacity of the FRWP facilities.  These facilities 
may provide additional regional benefits in the future by 
enabling regional water supply solutions.  However, no 
such plans have been identified at this time, and any 
such future plan will be required to provide a new source 
of water and will undergo appropriate separate 
environmental review. 
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Response to Comments of Willie J. Russell II (Letter I33) 
 
I33-1. See the master response to the Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I33-2. As described in Chapter 2 of the draft EIR/EIS under 

Environmental Commitments, the Erosion and Sediment 
Control Plan (page 2-45) and Channel and Levee 
Restoration Plan (page 2-48) will ensure that the project 
design protects the levee from any project induced 
erosion that might otherwise occur. The draft EIR/EIS 
fully discloses the risk of erosion and flooding. 
However, more detailed information will be provided to 
the State Reclamation Board during the final design 
stage in order to obtain an encroachment permit. That is 
a public process and all information will be available to 
the public at that time. SAFCA is typically invited by 
the Reclamation Board to comment on encroachment 
permits within their jurisdiction. FRWA is responsible 
for the cost of implementing the Erosion and Sediment 
Control Plan and Channel and Levee Restoration Plan 
features associated with the FRWP. 

 
I33-3. See the master response to the Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I33-4. See the master response to the Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I33-5. Design measures incorporated into the intake facility 

will result in minimal vibration of the levee during 
operation. Additionally, any vibration produced by the 
pumps will not reach or cause any damage to nearby 
residences. 

 
I33-6. Electric power will be provided by existing power 

sources in the area. The amount of power required by 
the intake facility, and the associated electric 

transformers and switches, are typical in an urban area 
and do not pose an increased risk to area residents. 
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Response to Comments of Florence Arnoldy (Letter I34) 
 
I34-1. See the master response to the Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I34-2. The potential impacts to the adjacent residences are fully 

addressed in the draft and final EIR/EIS. The use is 
consistent with relevant land use plans. Also, see the 
master response to the Intake Facility Issues. 

 
I34-3. See the master response to the Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I34-4. See the master response to the Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I34-5. See the master response to the Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I34-6. See the master response to the Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I34-7. See the master response to the Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I34-8. Potential impacts on species of special concern are fully 

addressed in Chapter 8, “Wildlife,” of the draft EIR/EIS.  
Appropriate mitigation measures are identified where 
needed.  As described in Chapter 8, reconnaissance-level 
surveys were conducted for purposes of preparing the 
draft EIR/EIS.  Additional surveys, as required by state 
and federal resource agencies, will be conducted prior to 
construction.  This applies to all project components, 
including the intake facility. 
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Response to Comments of William and Yvette Jones (Letter I35) 
 
I35-1. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I35-2. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I35-3. See the master response to Environmental Justice Issues. 
 
I35-4. As described in the Alternatives Screening Report 

(Volume 2, Appendix B, of the draft EIR/EIS) there are 
mutual benefits to the region in partnering on a project 
such as the FRWP, including a reduction in 
environmental impacts. 

 
I35-5. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I35-6. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I35-7. See the master response to Public Outreach Process. 
 
I35-8. The layout of project elements at the intake site has been 

modified based on input provided by the City of 
Sacramento and members of the community.  A revised 
layout is shown in Figure 2-1 in the final EIR/EIS. 

 
I35-9. See the master response to Public Outreach Process. 
 
I35-10. See the master response to Environmental Justice Issues. 
 
I35-11. FRWA identified the Carmichael Water District pump 

and water treatment plant facility as a local, reasonably 
similar facility close to a residential neighborhood and 
immediately adjacent to single-family houses.  This 
facility includes water pumps, compressors, air surge 
tanks, electrical transformer, and chemical storage 
facilities. 

 
I35-12. The draft EIR/EIS fully discloses the impacts within the 

City of Sacramento and proposes mitigation to reduce 
these impacts to the extent feasible. 

 
I35-13. The draft EIR/EIS fully discloses the impacts associated 

with the intake site. Furthermore, FRWA has 
coordinated closely with the City of Sacramento and the 
County of Sacramento and provided copies of the draft 
EIR/EIS for their review. 

 
I35-14. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I35-15. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I35-16. See the master response to Environmental Justice Issues. 
 
I35-17. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I35-18. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I35-19. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I35-20. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I35-21. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I35-22. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I35-23. See the master response to Environmental Justice Issues. 
 
I35-24. The commentor’s objection to the project is noted. 

 
Freeport Regional Water Project  

8-110 
  March 2004

J&S 03-072

 









Freeport Regional Water Authority and the  
U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation 

 Chapter 8.  Responses to Comments from Individuals
Laura Kneppel (I36)

 
Response to Comments of Laura Kneppel (Letter I36) 
 
I36-1. The statement referenced in the comment letter is 

intended to reference the City’s desire to maintain an 
acceptable water supply for itself. The comment is 
correct in stating that the FRWP will not provide 
additional water to the City of Sacramento. However, it 
is required that the draft EIR/EIS take into consideration 
existing plans and polices when evaluating impacts. The 
draft EIR/EIS found that the FRWP would not adversely 
impact the City of Sacramento’s General Plan policies. 

 
I36-2. Many locations within the general area have been 

considered over the years for an intake facility, including 
the site included in the draft EIR/EIS. See the master 
response to Intake Facility Issues for more detail about 
the history of the Facility Issues.   

 
I36-3. Implementation of the FRWP and the intake site in 

particular would not preclude the City of Sacramento 
from using the remainder of the site for its own 
purposes.  FRWA has been in close coordination with 
the City of Sacramento Department of Utilities to avoid 
conflicts at the intake site.  

 
I36-4. The draft EIR/EIS relies on the best information and 

modeling tools available to conduct impact analyses.  
This modeling tool, CALSIM II, is the only available 
and accepted tool for such modeling and has been 
subjected to rigorous review and refinement.  
Reclamation and the DWR developed this model and 
fully accept the results of the model.  The FRWP 
modeling was conducted in close coordination with 
Reclamation and has been made publicly available.  
Reclamation and DWR have reviewed and accepted the 

results.  CALSIM II results indicate the project would 
not cause significant water supply or quality impacts.  

 
I36-5. Chapter 3 of the draft EIR/EIS fully analyzes the 

hydrologic impacts of the project on the Sacramento 
River and the Sacramento–San Joaquin Delta, including 
upstream reservoir storage, river flows (including the 
Sacramento River), Delta inflow, Delta outflow, Delta 
exports, CVP and SWP contract deliveries, and the 
position of X2 (for example, see Table 3-1).  Volume 3 
of the draft EIR/EIS provides additional detail on these 
parameters (for example, see Section 3.4 for hydrologic 
results and Section 4.4 for water quality results).  
Overall, the FRWP was found to have relatively minor 
environmental consequences.  

 
I36-6. The potential effects of vibration on surrounding 

structures is described in Chapter 14 of the draft 
EIR/EIS (page 14-19, for example).  Substantial 
vibration levels are very localized and are not expected 
to damage any structures, including the levee.  In 
addition, the Reclamation Board will review the FRWP 
construction procedures, including vibratory effects, as a 
part of the encroachment permit process to ensure 
compliance with their standards.  The U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers also typically reviews and comments on the 
technical aspects of encroachment permit applications.  
Fish are not expected to be adversely affected by pile-
driving activities.  FRWA is coordinating with NOAA 
Fisheries and USFWS through the Endangered Species 
Act consultation process to reduce any potential impacts 
on species including fish.  

 
I36-7. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues 
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I36-8. The California State Reclamation Board has jurisdiction 

over the operation and maintenance of the federal flood 
control levees, including the levee at the intake site 
location.  The State Reclamation Board limits 
construction activities that may temporarily affect levee 
integrity to be carried out during the non-flood season. 
FRWA, in cooperation with the State Reclamation 
Board, will ensure that construction activities do not 
affect the integrity of the levee at any time, particularly 
during the flood season.  Also, see the Intake Site master 
response. 

 
I36-9. Potential impacts on visual resources at the intake site 

are fully analyzed in Chapter 16 of the draft EIR/EIS. As 
stated on page 16-19 of the draft EIR/EIS and restated in 
Chapter 2 of this final EIR/EIS, FRWA is committed to 
implementing an architectural design process involving 
the public/local community that will include landscape 
components of the project. Also, see the Intake Site 
master response. 

 
I36-10. Potential impacts on species of special concern, 

including burrowing owls and Swainson’s hawks, are 
fully addressed in Chapter 8, “Wildlife,” of the draft 
EIR/EIS.  Appropriate mitigation measures are identified 
where needed.  As described in Chapter 8, 
reconnaissance-level surveys were conducted for 
purposes of preparing the draft EIR/EIS.  Additional 
surveys, as required by state and federal resource 
agencies, will be conducted prior to construction.  This 
applies to all project components, including the intake 
facility. 

 
I36-11. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I36-12. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 

 
I36-13. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
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Response to comments of Donald and Mary Savage (Letter I37) 
 
I37-1. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues 
 
I37-2. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I37-3. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I37-4. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I37-5. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I37-6. As described in Chapter 2 of the draft EIR/EIS under 

Environmental Commitments, the erosion and sediment 
control plan (page 2-45) and channel and levee 
restoration plan (page 2-48) will ensure that the project 
design protects the levee from any project-induced 
erosion that might otherwise occur.  The draft EIR/EIS 
fully discloses the risk of erosion and flooding.  
However, more detailed information will be provided to 
the State Reclamation Board during the final design 
stage in order to obtain an encroachment permit.  That is 
a public process and all information will be available to 
the public at that time.  

 
I37-7. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I37-8. See the master response to Environmental Justice Issues. 
 
I37-9. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I37-10. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I37-11. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 

 
I37-12. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I37-13. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I37-14. All mitigation measures required as a result of this 

project are included in this final EIR/EIS.  As described 
in Chapter 2 of the draft EIR/EIS, FRWA is committed 
to continued coordination with local jurisdictions and the 
community during the final design and construction 
process.  Additionally, a FRWA representative will be 
available throughout the construction process to address 
any construction-related issues identified by nearby 
residents. 

 
I37-15. The comment has been noted. 
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Response to comments of Kevin and Evelyn Steiner (Letter I38) 
 
I38-1. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues 
 
I38-2. See the master response to Public Outreach Process. 
 
I38-3. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I38-4. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I38-5. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I38-6. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I38-7. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I38-8. Electric power will be provided by existing power 

sources in the area.  The amount of power required by 
the intake facility and the associated electric 
transformers and switches is typical in an urban area and 
does not pose an increased risk to area residents. 

 
I38-9. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I38-10. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I38-11. Potential impacts on species of special concern, 

including burrowing owls and Swainson’s hawks, are 
fully addressed in Chapter 8, “Wildlife,” of the draft 
EIR/EIS.  Appropriate mitigation measures are identified 
where needed.  As described in Chapter 8, 
reconnaissance-level surveys were conducted for 
purposes of preparing the draft EIR/EIS.  Additional 
surveys, as required by state and federal resource 
agencies, will be conducted prior to construction.  This 

applies to all project components, including the intake 
facility. 

 
I38-12. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I38-13. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I38-14. The objection to the project site is noted. 
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Responses to Comments of Ted Woodward (I39) 
 
I39-1. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I39-2. See the master response to Public Outreach Process.  
 
I39-3. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I39-4. FRWA identified the Carmichael Water District pump 

and water treatment plant facility as a local, reasonably 
similar facility in close proximity to a residential 
neighborhood and immediately adjacent to single-family 
houses.  This facility includes water pumps, 
compressors, air surge tanks, electrical transformer, and 
chemical storage facilities. 

 
I39-5. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I39-6. See the master response to Public Outreach Process. 
 
I39-7. See the master response to Public Outreach Process. 
 
I39-8. See the master response to Public Outreach Process. 
 
I39-9. The draft EIR fully disclosed the impacts associated with 

operations of the project in Chapters 3–21 of the draft 
EIR.  Please also see the responses to "Intake Facility 
Siting" major issues in Chapter 3 of this document for a 
more succinct discussion of impacts resulting from 
intake facility operations, and see the response to the 
"Public Outreach Process" major issue for more 
discussion about the public outreach efforts made by 
FRWA. 

 
I39-10. See the master response to Public Outreach Process. 

 
I39-11. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I39-12. Figure 2-1 in the draft EIR shows the general location of 

the proposed intake facility in relation to residences.   
 
I39-13. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I39-14. Figure 2-1 in the final EIR/EIS provides a layout of the 

relative positions and sizes of the different components 
of the project that are related to the intake facility.   A 
more detailed description of these components has been 
added to the revised project description included in 
Chapter 2 of the final EIR/EIS. 

 
I39-15. Figure 2-1 in the final EIR/EIS provides a layout of the 

relative positions and sizes of the different components 
of the project that are related to the intake facility.   A 
more detailed description of these components has been 
added to the revised project description included in 
Chapter 2 of the final EIR/EIS. Electric power will be 
provided by existing power sources in the area. The 
amount of power required by the intake facility, and the 
associated electric transformers and switches, are typical 
in an urban area and do not pose an increased risk to area 
residents. FRWA has coordinated with local electric 
utilities, including SMUD, regarding this project. 

 
I39-16. Figure 2-1 in the final EIR/EIS provides a layout of the 

relative positions and sizes of the different components 
of the project that are related to the intake facility.   A 
more detailed description of these components has been 
added to the revised project description included in 
Chapter 2 of the final EIR/EIS. 
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I39-17. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I39-18. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I39-19. See the master response to Environmental Justice Issues. 
 
I39-20. See the master response to Environmental Justice Issues. 
 
I39-21. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I39-22. See the master response to Environmental Justice Issues. 
 
I39-23. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I39-24. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I39-25. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I39-26. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. The 

decision to use sodium hypochlorite does not result in 
any new impacts. 

 
I39-27. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I39-28. A Hazardous Materials Management Plan (HMMP) will 

be developed before beginning construction, as required 
by state law. HMMPs are not required to be included in 
EIR/EISs. 

 
I39-29. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. Please 

note that the potential for significant impacts is not a 
violation of CEQA.  Conclusions in the Draft EIR 
regarding significance of impacts were conservative, and 
were also based on an overall evaluation of project 
facilities.  As noted on page 14-34, “because ambient 

noise levels in some areas could be as low as 35-40 dBA 
Ldn, each of these facilities would be capable of 
generating noise levels that could be 5 dB greater than 
existing noise levels.”  As shown in Table 14-2, ambient 
noise levels in the vicinity of the intake site are 
substantially louder than that, ranging from 43 to 52 
dBA.  Detailed evaluation of possible design measures 
for the intake site determined that it would be possible to 
incorporate noise control measures so that noise 
generated by the facility will not be at levels above 
existing ambient noise at the exterior of nearby homes 
thereby reducing the impact to less than significant. 

 
I39-30. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I39-31. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I39-32. Given the geographic location of the proposed intake site 

and its proximity to known geologic faults, major 
seismic activity is unlikely.  The potential for 
liquefaction, which is the result of saturated soil and 
simultaneous seismic activity, is even less likely.  
However, the intake facility and all related components 
will be designed to meet relevant geotechnical and 
seismic safety standards.  The intake structure itself will 
be constructed on a series of deeply driven piles capable 
of withstanding potential seismic activity.  The other 
related facilities, including the surge tanks, air 
compressors, and chemical storage facility, are not 
substantial in size or weight, and will also be constructed 
to meet seismic safety standards.  While variations in 
soil type and quality have been identified at the site in 
previous studies, these soil types are common 
throughout the Central Valley and can adequately 
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support the proposed project assuming standard 
engineering practices are employed. 

 
I39-33. See comment I39-32.  
 
I39-34. See comment I39-32.  
 
I39-35. The draft EIR disclosed impacts related to soils, 

geology, and seismicity in Chapter 9.  Please see the 
response to the "Intake Facility Issues" major issue for 
more information about chemical storage. 

 
I39-36. Chapters 3 and 4 of the draft EIR/EIS fully disclose the 

potential impacts of the FRWP on hydrology and water 
quality.  This includes the sources of surface water 
available to and used by the City of Sacramento.  
Overall, the FRWP was found to have relatively minor 
environmental consequences.  Additionally, the City of 
Sacramento has more senior water rights than the FRWA 
member agencies, thereby further minimizing any 
potential impact that the FRWP could possibly have on 
the City of Sacramento’s water supply.  The Water 
Forum Agreement further solidifies protection of the 
City’s water supply. 

 
I39-37. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I39-38. Impact 6-2 has been modified to reflect the potential 

impact on the Bill Conlin/Freeport Shores recreation 
complex. Please see response L23-1 associated with 
comments provided by the City of Sacramento 
Department of Parks and Recreation.  

 
I39-39. The comment is correct in noting that Freeport 

Boulevard is a 2-lane highway in this location. Because 

views of the intake facility would be obstructed from 
most locations along SR 160, the impact is considered 
less than significant.. 

 
I39-40. A detailed description of the change in views of the 

intake facility site that will occur is given in Chapter 16 
of the draft EIR.  In addition, see the response to "Intake 
Facility Issues" major issue in Chapter 3 of this 
document for more information. 

 
I39-41. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I39-42. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I39-43. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I39-44. Potential impacts to species of special concern, including 

burrowing owls and Swainson’s hawks, are fully 
addressed in Chapter 8, “Wildlife,” of the draft EIR/EIS.  
Appropriate mitigation measures are identified where 
needed.  As described in Chapter 8, reconnaissance level 
surveys were conducted for purposes of preparing the 
draft EIR/EIS.  Additional surveys, as required by state 
and federal resource agencies, will be conducted prior to 
construction.  This applies to all project components, 
including the intake facility. 

 
I39-45. See response to I39-44 
 
I39-46. See response to I39-44  
 
I39-47. It is appropriate for a project proponent to develop 

reasonable criteria to guide development of a project and 
ensure that the project meets its intended purpose and 
need.  With regard to water quality at the intake site, 
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FRWA’s technical team set a target criterion of finding a 
site where treated wastewater would reach the site on no 
more than 20% of the occasions when reverse flow 
occurs.  This would allow the FRWA member agencies 
to operate the intake facility in a manner that would still 
meet their purpose and need while not breaching their 
duty to protect the public’s health or be forbidden by 
regulatory agencies such as the Department of Health 
Services.  Computer modeling revealed that this distance 
is at least 3,500 feet upstream.  Therefore, the 3,500 feet 
of river closest to and upstream of the SRCSD outfall 
was excluded from further analysis.  Furthermore, the 
published data referred to in the comment letter does not 
necessarily reflect conditions during a low-flow, reverse-
flow event which is the type of event that could carry 
waste discharges upstream and is of most concern to 
FRWA.  Despite the fact that the water will ultimately 
be treated, the FRWA member agencies have a long 
history of securing, using, and protecting their high-
quality sources of water.  It is their intent to continue this 
practice, consistent with state and federal law and the 
applicable polices of their agencies (Volume 2, 
Appendix B, page 5-3 of the draft EIR/EIS). 

 
I39-48. See response to I39-47.  
 
I39-49. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I39-50. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I39-51. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I39-52. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I39-53. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 

 
I39-54. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I39-55. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I39-56. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I39-57. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues.  
 
I39-58. The pipeline will be designed and constructed according 

to industry standards to meet all applicable codes and 
regulations. Furthermore, the pipeline will be buried and 
operated at a relatively low pressure. The likelihood of a 
catastrophic failure is extremely remote and is 
sufficiently addressed through conservative design 
measures. With regard to water being continually 
pumped into a damaged pipeline, the intake pumps will 
be equipped with control devices to cease operation if 
there is a sudden loss of discharge pressure or sudden 
increase in flow. 

 
I39-59. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I39-60. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I39-61. FRWA has committed to involve the City of Sacramento 

and the community in an architectural design process. 
While the City of Sacramento’s Design Review Board 
does not have jurisdiction over the project, it would be at 
the City’s discretion to involve the Board in the design 
process.  

 
I39-62. All aspects of the Principles of Agreement relevant to 

potential environmental effects have been disclosed in 
the EIR/EIS.   
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I39-63. Recirculation of the draft EIR/EIS is not required.  The 

State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15088.5) clearly define 
when recirculation of a draft EIR is necessary.  
According to the guidelines, a lead agency is required to 
recirculate an EIR “when significant new information is 
added to the EIR after public notice of the availability of 
the draft EIR for public review . . . .”  As noted in the 
guidelines, new information added to an EIR is not 
“significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that 
deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to 
comment upon a substantial adverse environmental 
effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or 
avoid such an effect that the project’s proponents have 
declined to implement.   
 
Examples of “significant new information” requiring 
recirculation include disclosure that: 
 
A new significant environmental impact would result 
from the project or from a new mitigation measure 
proposed to be implemented; 
 
A substantial increase in the severity of an 
environmental impact would result unless mitigation 
measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of 
insignificance; 
 
A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure 
considerably different from others previously analyzed 
would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the 
project but the project’s proponents decline to adopt it; 
 

The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically 
inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful 
public review and comment were precluded. 
 
While several minor revisions have been incorporated 
into the project since publication of the draft EIR/EIS, 
these minor changes are generally in response to 
comments received on the draft EIR/EIS and do not 
create any new significant environmental effects.  
Similarly, no information has been identified that would 
indicate that there would be a substantial increase in the 
severity of an environmental impact already disclosed.  
In fact, additional mitigation measures have been 
identified that would decrease previously identified 
significant environmental effects. 
 
The draft EIR/EIS examined more than 100 project 
alternatives and numerous variations on many 
alternatives.  No new feasible alternatives or mitigation 
measures that would clearly lessen the environmental 
impacts of the project have been identified during the 
public review process.  While several minor variations 
of the project have been proposed that would make the 
project more consistent with public desires, they would 
not clearly lessen the environmental impact of the 
project as proposed.  In addition, FRWA has identified 
additional mitigation measures that it proposes to adopt 
to reduce previously identified significant impacts to 
less-than-significant levels. 
 
Finally, the draft EIR/EIS contains substantial 
information and the conclusions regarding 
environmental effects of the proposed project and 
alternatives are fully supported by the information 
contained in the draft EIR/EIS. 
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Response to Comments of Mary McDonald (Letter I40) 
 
I40-1. See the master response to Public Outreach Process. 
 
I40-2. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I40-3. Figure 2-1 in the final EIR/EIS provides a layout of the 

relative positions and sizes of the different components 
of the project that are related to the intake facility.   A 
more detailed description of these components has been 
added to the revised project description included in 
Chapter 2 of the final EIR/EIS. 

 
I40-4. Figure 2-1 in the final EIR/EIS provides a layout of the 

relative positions and sizes of the different components 
of the project that are related to the intake facility.  A 
more detailed description of these components has been 
added to the revised project description included in 
Chapter 2 of the final EIR/EIS. 

 
I40-5. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I40-6. See the master response to Environmental Justice Issues. 
 
I40-7. See the master response to Environmental Justice Issues. 
 
I40-8. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I40-9. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I40-10. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I40-11. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 

I40-12. In the final EIR/EIS, FRWA commits to maintaining 
operational noise levels at or below existing background 
noise levels. 
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Response to Comments of Alan Moritz (Letter I41) 
 
I41-1. Flow in the Sacramento River at Freeport averages over 

22,000 cfs (with a range from 6,000 cfs to over 
78,000 cfs) and is much larger than the project capacity 
of 185 MGD (slightly under 300 cfs).  Flow in the 
Sacramento River is typically over 10,000 cfs except in 
late summer and fall in dry years.  During these months, 
project diversion will be supplied by releases of CVP 
reservoirs upstream and will not lead to reduction in 
Sacramento flow.  Detailed model simulations of the 
potential effects of the project in Sacramento River flow 
are summarized in Chapter 3 and 4 of the draft EIR and 
discussed in much more detail in Chapters 3 and 4 in 
Volume 3 (Technical Modeling Appendix).  The change 
in Sacramento River flow averages less than 0.5%. 

 
I41-2. As described in the draft EIR/EIS, growth in the 

Sacramento County Water Agency Zone 40 Service 
Area is controlled by the Sacramento County General 
Plan. 
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Response to Comments of Marcine Crane (Letter I42) 
 
I42-1. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I42-2. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
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Response to Comments of Laurie Vannatter (I43) 
 
I43-1. The draft EIR/EIS fully analyzes and discloses the 

potential impacts of the FRWP.  Regarding changes in 
X2, the X2 modeling results are documented in the 
Modeling Technical Appendix, Volume III, Section 4.4 
(pages 4-51 through 4-63) of the Freeport Regional 
Water Project Draft EIR/EIS.  A summary discussion of 
the impacts on fish associated with the X2 modeling can 
be found in Volume I of the Draft EIR/EIS on page 5-26 
and are graphically represented in Figure 5-6.  For the 
months of February through June, when the X2 standard 
is in effect, the FRWP will potentially cause an eastward 
movement of X2 by about 100 feet on the average.  For 
comparison, the range of isohalines (lines of constant 
salinity) in that reach of the Sacramento River due to 
tidal flow are typically a few miles in any single day.  
Water quality, including salinity, was fully analyzed in 
Chapter 4, “Water Quality,” of the draft EIR/EIS (for 
example, pages 4-24 through 4-28).  The impacts to 
water quality, including Delta water quality, were 
determined to be less than significant.  The water quality 
analysis is also supported by data in Volume 3 of the 
draft EIR/EIS.  The average change in chloride 
concentration at Rock Slough, the location of a drinking 
water intake most susceptible to changes in Delta 
salinity, is 0.5 mg/L.  For comparison, the drinking 
water standard is 250 mg/L or 150 mg/L at different 
times of the year.  Furthermore, both SCWA and 
EBMUD exercise aggressive water conservation and 
reclamation programs.  The draft EIR/EIS summarizes 
these programs on pages 1-10 through 1-12 for SCWA 
and pages 1-18 through 1-22 for EBMUD.  While golf 
courses aren’t specifically addressed, water demands for 

SCWA and EBMUD are summarized on pages 1-5 and 
1-14, respectively. 
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Response to Comments of Ade Akinsanyu (Letter I44) 
 
I44-1. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I44-2. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I44-3. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I44-4. The Alternatives Screening Report (Volume 2, 

Appendix B of the draft EIR/EIS) includes an 
approximate cost for each alternative considered during 
the screening process.  Appendix A of the final EIR/EIS 
includes the cost of the intake facility at each of the four 
locations evaluated during the project development 
phase.  Non-cost factors are the primary consideration 
for purposes of evaluating potential environmental 
impacts associated with the project. 
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Response to Comments of Darrel Woo (Letter I45) 
 
I45-1. During the scoping process for this project, FRWA 

presented several different alternatives and layouts in 
response to comments received from the public and 
other sources.  The result of this process is the project 
description presented in the draft EIR/EIS.  This is 
currently the only project description being presented by 
FRWA and therefore is the project description open for 
comment during the public review period. As a result of 
comments received on the draft EIR/EIS, the intake site 
layout has been modified as described in Chapter 2 and 
shown in figure 2-1 of this final EIR/EIS. 

 
I45-2. The draft EIR/EIS fully analyzes the potential impacts 

associated with construction and operation of the FRWP, 
including the intake facility.  Minor modifications are 
addressed in this final EIR/EIS, including those 
described in Chapter 2.  Refer to the summary table 
presented at the beginning of this final EIR/EIS for a 
summary of impacts, mitigation measures, and the 
significance level of those impacts after mitigation. 
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Responses to Comments of Rowland and Connie Cain (Letter 
I46) 
 
I46-1. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
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Response to Comments of William Neuman (Letter I47) 
 
I47-1. The commentor’s support for the project has been noted 
 
I47-2. As described in Chapter 2 of the draft EIR/EIS, FRWA 

is committed to working with the City of Sacramento 
and the local community to incorporate their input into 
the facility design process.  Any interpretive resources 
would be a result of the design process. 
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Responses to Comments of Amedeo Ciarniello (Letter I48) 
 
I48-1. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
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Response to Comment of Dorothy Carroll  (Letter I49) 
 
I49-1. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
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Response to Comments of Michael Chan (Letter I50) 
 
I50-1. See the master response to Public Outreach Process. 
 
I50-2. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I50-3. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I50-4. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues.  
 
I50-5. Chapter 2 and Appendix A of this final EIR/EIS provide 

additional detail about the intake Facility Issues.  Also, 
see comment letter L21 from Yolo County regarding 
their position on intake site location. 

 
I50-6. CEQA requires that the lead agency, in this case FRWA, 

adopt and implement feasible mitigation measures.  
Therefore, FRWA and its member agencies are the 
appropriate entities to implement mitigation measures 
associated with the FRWP. 

 
I50-7. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Freeport Regional Water Project  
8-162 

  March 2004

J&S 03-072

 





Freeport Regional Water Authority and the  
U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation 

 Chapter 8.  Responses to Comments from Individuals
Ernie Hidalgo (I51)

 

 

Response to comments of Ernie Hidalgo (Letter I51) 
 
I51-1. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I51-2. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I51-3. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I51-4. CEQA requires that the lead agency, in this case FRWA, 

adopt and implement feasible mitigation measures.  
Therefore, FRWA and its member agencies are the 
appropriate entities to implement mitigation measures 
associated with the FRWP. 

 
I51-5. FRWA and its member agencies, SCWA and EBMUD, 

are responsible for constructing and operating the FRWP 
including mitigation measures identified in this final 
EIR/EIS. No third-party liability issues are anticipated.  

 
I51-6. The draft EIR/EIS addresses all anticipated 

environmental impacts that may result from 
implementation of the FRWP.  However, FRWA would 
be responsible for unanticipated project-related impacts 
that may result from project implementation.  

 
I51-7. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I51-8. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I51-9. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I51-10. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I51-11. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 

I51-12. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I51-13. FRWA does not anticipate that the site will become 

obsolete within 30 years.  Regardless, FRWA would be 
responsible for maintaining the site in an appropriate 
condition as long as it owns the site and facility. 

 
I51-14. As described under response I51-13, FRWA is 

responsible for the long-term operation and maintenance 
of the site. 

 
I51-15. As described under response I51-13, FRWA is 

responsible for the long-term operation and maintenance 
of the site. 
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Response to Comments of Alan Hockenson (Letter I52) 
 
I52-1. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I52-2. As described in Chapter 20 of the draft EIR/EIS, the 

FRWP is intended to support existing development 
within the EBMUD service area during times of drought 
and to support existing development and future growth 
within the SCWA Zone 40 service area consistent with 
the approved Sacramento County General Plan.  The 
County of Sacramento and the City of Sacramento are 
currently negotiating both the sale of the proposed 
FRWP intake site that the City owns and the sale of a 
parcel of County-owned land near the airport to the City 
that could be used for an additional City water intake 
structure. 

 
I52-3. FRWA has met numerous times with Pocket Area 

residents.  Please see the master response on Public 
Outreach.  Additionally, all potential impacts that may 
result from the project are fully analyzed in the draft 
EIR/EIS with modifications described in the final 
EIR/EIS.  Appropriate mitigation is identified where 
needed and will be implemented by FRWA.  FRWA is 
negotiating the purchase of the land for the intake 
facility with the City of Sacramento. 

 
I52-4. As described in the Alternatives Screening Report 

(Volume 2, Appendix B of the draft EIR/EIS), diverting 
water from the American River is highly controversial 
and would be contrary to the intent of the Water Forum 
Agreement.  While the specific site identified in the 
comment was not looked at in detail, most relevant 
aspects of it are considered in the evaluation of a 
diversion at the Folsom South Canal (pages 7-1 through 

7-13).  Furthermore, constructing facilities to deliver 
water from the suggested diversion point to the Folsom 
South Canal would have increased environmental 
impacts compared to the diversion at Folsom South 
Canal alternative.  

 
I52-5. The preferred alternative (Alternative 5) routes the 

pipeline relatively close to the SRCSD WWTP, thereby 
avoiding construction on Meadowview and Mack Roads.  
With regard to the siting of the intake facility, please see 
the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 

 
I52-6. There are currently no plans for use of the unused 

capacity of the FRWP facilities other than the small 
quantities described in Chapter 2 of this final  EIR/EIS.  
These facilities may provide additional regional benefits 
in the future by enabling regional water supply solutions.  
However, no such plans have been identified at this 
time, and any such future plan will be required to 
provide a new source of water (EBMUD’s CVP contract 
does not allow for diversion of water in normal and wet 
years, when excess capacity would generally be 
available) and will undergo appropriate separate 
environmental review. 

 
I52-7. Consistent with CEQA and NEPA, impacts of a project 

are measured against existing conditions. Noise 
generated by I5 is a component of the existing 
conditions. However, it should be noted that the intake 
site is very quiet at night which is also part of the 
existing condition baseline. FRWA has committed to 
keeping operational noise levels at or below existing 
background levels. Regarding the intake site location, 
please see the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
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Responses to Comments of Ken McGhee (I53) 
 
I53-1. See master response to Public Outreach Process. 
 
I53-2. See master response to Environmental Justice Issues. 
 
I53-3. See master response to Public Outreach Process. 
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Response to Comments of Ruben and Carmella Bravo and Joe 
and Rozina Parkhurst (Letter I54) 
 
I54-1. See the master response to Public Outreach Process. 
 
I54-2. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I54-3. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I54-4. The pipeline will be designed and constructed according 

to industry standards to meet all applicable codes and 
regulations.  Furthermore, the pipeline will be buried and 
operated at a relatively low pressure.  The likelihood of a 
catastrophic failure is extremely remote and is 
sufficiently addressed through conservative design 
measures.  With regard to water being continually 
pumped into a damaged pipeline, the intake pumps will 
be equipped with control devices to cease operation if 
there is a sudden loss of discharge pressure or sudden 
increase in flow.  FRWA will also carry out a long-term 
inspection and maintenance program to address the 
potential for pipe leakage.  There is no basis to expect 
that homeowners will be affected by these activities and, 
therefore, no need to provide compensation. 

 
I54-5. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 

Additionally, no dynamite would be used in construction 
of the preferred alternative. The draft EIR/EIS did 
discuss the use of dynamite associated with the Enlarge 
Pardee Reservoir component of Alternative 6. However, 
this alternative is not being pursued at this time. 
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Response to Comments of Timothy Reinarts (Letter I55) 
 
I55-1. Deliveries to EBMUD are subject to CVP contract terms 

and conditions.  The environmental effects of the project 
are analyzed using computer models.  The draft EIR/EIS 
relies on the best information and modeling tools 
available to conduct impact analyses.  Reclamation and 
FRWA employed the best available technology to assess 
the potential effects of implementing the FRWP and 
alternatives through extensive computer modeling of the 
entire CVP and SWP.  This modeling tool, CALSIM II, 
is the only available and accepted tool for such modeling 
and has been subjected to rigorous review and 
refinement.  Reclamation and the California Department 
of Water Resources (DWR) developed this model and 
fully accept the results of the model.  The FRWP 
modeling was conducted in close coordination with 
Reclamation and has been made publicly available.  
Reclamation and DWR have reviewed and accepted the 
results.  In addition, the modeling has been discussed 
extensively with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) and National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NOAA Fisheries).  No major issues with modeling 
assumptions or approaches have been identified by these 
agencies, which collectively share actual responsibility 
for managing the CVP, SWP, and fisheries resources.  
Furthermore, deliveries to EBMUD are limited by the 
CVP contract terms and conditions.  EBMUD uses its 
best judgment to determine the delivery schedule in the 
impact analysis in the draft EIR.  Incidentally, the 
schedule assumed is likely to give close to the high-end 
estimate of potential impacts.  At any rate, other delivery 
schedules within the CVP contract limitations and 

project capacity are unlikely to give substantially 
different results. 

 
I55-2. As described in Chapter 1 of the draft EIR/EIS, EBMUD 

only requires water from the FRWP during periods of 
drought.  On average this would be approximately 3 out 
of every 10 years.  During these periods, the canal 
pumping plant would operate periodically for several 
months during the year.  Other than the small quantity of 
water described in Chapter 2 of this final EIR/EIS, 
during nondrought years, the canal pumping plant would 
only operate for purposes of maintenance and very 
infrequently for scheduled major maintenance at Pardee 
Dam and Reservoir.  

 
I55-3. The purposes of the project are fully described in 

Chapter 1 under “Purpose and Need” (page 1-3).  The 
purposes are to provide water to SCWA and EBMUD.  
SCWA and EBMUD water supply contracts for the 
water that will be delivered through the FRWP are also 
described in Chapter 1 (pages 1-6 through 1-9 and 1-15 
through 1-18, respectively).  The intended uses of the 
FRWP are fully disclosed in the draft EIR/EIS and there 
are currently no plans for use of the unused capacity of 
the FRWP facilities.  These facilities may provide 
additional regional benefits in the future by enabling 
regional water supply solutions.  However, no such plans 
have been identified at this time, and any such future 
plan will be required to provide a new source of water 
and will undergo appropriate separate environmental 
review as required by CEQA and NEPA.  

 
I55-4. See response I55-3 above. 
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I55-5. See response I55-3 above. 
 
I55-6. See response I55-3 above. 
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Responses to Comments of Kenneth Koyama (Letter I56) 
 
I56-1. See the master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
 
I56-2. As noted on page 12-12 (last paragraph under “Freeport 

Intake Facility”) of the draft EIR/EIS, the analysis 
assumes that overall round-trip truck trips at the intake 
site would average 22 trips per day throughout the 
duration of construction.  The highest number of 
construction-related truck trips daily would occur during 
the discharge piping/other structures phase of activities, 
averaging 120 round-trips per day for 5 days’ duration.  
The analysis did not directly consider the “worst case” 
because of the short duration of such an event and 
because the environmental commitments adopted by 
FRWA would minimize potential effects.  As noted in 
the draft EIR/EIS, FRWA is committed to minimizing 
traffic disruptions as much as possible and intends to 
adopt the environmental commitments outlined in 
Chapter 2 of the draft EIR/EIS, which include 
implementation of a traffic control plan (page 2-45).  It 
is important to note that truck traffic associated with the 
intake facility will access the site from Freeport 
Boulevard and will not be directed through the Pocket 
area neighborhood. 

 
I56-3. All vehicles will be required to comply with the 

mitigation measures outlined in Chapter 13 of the draft 
EIR/EIS.  Mitigation Measure 13-1 fully complies with 
the requirements of the Sacramento Metropolitan Air 
Quality Management District (SMAQMD).  The 
SMAQMD has reviewed the draft EIR/EIS (see letter 
L14) and found the analysis to be thorough and 
complete, as well as consistent with the latest procedures 
established by the district.  FRWA is fully committed to 

implementing the stringent air quality requirements 
established by Mitigation Measure 13-1.  It is not 
feasible to specifically identify emission requirements.  
However, the requirements set forth in Mitigation 
Measure 13-1 require that heavy-duty off-road vehicles 
be much cleaner than average, which will generally 
require that the construction fleet be made up of newer 
vehicles that have modern emission systems.  It should 
also be noted that most of the emissions identified in 
Impact 13-6 are related to truck traffic throughout the 
entire construction area.  Only a relatively small portion 
of total emissions will be derived from off-road heavy 
construction equipment at the intake facility site. 

 
I56-4. See response to comment I56-3 above.  As noted, 

Mitigation Measure 13-1 is in full compliance with the 
requirements of the SMAQMD, which is responsible for 
monitoring and enforcing air emission rule in the project 
area.  FRWA is fully committed to minimizing 
emissions to the extent feasible. 

 
I56-5. See response to comment I56-3 above. 
 
I56-6. The SMAQMD is responsible for determining the 

acceptability of any alternative fuels proposed to be used 
to minimize emissions.  FRWA will coordinate with the 
SMAQMD closely. 

 
I56-7. FRWA believes that the analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS is 

adequate and appropriately characterizes potential 
environmental effects, as well as identifying appropriate 
mitigation measures that have been approved by the 
SMAQMD. 
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Preserve the Pocket  (FL01)

 
Response to Comments of Preserve the Pocket (Letter FL01) 
 
FL01-1. See master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
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Response to Comments of South Pocket Preservationists (Letter 
FL02) 
 
FL02-1. See master response to Intake Facility Issues. 
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Freeport Regional Water Project  

10-1 
March 2004

J&S 03-072
 

Chapter 10 
Public Hearing Comments on Draft EIR/EIS 

Oral comments received during public hearings have been summarized and 
responses are provided below. Copies of the full transcripts for all meetings held 
in September 2003 as listed below are available at the FRWA offices (1510 J 
Street, #140, Sacramento, CA 95814). A link to the video of the December 9, 
2003 Sacramento City Council meeting is available at the Freeport Regional 
Water Project website (www.FreeportProject.org) or on video at the City of 
Sacramento main library. 

September 4, 2003 – Meadowview Community Center, Sacramento, CA 

September 9, 2003 – Herald, CA, Herald, CA 

September 10, 2003 – East Bay Municipal Utility District, Oakland, CA 

September 11, 2003 – Wildhawk Golf Course Clubhouse, Sacramento, CA 

September 24, 2003 – Private Residence on El Rito Way, Sacramento, CA 

September 29, 2003 – Lisbon Elementary School, Sacramento, CA 

December 9, 2003 – Sacramento City Council Hearing Room, Sacramento, CA 

 

September 04, 2003—Sacramento, CA 
(Meadowview Community Center) 

Kurtis Tilletschal, Antioch Baptist Church, 7650 
Amherst Street, Sacramento 

Comment:  What are the long-term and short-term impacts of the project to this 
community and how long will those impacts last? 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 
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Comment:  What construction-related mitigation measures will be implemented 
for the Sacramento community and who will implement them? The document 
says no mitigation. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  Why is the intake facility located so close to a populated area?  

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  Why didn’t you choose the alternative that ran the pipeline through 
the unpopulated, agricultural area?  

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Keith Herron, Meadowview Development Committee, 
1036 E. Landing Way, Sacramento 

Comment:  What are the current water district areas and zones and the demands 
for those areas? 

Response:  The boundaries and water demands for each of the FRWA member 
agencies are described in Chapter 1 of the draft EIR/EIS. 

Comment:  Are there any pending current agreements with regard to 
compensation for the use of water and payment for construction? Is the City of 
Sacramento receiving any compensation for that agreement? 

Response:  FRWA is negotiating with the City of Sacramento for the acquisition 
of the portion of the city property proposed to be used for the intake facility.  In 
addition, FRWA will fully comply with city requirements regarding construction-
related mitigation measures.  The water supplies to be used by the FRWA 
member agencies are not owned or controlled by the City; therefore, no 
compensation is appropriate. 

Comment:  The project eventually takes the majority of the water to the 
southwest area.  Why did you choose the Freeport water facility—was it just 
based on cost or was there some other reason? 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  What are the connection constraints with regard to the Folsom Canal?  
Do you have to connect in the northernmost portion of the Folsom Canal since 
you are taking the water south? 

Response:  The current proposed connection location is the most appropriate 
location.  The distance between the Sacramento River and the Folsom South 
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Canal increases substantially farther south, and connecting at a more southerly 
location would result greatly increased pipeline length and associated greater 
disruption and environmental effects. 

Comment:  What were the factors in determining the alternatives? You listed 
them there, but it was very vague and it was not very specific. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  Regarding public review and comment, I want to make sure that the 
document is available everywhere.  I tried to get one at the City Planning 
Commission and I could not get one. Also I’d like to see more information on the 
public participation schedule. Some local residents did not know about the public 
meetings. 

Response:  See the master response for Public Outreach Process. 

Comment:  The document does not mention the specific length of the 
construction period, the number of working days, and the hours of operation. 

Response:  The likely construction periods are discussed in Chapter 2 of the draft 
EIR/EIS (pages 2-34).  In addition, FRWA has committed to a number of 
measures as part of the project description (see Environmental Commitments on 
pages 2-44 through 2-51) that will ensure that construction-related effects are 
minimized to the maximum extent practicable.  

Comment:  The project appears to disproportionately impact low-income and 
minority environmental justice populations. There was a brief paragraph in 
Chapter 10 on environmental justice but I don’t think it addressed environmental 
justice adequately. Federal law states that you have to avoid, if possible, and 
disclose if not possible, if you’re going to have a disproportionate impact on 
minority or low-income residents, and I didn’t see that in the report. 

Response:  See the master response for Environmental Justice Issues. 

Comment:  With regards to noise level, the document shows existing noise levels 
but does not predict expected noise levels.  

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  If new noise levels are greater than 5 decibels, that could be an issue. 
Studies have shown that property values that are affected by noise level, 
particularly if it’s an increase of five decibels or more, would depreciate in value 
by 6%.  I want to know how you plan to mitigate for those changes in property 
values.   

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 
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Paul Olmstead, SMUD, P.O. Box 15830, Sacramento  
Comment:  I am concerned with water quality for our new Cosumnes Power 
Plant near Rancho Seco. SMUD uses American River water and we are 
concerned that water coming from Sacramento over to the canal, where SMUD 
will take water for its new power plant, will be of poor quality since it will be 
coming from the Sacramento River. 

Response:  See responses to written comments from SMUD (Letter L11).   

Bob Nelson, SMUD, 6301 S Street, MSB355, 
Sacramento   

Comment:  I am concerned with water quality for new power plant near Rancho 
Seco (Cosumnes Power Plant):  SMUD uses American River water; concerned 
that water coming from Sacramento over to FSCC, where SMUD will take water 
for new power plant, will be of poor quality since coming from Sacramento 
River. These issues are not addressed in the document. 

Response:  See responses to written comments from SMUD (Letter L11).   

Georgia Crane, Resident, 7749 El Douro Drive, 
Sacramento 

Comment:  I am concerned about the impact of this project on my property value. 
This issue needs to be addressed.  

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  The freeway noise around my property has increased over the last 15 
years and this project will increase noise levels even further.  

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  During flood season, we’ve had problems with potential flooding in 
the area where the intake facility will be located. That area, at the levee bend, is 
very vulnerable and weak. I’m concerned about that the project will increase 
erosion in that area and, therefore, increase the risk for flooding. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  This project will supplement the East Bay area during dry periods, 
taking water from our area.  What impact is that going to have on our water 
supply? Is it going to create rationing for us now? 



Freeport Regional Water Authority and the U.S. 
Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation 

 Chapter 10.  Public Hearing Comments on
Draft EIR/EIS

 

 
Freeport Regional Water Project  

10-5 
March 2004

J&S 03-072
 

Response:  The City of Sacramento’s water rights are senior to Reclamation’s.  
Therefore, the city generally has access to its full water supply even during dry 
periods.  The FRWP will not affect the availability of water for the city. 

Nathan Cox, Resident, 7767 El Rito Way, Sacramento 
Comment:  This project played a role in my neighbors selling their property over 
issues related to the future effect of the project on local water quality. The future 
effect of the project on current property values was not addressed in the 
document. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  With respect to the issue of the flooding and the potential liability 
involved, I think this project is being done at the lowest cost to the City and the 
relative agencies.  There should be more flexibility involved here and concern for 
the project’s impact on local residents.   

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Jocelyn Graves, Resident, 7557 Skelton Way 
Comment:  I want to know how you were doing your notification because I live 
in the community and I never got a notice that these meetings were going on. 

Response:  See the master response for Public Outreach Process. 

Comment:  If there is a leak in that treatment plant, what’s going to happen? 

Response:  The intake facility will be continuously monitored.  Any mechanical 
malfunctions will be rapidly detected and repaired.  Because no water will be 
stored at the site and most of the facilities will be underground, it is unlikely that 
any facility failure would result in surface flows. 

Comment:  I also had a concern about the flooding and I want to know what 
you’re going to do for this community for all the disruption during construction. 
Construction through 2010 is a long time. And whatever you decide to do for this 
community, I would like it to be in writing.   

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  I would like to know if you are going to put any type of sound wall 
around the treatment plant or other mitigation to address noise impacts. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 
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Comment:  It seems as though you’ve already decided that this project is going to 
happen. If the community doesn’t want this, at what point, if you had to, would 
you intervene with eminent domain rights? 

Response:  FRWA is negotiating with the city for acquisition of the necessary 
property to construct and operate the project.  FRWA does not plan to exercise its 
eminent domain authority. 

Comment:  After you gather all this information, are you going to come back to 
us and have a community meeting to answer questions?  

Response:  See the master response for Public Outreach Process. 

Ken McGhee, CALFED Environmental Justice 
Coordinator/Meadowview Resident, 761 Minnie Way, 
Sacramento       

Comment:  I am concerned about potential environmental justice issues related to 
project. Environmental justice is a concept that protects everyone from undue 
impacts of projects, and I think it’s important to take that deep into consideration 
in this part of the community that’s been impacted by the project. 

Response:  See the master response for Environmental Justice Issues. 

Sedrick Ghosten, Resident, 2175 Florin Road, 
Sacramento 

Comment:  What does significant mean? What does it mean in relation to 
mitigation. 

Response:  Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), public 
agencies generally may not approve a project with one or more impacts identified 
as “significant,” unless those impacts are mitigated to a less-than-significant 
level, or such mitigation is found by the public agency to be infeasible.  Under 
CEQA, lead agencies are responsible for determining what degree of impact 
should be considered “significant.” 

Comment:  It is best that we do as much communication and informing up front 
to explain the project and the issues to the community. You need to involve the 
members of the community rather than presenting the project as though it’s 
already approved.  It is a very beautiful community and they want to embrace it, 
but they need to understand what’s going on. 

Response:  See the master response for Public Outreach Process. 
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Janine Kelly, Resident, 7719 Los Rancho Way, 
Sacramento 

Comment:  I’m concerned about rodents during construction. We live very close 
to the river and we have rats, we have mice, we have all kinds of critters that are 
coming and going.  And if you disrupt their environment, they’re going to spread 
and they’re going to come over to our houses.  So you need to address the rodent 
problem. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  I’m concerned about the dust control.  We live in an area with a lot of 
open fields so we already get a lot of dust.  And I’m concerned about how much 
that will be increased. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  I’m concerned about the noise level during construction and 
operation. What kind of type of noise will be made and how loud will it be? Also, 
the existing freeway noise should have been checked during a peak traffic period.  
Calling something significant and unavoidable tells me that the project 
proponents are not concerned about the impact and its effect on local residents. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  Will the levee bike path be kept open during construction? My 
husband uses it daily. 

Response:  During portions of the construction period, the path will be 
inaccessible, but a temporary detour will be provided.  See the master response 
for Intake Facility Issues.   

Comment:  Will the integrity of the levee be maintained to prevent flooding? 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  Why did you choose to build the project in a populated area versus an 
unpopulated portion along the Sacramento River? 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Marcine Crane, Resident, 7749 El Douro Drive, 
Sacramento  

Comment:  I am concerned about noise pollution. 



Freeport Regional Water Authority and the U.S. 
Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation 

 Chapter 10.  Public Hearing Comments on
Draft EIR/EIS

 

 
Freeport Regional Water Project  

10-8 
March 2004

J&S 03-072
 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  I am concerned about visual impacts. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  I am concerned about the impact of the project on my property value. 
Will the project proponents compensate me for the decrease in value due to this 
project? Community impacts need to be addressed. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  What are the other state/federal funding sources that we would be 
working with as interested residents if we need to address the funding issues to 
stop the project, if we have to get to that point? 

Response:  No federal or state funds are currently anticipated to be used for the 
FRWP.  The project will be entirely locally funded by EBMUD and SCWA. 

Yvette Jones, Resident, 7705 Los Rancho Way, 
Sacramento  

Comment:  The benefits, other than to groundwater, are unclear. The document is 
too difficult to understand. 

Response:  The purpose of the project is described in Chapter 1 of the draft 
EIR/EIS.  As noted in that section, the purpose of the project is to provide 
facilities to SCWA to allow the conjunctive use of surface water and 
groundwater to meet the demands within the Zone 40 and to provide facilities to 
reduce the effects of severe droughts within the EBMUD service area.   

Comment:  Is this project really about urban sprawl and funding suburban 
development? 

Response:  The project purpose, as described in Chapter 1 of the draft EIR/EIS, is 
to provide surface water facilities to be used in conjunction with groundwater to 
meet projected water demands within the Zone 40 area, consistent with the 
Sacramento County General Plan growth projections. 

Comment:  The alternatives really don’t vary that much. You need to reasonably 
look at other areas that are unpopulated. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues.  



Freeport Regional Water Authority and the U.S. 
Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation 

 Chapter 10.  Public Hearing Comments on
Draft EIR/EIS

 

 
Freeport Regional Water Project  

10-9 
March 2004

J&S 03-072
 

Robert Lorbeer, Resident, 7751 El Rito Way, 
Sacramento   

Comment:  You’ve not talked to our community about this project. You’ve had 
some private meetings but have not met with the affected community. 

Response:  See the master response for Public Outreach Process. 

Comment:  From looking at the document, I cannot understand what the impacts 
are going to be. You do not care about the community. 

Response:  See the master response for Public Outreach Process.  The Executive 
Summary of the draft EIR/EIS described the anticipated impacts of the project 
alternatives in a simplified format.   

Comment:  The EIR did not address impacts on recreational facilities. You have 
not addressed the walkway. People go up there and walk up and down that all of 
the time. The EIR shows picture of boats going up and down the river.   

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  You’re talking about a dam.  I have no idea where that dam is.  

Response:  A new dam would be constructed only under Alternative 6.  This new 
dam would be located on the Mokelumne River immediately downstream of 
EBMUD’s existing Pardee Dam. 

Greg Lauck, Resident, 7722 Los Rancho Way, 
Sacramento 

Comment:  How many eyesores can we put in this space? We already have the 
water tower. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues.  

Comment:  You’re asking people to make comments, but the details that we’ve 
been given so far are so vague that we can’t make comments because we’re not 
educated enough on this thing to be able to make a comment. 

Response:   See the master response for Public Outreach Process.  See also 
Chapter 2 of this final EIR/EIS.  Substantial public outreach was conducted for 
the project and the public review period was extended twice and encompassed 
approximately 5 months, significantly longer than required by law.  FRWA is 
committed to minimizing effects to the extent feasible and has incorporated 
additional measures into the project as described in Chapter 2 of this final 
EIR/EIS. 
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Gwen Jackson 
Comment:  I did not get notified about the meeting. 

Response:  See the master response for Public Outreach Process. 

Comment:  I have a concern certainly about a disproportional amount of burden 
for construction. With the light rail, widening Cosumnes River Boulevard and 
then this project. It would be a lot of construction. All of these projects have 
traffic issues, pollution and dust. In addition, these projects will all affect 
property values during construction. 

Response:  See the master response for Environmental Justice Issues and Intake 
Facility Issues.  FRWA is aware of these other projects and has been 
coordinating with the agencies on a regular basis.  FRWA is committed to 
minimizing any combined effects to the extent feasible.  However, the 
construction schedules for all of these projects have not yet been finalized and it 
is speculative to predict the timing of construction at specific locations at this 
time. 

Shari Kawelo, Resident, 7755 El Rito Way, Sac  
Comment:  I am concerned about the decrease in my property value as a result of 
the project and my overall quality of life. There will be visual impacts from the 
project as viewed from my home. There will be dust, noise, and more rodents. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues.  

Comment:  The six alternatives don’t list an alternate location for the intake 
facility; just pipeline alignments. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  I am concerned about integrity of the levee. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Cheryl Stith, Member, Antioch Progressive Baptist 
Church, Sacramento 

Comment:  The document is very difficult to review, even when you work in the 
field.  It’s an awful lot of detail, and awful lot of charts, an awful lot of 
information. You need to improve the way you communicate the project’s risks 
and benefits to people. 
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Response:  Projects such as the FRWP are inherently complex.  FRWA made 
every effort to make the documents as reader-friendly as possible.  FRWA is 
committed to ongoing communication with the community and welcomes 
additional opportunities to further explain the project. 

Comment:  Improve communication about the project in general. 

Response:  See the master response for Public Outreach Process. 

Comment:  Improve communication regarding funding for this project 

Response:  The project is entirely locally funded by SCWA and EBMUD. 

Matt Kelly, Sacramento Building and Construction 
Trades Council, Sacramento 

Comment:  Sacramento Building and Construction Trades Council supports 
project; it will provide jobs for Sacramento area residents. 

Response:  FRWA appreciates the support of the council. 

Josephine Blick, Resident, 2257 Pierre Avenue, 
Sacramento 

Comment:  Will local people benefit from this project?  Will there be jobs for the 
people in this community, or will people commute from Folsom and everywhere 
else?  

Response:  FRWA is committed to providing jobs for local residents.  The details 
of such a program are currently in the development phase. 
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September 9, 2003—Herald, CA  
(Herald Fire Department) 

Bob Nelson, SMUD, 6301 S Street, MSB355, 
Sacramento   

Comments are similar to those made on September 4, 2003.   

See responses to written comments from SMUD. 

Gene Robinson, 9980 Calvine, Sacramento 
Comment:  How are the funds generated for the Freeport Regional Water 
Authority Agency? 

Response:  Funding for the FRWP is from SCWA and EBMUD.   

Comment:  It looks like you’re selecting a route that goes along streets that are 
less developed than others that are more developed, so that you’re not tearing up 
a lot of paving that the taxpayers have already paid for. I approve of that. 

Response:  The commentor’s preferences are noted. 

Comment:  I would suggest that you obtain the treatment plant property before 
someone else gets there ahead of you. 

Response:  SCWA has obtained options for two parcels suitable for the treatment 
plant.  See Chapter 2 of this final EIR/EIS for additional details. 

Georg Kuhnke 
Comment:  I’m particularly concerned about traffic and transportation, not only 
during the construction timeframe, but potentially afterwards, because of 
maintenance that has to be going on at the terminus facilities. The trucks that are 
going to be using the roads in the local area are going to be doing significant 
damage to all of the roadways.  They’re going to be impacting school routes, not 
just bicycle routes, and school routes are not specifically mentioned.  So that’s a 
very major safety issue. 

Response:  FRWA recognizes the importance of safety during construction.  
FRWA has incorporated environmental commitments into the project (draft 
EIR/EIS page 2-45) that would minimize construction hazards.  FRWA will also 
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coordinate and comply with all normal local agency requirements regarding 
construction activities. 

Comment:  I’m concerned about noise impacts a couple thousand feet away from 
the future plant during operation. The noise level will be higher than the current 
background noise level.   

Response:  See Chapter 2 of this final EIR/EIS.  FRWA has incorporated 
additional mitigation into the project to ensure that changes in noise levels at 
nearby residences will be less than significant. 

Ruth Mulrooney, 27300 Elliott Road 
Comment:  The document does not address the benefits and impacts to San 
Joaquin County. 

Response:  Potential impacts within San Joaquin County are disclosed in the 
appropriate chapters of the draft EIR/EIS.  FRWP-related issues within San 
Joaquin County are related primarily to project construction.  Chapters 7 through 
17 disclose construction related effects as appropriate. 

Comment:  I am in favor of Alternative 6 because of its recreational benefits. 
This is the first time it has been discussed - why was it not mentioned in earlier 
meetings? 

Response:  Alternative 6 was discussed during the scoping meetings for the 
FRWP held during spring 2002.   

Kathy Diaz-Cretsu, McKinley Road, Sacramento 
Comment:  Under Alternative 6, If Pardee is expanded we would not have to 
bring water from the Canal down to the lakes, which would mean significant 
savings.  What are the benefits to Sacramento County residents to share this 
water and engage in this partnership with EBMUD?  

Response:  The projected costs of Alternative 6 are higher than the projected 
costs for Alternatives 2–5.  By engaging in a joint project, both SCWA and 
EBMUD realize cost savings. 

Comment:  The residents in the northern part of the county are probably paying 
more of this expense.  And as you mentioned, any water going south of the 
Bradshaw  facility is not going to be really benefiting them.  So why are we 
doing this?  I want transparency about that. 
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Response:  The FRWA member agencies have agreed on an equitable cost 
allocation that shares the costs of joint facilities, while each member agency is 
responsible for its independent facilities.   

Comment:  The document does not discuss the impacts to the Herald area. It 
should discuss how the canal looks now and how it will look once the new 
facility is in place. 

Response:  Visual impacts of the canal pumping plant are disclosed in Chapter 16 
of the draft EIR/EIS.  Any impacts would be highly localized and would not 
affect the visual character of the general vicinity.  FRWA is committed to 
designing facilities that are consistent with the surrounding areas to the extent 
feasible. 

Comment:  I would like to know if there are any comparable pumping facilities 
like the one you’re proposing to build off Clay Station that we could visit so we 
can hear it.  I want to have more details on how this facility is going to affect this 
part of the county.   

Response:  FRWA has identified the Carmichael Water District pump and water 
treatment plant facility. This facility is a local facility within a residential 
neighborhood and immediately adjacent to single-family houses.  This facility 
includes water pumps, compressors, air surge tanks, electrical transformer, and 
chemical storage facilities. EBMUD also operates a pump plant in Danville that 
would serve as an example of a reasonably similar facility.   

Comment:  I would like to have information on the details of the construction and 
operation process, such as access roads that will be used by equipment and 
machinery. 

Response:  Construction aspects of the project are described in Chapter 2 of the 
draft EIR/EIS.  Additional details will be developed during final design.  FRWP 
is committed to maintaining communication with local residents during project 
construction. 

Comment:  I don’t think the format that has been used to present the project is 
user friendly. 

Response:  Projects such as the FRWP are inherently complex.  FRWA made 
every attempt to simplify the information and is committed to continuing to work 
with local residents during project design and construction. 
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September 10, 2003—Oakland, CA  
(East Bay Municipal Utility District) 

Colin Taylor, SMUD, Sacramento 
Comment:  If you take Sacramento River water and pump it into the Folsom 
South Canal, the quality of the water used by SMUD’s facilities will be 
significantly impacted. There’s a lot of solids, dissolved solids and other things in 
Sacramento River water that are not in the Canal water from the canal itself and 
from the south fork of the American River. If our water quality is decreased, we 
will not be able to use this water and we would not be able to maintain our 
NPDES permit. I would think we may have to close Rancho Seco Lake and our 
new Cosumnes power plant relies on clean water. 

Response:  See responses to written comments by SMUD (Letter L11) in this 
final EIR/EIS. 
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September 11, 2003—Sacramento, CA (Wildhawk 
Golf Course Clubhouse) 

David Hu, USFWS 
Comment:  Why does the water have to go through the Mokelumne Aqueduct? 
This is a lot of water, and there’s an impact throughout the delta. 

Response:  The purpose of and need for the project are described in Chapter 1 of 
the draft EIR/EIS.  FRWA explored numerous alternatives as part of the 
environmental documentation process (see Appendix B in Volume 2 of the draft 
EIR/EIS).  Alternatives involving diversions farther downstream were found to 
be infeasible and would not reduce potential environmental effects compared to 
the alternatives considered in the draft EIR/EIS. 

Paul Olmstead, SMUD, P.O. Box 15830, Sacramento  
Comment:  The project will have an adverse economic impact on SMUD’s 
operations. Because of the project’s impact on the water that will be used by the 
new power plant, the plant may need to be shut down, which could affect 
regional power generation supplies and power reuse opportunities. 

Response:  See responses to written comments by SMUD (Letter L11) in this 
final EIR/EIS. 

George Waegell 
Comment:  What impacts will the sewage treatment plant have on the quality of 
the water coming out of the Freeport plant? Because of high tide and low flow, 
the tides may bring up sewage from the discharge on the sanitation pump. 

Response:  Issues related to water quality, including the possible effects of the 
Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District outfall on FRWP diversions, are 
disclosed in Chapter 4 of the final EIR/EIS.  Overall, based on the analysis in the 
draft EIR/EIS, no significant impacts related to the outfall are anticipated. 

Sandy Need 
Comment:  The Wildhawk Silver Springs area uses groundwater. Will residents 
from the Vineyard Road area receive water from the pipeline? There are wells 
proposed in the Wildhawk area that will use Rancho Cordova water and we are 
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concerned about quality of the well water in Wildhawk/Silver Springs. People 
don’t know they are on wells in that area already. They might think the pipeline 
being built in their area is for their use. 

Response:  The Wildhawk area is within the Zone 40 area.  The area will 
therefore be served surface water from the FRWP facilities. 
 



Freeport Regional Water Authority and the U.S. 
Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation 

 Chapter 10.  Public Hearing Comments on
Draft EIR/EIS

 

 
Freeport Regional Water Project  

10-18 
March 2004

J&S 03-072
 

September 24, 2003—Sacramento, CA  
(Private Residence on El Rito Way) 

Councilman Robbie Waters  
Comment:  To mitigate impacts associated with noise, land use, and property 
values, move sediment tanks and settling ponds to different area of site; leave 
“structure” (i.e. water tower) where it is. 

Response:  Please see Figure 2-1 of the final EIR/EIS for revised intake site 
layout. 

Jack Lawson  
Comment:  Since the soccer field would be relatively cheap to construct, you 
could move the facility further south and relocate the soccer field. 

Response:  This option has been discussed with the City of Sacramento.  The city 
has determined that it is not acceptable. 

Yvette Jones  
Comment:  I see that we’re going to distribute water down to the South Bay, but 
how does it truly benefit Sacramento, how does it benefit the local residents?  

Response:  As described in Chapter 1 of the draft EIR/EIS, the project will 
prevent potential groundwater overdraft in Sacramento County and provide 
surface water to support development consistent with the Sacramento County 
General Plan. 

Comment:  Why can’t the intake structure be moved further south, into the delta, 
or into agricultural areas that don’t affect local residents? 

Response:  Alternatives involving a Delta diversion were discussed in Appendix 
B, Volume 2 of the draft EIR/EIS.  Such alternatives were found infeasible and 
were not environmentally preferable to the alternatives considered in the draft 
EIR/EIS.  In addition, only EBMUD’s portion of the FRWP could be met with 
such an alternative.  SCWA needs would still require a diversion and pipeline 
facility similar to the FRWP. 



Freeport Regional Water Authority and the U.S. 
Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation 

 Chapter 10.  Public Hearing Comments on
Draft EIR/EIS

 

 
Freeport Regional Water Project  

10-19 
March 2004

J&S 03-072
 

Ernie Hidalgo 
Comment:  Address why an alternative in a populated area that would disrupt 
residents is “preferred” over an alternative that would impact a recreational area. 
I think the interests of the populated area needs to be considered more so than an 
area that is only going to be used a fraction of the time, where the homeowners 
are there a hundred percent of the time. 

Response:  It is important to note that Alternative 6 includes a diversion facility 
at the Freeport intake location.  Only EBMUD’s needs would be met by 
enlarging Pardee Reservoir.  An SCWA-only facility would result in impacts 
essentially identical to a joint project intake facility. 

Kim Stepanick 
Comment:  The EIR/EIS does not address noise generated from intake facility 
and its affect on local residents.  

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  The EIR/EIS does not address the project’s impacts on local property 
values. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues 

Comment:  Mitigation is needed to lessen the severity of the noise and property 
value impacts on local residents. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues 

Mike Hieronimus 
Comment:  The EIR/EIS does not consider an underlying line break for the 
pipeline. If there is no isolation in the valves, the water in the pipeline could 
drain into the Pocket area. 

Response:  The pipeline will be designed to meet all current engineering design 
standards and practices.  Isolation valves will be provided at appropriate 
locations along the pipeline as will outlets to drain water remaining in the 
pipeline.  A berm also exists between the intake site and the Pocket area.  Water 
will not be allowed to flow into the Pocket area in the event of a pipeline failure. 
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Eleanor Alvarez 
Comment:  I am concerned about the project’s impact on noise levels in the local 
area. The intake facility is going to add to the existing noise level from I-5. 

Response:  As described in Chapter 2 of this final EIR/EIS, FRWA has 
committed to additional engineering design measures that will ensure that the 
intake facility will not increase noise levels at nearby residences as compared to 
ambient levels. 

Comment:  I am also concerned about odor from intake facility. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues 

Comment:  You seem to have already made a decision on the project without our 
input. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Leonor Alvarez  
Comment:  Real estate agents should have disclosed the impacts of this project 
when we were sold our home; the real estate agent should also disclose 
information to potential homebuyers. 

Response:  Real estate rules of disclosure are not a CEQA or NEPA issue. 
Regarding the potential effect on property values, see the master response for 
Intake Facility Issues 

Comment:  This project will impact my property value. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues 
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September 29, 2003—Sacramento, CA  
(Lisbon Elementary School) 

Bob Nelson 
Comment:  The EIR/EIS did not address significant impacts of the project on 
water quality in the Folsom South Canal. These significant impacts will 
adversely affect our facilities at Rancho Seco and Rancho Seco Lake and our 
Cosumnes Power Plant for which groundbreaking is imminent. 

Response:  See responses to written SMUD comments in this final EIR/EIS. 

Bill Scott 
Comment:  FRWA is using an inflated baseline for noise to measure it against 
ambient noise. Will that be taken into consideration? Vibrations from additional 
noise from the project are going to have a significant impact on local residences. 

Response:  As described in Chapter 14 of the draft EIR/EIS, noise measurements 
were taken continuously over a 3-day period (including a weekend) to capture the 
full range of ambient noise.  Subsequent measurements were taken during the 
public review period and all recorded higher noise levels than those reported in 
the draft EIR/EIS.  The measurements used for the analysis are therefore 
considered reasonable and appropriate.  Both noise and vibration effects were 
considered in the draft EIR/EIS analysis.  Through detailed engineering analysis 
completed during the public review period, FRWA has identified, and committed 
to implement, additional measures that would reduce noise impacts to a less-
than-significant level.  See Chapter 2 of this final EIR/EIS for additional details. 

Denis Ishisaka 
Comment:  How many chemicals will be released in the air in the event of an 
accident at the intake facility? Many kids participate in activities in Marriott 
Park, which is less than a quarter mile away from the facility. 

Response:  The only chemical to be stored at the site would be sodium 
hypochlorite.  This chemical is a liquid and would be stored in a triple-
containment facility in compliance with all state and federal regulations.  It 
would not be possible, even in a catastrophic incident, for this chemical to be 
discharged from the intake facility site.  See Chapter 2 of this final EIR/EIS for 
additional details. 
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Comment:  What is the noise impact on residents that live 0.5 miles away from 
intake facility? 

Response:  FRWA has committed to implement additional measures that have 
been identified during the public review period to ensure that noise from the 
intake facility will not exceed ambient noise levels.  See Chapter 2 of this final 
EIR/EIS for additional details. 

Comment:  You have not done enough to communicate with local residents. 

Response:  See the master response for Public Outreach Process.   

Catherine Pisani 
Comment:  I am concerned about drilling at the bend in the levee, which could 
affect the levee at its weakest point. 

Response:  Project construction will require the approval of the state Reclamation 
Board, which is responsible for the integrity of the levee at the project site.  
FRWA will be required to demonstrate that the project will not result in reduced 
flood protection or weakened levees.  The current plan is to build a new levee 
around the intake facility prior to the start of construction to ensure that the 
integrity of the levee is maintained. 

Comment:  I am concerned about the use of chemicals at the intake facility and 
the potential for the use of something stronger than chlorine and ammonia sulfate 
in the future. We won’t be notified if stronger chemicals are used and the 
chemicals could have effects on children in area. 

Response:  There is no potential to introduce chemicals other than sodium 
hypochlorite at the intake site.  The sole purpose of any chemicals is to inject into 
the pipeline to prevent biological growth within the pipeline, similar to the use of 
chlorine in potable water.  The water is ultimately to be used as drinking water 
and therefore excessive chemical usage is not desirable. Also, see master 
response for Intake Facility Issues. 

The only chemical to be stored at the site would be sodium hypochlorite.  This 
chemical is a liquid and would be stored in a triple-containment facility in 
compliance with all state and federal regulations. 

Mary Savage 
Comment:  Draft EIR ignores impact on property values, neighborhood quality of 
life, effect of possible mosquitoes from holding pools, and odors from holding 
pools at intake facility. 
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Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues 

Alan Hockenson 
Comment:  The local residents receive all the impact but none of the benefit.  

Response:  As noted in Chapter 1 of the draft EIR/EIS, one of the primary 
purposes of the project is to prevent groundwater overdraft in Sacramento 
County, which benefits the entire population.    

Comment:  Why are local residents being sacrificed when there are plenty of 
alternatives that won’t affect people? 

Response:  FRWA considered well over 100 alternatives to the FRWP.  These 
alternatives are discussed in Appendix B, Volume 2 of the draft EIR/EIS.  
FRWA is fully committed to working with the local community to resolve as 
many issues as possible. 

Rebecca Baumann 
Comment:  I am concerned about the intake facility’s impact on local noise, 
aesthetics and quality of life. 

Response:  These issues are discussed in Chapters 14 and 16 of the draft 
EIR/EIS.  FRWA is committed to reducing impacts at the intake site to the extent 
feasible.  See Chapter 2 of this final EIR/EIS for additional details. 

Comment:  The document does not adequately address impacts to recreationalists 
who use the bike path along levee. 

Response:  This issues was discussed in Chapter 6 of the draft EIR/EIS.  Because 
any such impacts would be temporary and because FRWA has committed to 
maintaining a detour around the project construction site, the impact was found 
to be less than significant. 

Comment:  The benefits of this project will be realized by East Bay residents but 
the adverse effects are on Sacramento residents. 

Response:  It is important to note that SCWA will receive approximately three 
times as much water (68,000 acre-feet) on an average annual basis as EBMUD 
(23,000 acre-feet).  As noted in Chapter 1 of the draft EIR/EIS, one of the 
primary purposes of the project is to prevent groundwater overdraft in 
Sacramento County, which benefits the entire population.   
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Yvette Jones 
Comment:  The benefits of this project will not be realized by people who are 
affected by the project. You did not look at impacts on a neighborhood level, 
especially the impacts on property values. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Robert Lorbeer  
Comment:  The document states that impacts will be on a rural agricultural area 
and are mitigated. But the impacts are on populated areas and are not mitigated. 

Response:  The draft EIR/EIS notes numerous impacts on both rural and urban 
areas.  FRWA is committed to reducing impacts at the intake site to the extent 
feasible and has identified additional measures to reduce impacts since 
publication of the draft EIR/EIS.  See Chapter 2 of this final EIR/EIS for 
additional details. 

Comment:  The project should take the tide schedule into account and shut off the 
pumps when the water flows up the river.  

Response:  Potential effects of reverse flows on water quality were described in 
Chapter 4 of the draft EIR/EIS.  In addition, FRWA has proposed an 
environmental commitment in the draft EIR/EIS (page 2-51) that requires 
coordinated operations between the FRWP and the Sacramento County Regional 
Sanitation District’s operations.  No significant impacts were identified. 

Comment:  The document should visually represent all of the proposed facilities 
and buildings. 

Response:  See Chapter 2 and Figure 2-1 of this final EIR/EIS for additional 
details regarding project facilities at the intake site. 

Kim Stepanick 
Comment:  The intake facility could be located south of the preferred site where 
you wouldn’t impact people. You picked one study site and rushed to make a 
decision on it. 

Response:  The proposed intake site was selected based on detailed engineering 
and environmental evaluations.  See Chapter 2 of this final EIR/EIS for 
additional information. 



Freeport Regional Water Authority and the U.S. 
Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation 

 Chapter 10.  Public Hearing Comments on
Draft EIR/EIS

 

 
Freeport Regional Water Project  

10-25 
March 2004

J&S 03-072
 

Comment:  Provide additional detail on what 60 or 80 decibels sounds like so that 
I can judge the document’s conclusions on existing noise near the intake facility. 

Response:  Additional information on noise levels was provided in Appendix C 
of the draft EIR/EIS (Figure 1).  That figure indicates that 60 dBA is equivalent 
to the noise level created by the movement of people inside a residence with no 
TV or radio; 70 dBA is equivalent to normal speech heard at a distance of 15 
feet; while 80 dBA is equivalent to a typical home garbage disposal in operation.  
It is important to note that higher sound levels will occur sporadically and 
intermittently only relatively close to the site and only when numerous pieces of 
heavy equipment are operated simultaneously.  As noted in Chapter 14 of the 
draft EIR/EIS, construction-related noise impacts at the intake facility site were 
identified as significant and unavoidable.  FRWA has proposed mitigation 
measures to reduce such impacts to the extent feasible. 

Kathi Windheim 
Comment:  The Final EIR/EIS should have a summary that describes the 
anticipated noise due to the project and demonstrate the effectiveness of 
proposed mitigation measures (e.g., noise shielding, moveable barriers, etc.). 

Response:  Anticipated construction noise levels were discussed in Chapter 14 of 
the draft EIR/EIS.  Although these impacts were identified as significant and 
unavoidable, FRWA has committed to reducing these impacts to the extent 
feasible.  Because implementation and effectiveness of these measures will vary 
widely depending on the specific circumstance, it is not possible to determine the 
precise effectiveness of these measures. Regarding operational noise, see the 
master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Al Duran 
Comment:  I am concerned about operational impacts, such as noise and odors, 
given the project’s proximity to residences. The Draft EIR/EIS does not clearly 
demonstrate the project’s impacts on local residences and how it will mitigate 
such impacts. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 
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December 9, 2003—Sacramento City Council 

Butch Hodgkins, SAFCA 
Comment:  Because of the concrete materials used to construct the intake, the 
intake will improve the integrity of the levee in that area. 

Response:  The commentor’s opinion on the flood control aspects of the project 
is noted. 

Keith De Vore, SCWA 
Comment:  I am in favor of the project because of its benefits to the customers 
served by my agency and EBMUD. 

Response:  The commentor’s support for the project is noted. 

Cyrus Apar, City Engineer, Rancho Cordova 
Comment:  I support the project on behalf of Rancho Cordova. 

Response:  The commentor’s support for the project is noted. 

Leo Winternitz, Executive Director, Water Forum 
Comment:  I recognize the neighborhood concerns regarding the construction and 
operation of the project and I believe that site-specific impacts should be 
mitigated. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  I am in favor of the project because it will stabilize the groundwater 
basin in Sacramento County; which could benefit the Cosumnes River and 
protect the American River. 

Response:  The commentor’s support for the project and recommendation to 
protect American River resources are noted. 
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Joe Sullivan, Sacramento County Tax Payers League 
Comment:  I support the project and the Water Forum. We should strive to 
protect the groundwater in Zone 40. 

Response:  The commentor’s support for the project is noted. 

Mary McDonald, Pocket Resident 
Comment:  I oppose the intake location. The size of the facility is unprecedented 
in residential neighborhoods - the city has never put an industrial site so close to 
homes. The pumps are the horsepower of 9 locomotives and 40 ft. high. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Emma Jimenez, Pocket Resident 
Comment:  I oppose the intake location.  

Response:  The comment is noted. See the master response for Intake Facility 
Issues. 

Comment:  The poor communication by FRWA resulted in public ignorance 
because the project was described as “near the community of Freeport”.  

Response:  See the master responses for Public Outreach Process and Intake 
Facility Issues. 

Michael Chan, Pocket Resident 
Comment:  The document’s alternatives analysis is inadequate. It does not 
consider alternate locations for the intake and Site A is not thoroughly analyzed 
in the DEIR. The DEIR, therefore, does not meet CEQA requirements for the 
contents of an alternatives analysis.  

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  The Pocket Neighborhood is not against the project. It is against the 
location chosen for the intake facility. 

Response:  The comment is noted. See the master response for Intake Facility 
Issues. 
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Laura Knepple, Pocket Resident 
Comment:  I oppose the intake location. 

Response:  The comment is noted. See the master response for Intake Facility 
Issues. 

Comment:  The project, including its size, encourages future development; it is, 
therefore, growth-inducing. Growth-inducement is an issue that should be 
considered in the EIR. Why do you need such a large facility if you aren’t taking 
the water every year? 

Response:  Growth-related effects are addressed in Chapter 20 of the draft 
EIR/EIS. 

Robert Lorbeer, Pocket Resident 
Comment:  I oppose the intake location. Construction is not short-term – it will 
take years to construct and the noise and smells will continue throughout the 
operation of the project. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues.  

Comment:  The project has environmental justice impacts - why was it relocated 
from the gated communities of American River to a minority community?  Also, 
the DEIR leaves out census tract 40.12. 

Response:  See the master response for Environmental Justice Issues. 

Comment:  The document is inadequate and should be redrafted and resubmitted 
to the public. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  The project should be built in Yolo County to give people jobs. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  The City needs to mitigate for impacts to residents. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 
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Ron Stork, Friends of the River 
Comment:  I am glad that FRWA delayed the review period of the DEIR and 
listened to community concerns; this shows that FRWA is working to try and 
make the site location an asset to the community. 

Response:  The commentor’s support for the project is noted. 

Clyde MacDonald, Interested Party 
Comment:  It would be great if the project could end the 30-year fight with 
between SCWA and EBMUD. 

Response:  The commentor’s support for the project is noted. 

Comment:  I support the project and doing what you can to take care of 
neighbors. American River Parkway users will thank you. 

Response:  The commentor’s support of the project and recommendation to 
protect American River resources are noted. 

Frank Cirill, SARA 
Comment:  The City Council participated in the EBMUD lawsuit and urges 
support of project. 

Response:  The commentor’s support for the project is noted. 

Comment:  The Consultant will address community concerns through mitigation 
of environmental impacts. 

Response:  The commentor’s support for the project is noted. See the master 
response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  FRWA should provide residents with the answers that are requested. 

Response:  See the master response for Public Outreach Process. 

Earl Withycombe, Water Forum Delegate from 
Environmental Council 

Comment:  I support the WF Agreement principles and think that the DEIR is 
adequate. 
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Response:  The commentor’s support for the project is noted. 

Jim Jones, SARA Board Member 
Comment:  I commend the City Council for recognizing the importance of 
protecting the American River and I support the project. 

Response:  The commentor’s support of the project and recommendation to 
protect American River resources are noted. 

Comment:  The residents that will be affected by the project have legitimate 
concerns and those need to be addressed. 

Response:  See the master response for Public Outreach Process. 

Comment:  The City and County should have been more proactive in reaching 
out to the community. 

Response:  See the master response for Public Outreach Process. 

Yvette Jones, Pocket resident 
Comment:  Environmental justice is a concern and was not adequately addressed 
in the DEIR; census tract information was omitted in Draft and public 
participation was sacrificed. Residents will be disproportionately impacted. 

Response:  See the master response for Environmental Justice Issues. 

Comment:  There are short-term construction impacts with no benefit. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  Property values will decrease during construction phase and during 
operation.  

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  The project will have impact the area’s visual quality because the 
intake facility will detract from views.  

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 
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Shari Kawelo, Pocket Resident 
Comment:  I did not receive advanced notice of the project when I purchased my 
home last year.  

Response:  See the master response for Public Outreach Process. 

Comment:  I am concerned about the chemicals that will be used to construct and 
operate the project. If it’s not dangerous, why do you need triple containment? 
The DEIR does not address what chemicals will be used or stored, which is a 
violation of CEQA. Also, if sodium chloride is not dangerous why do you need 
to triple contain it? 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  The Draft should be re-circulated because it is inadequate. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Raul Jimenez, Jr., Interested Party 
Comment:  I am not against the project but I am opposed to the location of the 
intake facility in a residential neighborhood. The project will create noise and 
vibration during pile driving and construction traffic. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Sarah McClatchy Kane, Pocket Resident 
Comment:  I am concerned about security for my neighborhood during 
construction; vehicle and residential alarms will be activated due to 
construction/vibration, which will eventually effect police response times due to 
enormous calls for service. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  The project site will invite criminal activity in neighborhood. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Bonnie Bartholomew , Pocket Resident 
Comment:  FRWA conducted poor public outreach for this project. 
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Response:  See the master response for Public Outreach Process. 

Comment:  I oppose the intake location. 

Response:  The comment is noted. See the master response for Intake Facility 
Issues. 

Frank Albert, Alma Vista Neighborhood 
Comment:  Although construction will be an inconvenience, FRWA is doing a 
pretty good job of mitigating concerns of neighborhood residents. 

Response:  The commentor’s support for the project is noted. See the master 
response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  FRWA should address security of site.  

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Alan Wade, SARA President 
Comment:  I support the project because the benefits of the American River need 
to be protected at any cost. 

Response:  The commentor’s support for the project and recommendation to 
protect the American River resources are noted. 

Jack Sole, Water Forum Environmental Caucus 
Comment:  If this project doesn’t go forth, EBMUD can go back to the American 
River near Nimbus. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  I understand residents’ concerns of construction noise and dust, but 
the benefits of the project outweigh its disruption. 

Response:  The commentor’s support for the project is noted. See the master 
response for Intake Facility Issues. 
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Michelle McCormick, Vice Chair, Sacramento County 
Parks Commission 

Comment:  The biggest injustice would be if the American River Parkway were 
to be disturbed as a result of project implementation. 

Response:  The recommendation to protect American River resources is noted. 

Comment:  You need to give Pocket residents the utmost consideration and 
address their concerns. 

Response:  The comment is noted. See the master responses for Public Outreach 
Process and Intake Facility Issues. 

Bill Kelly, Local 39 
Comment:  I urge the Council to support the project because of its benefits to the 
community, including the jobs it will create. 

Response:  The commentor’s support for the project is noted. 

Leonor Alvarez, Pocket resident 
Comment:  The name of the project is misleading. 

Response:  The comment is noted. See the master response for Intake Facility 
Issues. 

Comment:  I will lose money in home by $35,000 and I am trapped by the 
location of the project. 

Response:  The comment is noted. See the master response for Intake Facility 
Issues. 

Comment:  The dimensions of the intake facility are too large to put in a 
residential neighborhood. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  The project will result in economic, Sacramento River, and 
environmental impacts. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 
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Comment:  There was no public participation for this area. We were 
misinformed.  

Response:  See the master response for Public Outreach Process. 

Comment:  I support the project, but want FRWA to find another location for the 
intake facility. 

Response:  The comment is noted. See the master response for Intake Facility 
Issues. 

Ted Woodward, Pocket Resident 
Comment:  The proposed intake location has a Sac River Parkway access point; 
this should be looked at. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  The Principles of Agreement for the intake facility location between 
the city and FRWA should be negotiated in a public forum. 

Response:  All necessary aspects of the Principles of Agreement are included in 
the final EIR/EIS. 

Comment:  I do not think FRWA should be involved in mitigation monitoring.  

Response:  FRWA is the CEQA lead agency, and mitigation monitoring is its 
legal responsibility. 

Comment:  The land (where the intake facility will be built) should be leased, not 
sold, to FRWA. 

Response:  The comment is noted.  

Comment:  The DEIR should be re-circulated because it is inadequate.  

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Manny Hernandez, Interested Party 
Comment:  I am against the proposed location of the intake facility site. Locating 
the facility farther north could avoid a highly populated area. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 
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Comment:  Would the levees be weakened during construction of the intake 
facility? 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  Impacted homeowners should be compensated due to property values 
being lowered. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  The DEIR’s alternatives analysis is inadequate because it did not 
consider or thoroughly explain other intake sites. A case hasn’t been made for 
this intake location; neighborhood concerns have not been taken into 
consideration during the selection of this location. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Lesley Cox, Pocket Resident 
Comment:  I don’t support the project in its current location. 

Response:  The comment is noted. See the master response for Intake Facility 
Issues. 

Comment:  The FRWA did a poor job of considering economic impacts in the 
DEIR; property values could decrease 6-10% as a result of this project. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  Will there be compensation for residents during construction? 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  I am concerned about construction impacts, like noise, dust, and 
chemicals, especially for residents with medical conditions.  

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Keith Herron, Meadowview Development Committee 
Comment:  I don’t support the project location. 

Response:  The comment is noted. See the master response for Intake Facility 
Issues. 
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Comment:  The project and the DEIR is a violation of Title VI of the Civil Rights 
Act and Executive order 12898, which requires project proponents to consider 
disparate impacts to minorities. Businessmen and white people are supportive of 
this project whereas 65% of the homes within a mile of the project are owned by 
minorities. 

Response:  See the master response for Environmental Justice Issues. 

Comment:  I am concerned about the project’s traffic, including the impact to 
levels of service, property values, aesthetic impacts, noise, vibrations, and 
destruction of man made or natural resources. 

Response:  For concerns regarding the intake facility, see the master response for 
Intake Facility Issues. More generally, impacts associated with aesthetics, noise 
and vibration, and traffic, and associated mitigation measures are fully disclosed 
in Chapters 16, 14, and 12, respectively, of the draft EIR/EIS.  

Dave Butler, Sac Metro Chamber 
Comment:  I support this project. 

Response:  The commentor’s support for the project is noted. 

Jim Ray, McKay and Somps 
Comment:  I encourage support of the project. 

Response:  The commentor’s support for the project is noted. 

Comment:  The FRWA should resolve residents’ issues. 

Response:  See the master responses for Public Outreach Process and Intake 
Facility Issues. 

Matt Kelly, Sacramento Building Trades Council 
Comment:  I support the project. 

Response:  The commentor’s support for the project is noted. 

Comment:  Residents need to realize this is a short-term construction project with 
short-term impacts.  

Response:  The commentor’s support for the project is noted. 
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James Morgan, 9459 Alcosta Way  
Comment:  I support the project and understand that EBMUD could go back to 
taking water from the American River if this project doesn’t work out. 

Response:  The commentor’s support for the project is noted. See the master 
response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  I appreciate the concerns of local residents who will be affected by 
the project. Residents should try and work with FRWA to come up with best 
design possible. 

Response:  The commentor’s support for the project is noted. See the master 
responses for Public Outreach Process and Intake Facility Issues.  

Rena Atise, Vice President of Meadowview 
Neighborhood Committee 

Comment:  I do not approve project because it will impact neighborhoods and 
children. 

Response:  The draft EIR/EIS fully analyzes the impacts on people and the 
environment. In particular, see Chapters 13, “Air Quality,” 14, “Noise,” 15, 
“Public Health and Safety.” Additionally, FRWA has included numerous 
environmental commitments in the project description to minimize potential 
impacts (see Chapter 2 of the draft EIR/EIS). Also, see master responses to 
Environmental Justice Issues and Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  I oppose the location of the pipeline, which will be on Meadowview; 
why do we need that? 

Response:  See the master response for Environmental Justice Issues. 

Comment:  Eight thousand homes are located within a half mile of the Freeport 
Project but there are no plans currently to compensate impacted homeowners; 
home values will decrease. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  The levees are weak and this project will weaken them further. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  I have noise and dust concerns. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 
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Comment:  FRWA is not telling us the whole story. 

Response:  See the master response for Public Outreach Process. 

Steve Benson, President of Meadowview 
Neighborhood Committee 

Comment:  Benefits will go to project proponents, but not to local residents. We 
want some benefit for the inconvenience the project will cause. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  The project will create noise, dust, and traffic impacts in 
Meadowview area. 

Response:  The draft EIR/EIS fully analyzes the impacts associated with noise, 
dust, and traffic. Please see Chapters 14, “Noise,” 13, “Air Quality,” and 12, 
“Traffic and Transportation.” Additionally, FRWA has included numerous 
environmental commitments in the project description to minimize potential 
impacts (see Chapter 2 of the draft EIR/EIS). Also, see master responses to 
Environmental Justice Issues. It should also be noted that the preferred 
alternative substantially avoids developed portions of the Meadowview 
community, thereby avoiding and minimizing potential impacts. 

Paul Hutton, South Pocket Resident 
Comment:  I am against the intake location but not against the project. 

Response:  The commentor’s support for the project is noted. See the master 
response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  The analysis of the intake facility’s impacts in the DEIR was 
inadequate.  

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  I am concerned about the reverse flows issue. What does  
“infrequent” flows mean?   

Response:  Impact 4-2 in the draft EIR/EIS (page 4-15) describes the issues 
associated with and potential frequency of reverse flows. Additionally, FRWA’s 
technical team set a target criterion of finding a site where treated wastewater 
would reach the site on no more than 20% of the occasions when reverse flow 
occurs.  This would allow the FRWA member agencies to operate the intake 
facility in a manner that would still meet their purpose and need while not 
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breaching their duty to protect the public’s health or be forbidden by regulatory 
agencies such as the Department of Health Services.  Computer modeling 
revealed that this distance is at least 3,500 feet upstream.  Therefore, the 3,500 
feet of river closest to and upstream of the SRCSD outfall was excluded from 
further analysis. 

Comment:  FRWA should consider other intake facility locations based on the 
feedback received from the public. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Rebecca Baumann, South Pocket Area 
Comment:  The Pocket area is rich in natural resources (wildlife and habitat) and 
I want to preserve what is left of open space. We need to protect animals and 
preserve river views. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  The project will cut off a bike trail from continuing on to Isleton. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  I don’t want “people trees/landscaping” (redwood trees, etc.), but 
what is indigenous to the area. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Sharon Jensen, Pocket Resident 
Comment:  Where was the public process for our neighborhood?  We should 
form a Save the South Pocket area. 

Response:  See the master response for Public Outreach Process. 

Comment:  The project will result in environmental impacts  - the sheer size of 
intake is incompatible with the existing land uses in the local neighborhood 
because of noise impacts, chemical storage, and habitat impacts. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 
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Bill Camp, Executive Secretary of Sacramento 
Central Labor Council 

Comment:  It is important to move forward on the proposal/project. 

Response:  The commentor’s support for the project is noted. 

Phil Reynolds, Member of Partners Local 46/Member 
of Carmichael Planning Commission 

Comment:  I appreciate the concerns of local residents as well as FRWA 
representatives and I support moving the project forward. 

Response:  The commentor’s support for the project is noted. 

Kenneth Koyama, Pocket Resident 
Comment:  The DEIR does not adequately address air quality impacts during the 
construction phase. The level of diesel emissions is not quantified in DEIR. The 
DEIR needs to include specific levels of engine emissions from heavy-duty 
vehicles (idling times, plume dispersion and grams of emissions at the site). 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  The DEIR fails to adequately estimate truck trips to the site – there is 
a  gross discrepancy between average (6 trips) and peak trips (120 trips). The 
DEIR should use a worst case scenario to estimate impacts.  

Response:  As noted on page 12-12 (last paragraph under “Freeport Intake 
Facility”) of the draft EIR/EIS, the analysis assumes that overall round-trip truck 
trips at the intake site would average 22 trips per day throughout the duration of 
construction.  The highest number of construction-related truck trips daily would 
occur during the discharge piping/other structures phase of activities, averaging 
120 round-trips per day for 5 days’ duration.  The analysis did not directly 
consider the “worst case” because of the short duration of such an event and 
because the environmental commitments adopted by FRWA would minimize 
potential effects.  As noted in the draft EIR/EIS, FRWA is committed to 
minimizing traffic disruptions as much as possible and intends to adopt the 
environmental commitments outlined in Chapter 2 of the draft EIR/EIS, which 
include implementation of a traffic control plan (page 2-45).  It is important to 
note that truck traffic associated with the intake facility will access the site from 
Freeport Boulevard and will not be directed through the Pocket area 
neighborhood. 
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Comment:  DEIR does not adequately address impacts during the construction 
phase of project and the mitigation measures are not enough to address the 
impacts. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

W.A. (Bill) Scott, Pocket Resident 
Comment:  The DEIR should include more information and detail on mitigation 
measures. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  I am concerned about noise impacts, including constant vibrations. 
How will these impacts be mitigated?  

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  Will the settling basins be lined?  How will you prevent seepage? 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  I am opposed to shortening the bike path.  You could put in stairway 
for residents. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  Property values will be affected by the project at least during next 3 
years. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Ken McGhee, Pocket Resident 
Comment:  You should go back and host facilitated stakeholder meetings with 
community members. 

Response:  See the master response for Public Outreach Process. 

Ernie Hidalgo, Pocket Resident 
Comment:  I oppose the intake location. 
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Response:  The comment is noted. See the master response for Intake Facility 
Issues. 

Comment:  I am concerned about noise, visual impacts, chemicals, traffic, safety, 
air pollution, odor, graffiti, mosquitoes, private party and residential impacts, 
bike path disruption, and increase in terror threats in community. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  Money shouldn’t be used as criteria to determine site location. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 

Comment:  I want FRWA to provide a full list of pros and cons regarding each 
site analyzed. 

Response:  See the master response for Intake Facility Issues. 
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Freeport Regional Water Project  
Intake Structure Siting Summary 

The Freeport Regional Water Authority (FRWA) is proposing the Freeport 
Regional Water Project (FRWP) to meet the basic project purpose and other 
purposes summarized below in “Project Purpose/Objectives and Need.”  FRWA 
is the lead agency under the California Environmental Quality Act, and the U.S. 
Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), is the lead 
agency under the National Environmental Policy Act. The FRWP will be funded, 
designed, constructed, and operated by FRWA and its member agencies.  

The FRWA agencies (i.e., Sacramento County Water Agency [SCWA] and East 
Bay Municipal Utility District [EBMUD], together with the City of Sacramento, 
an associate member) have undertaken extensive water supply planning studies 
over many years.  In recent years, efforts of all three entities have focused on 
specific project alternatives along the lower American and Sacramento Rivers.  
Previous studies in the late 1990s explored a joint project with all three entities 
along the lower American River.  However, with the formation of the 
Sacramento Water Forum and substantial concerns about water availability and 
flows in the lower American River, all three FRWA entities agreed to pursue 
water supplies from the Sacramento River. This mutual support of a Sacramento 
River diversion provides a solution to a 30-year debate between EBMUD and the 
Sacramento community and allows both agencies to exercise their contractual 
rights.   

The City of Sacramento is currently expanding and updating its current intake on 
the Sacramento River just downstream of the confluence with the lower 
American River.  This location was also examined as an alternative to meet 
SCWA and EBMUD needs.  However, there is not sufficient capacity at this 
location to meet the needs of SCWA and EBMUD.  Therefore, an extensive 
evaluation of other potential sites that were feasible and capable of meeting the 
project objectives was undertaken.   

The analysis determined that the site needed to be located between approximately 
the town of Freeport and the Pocket area.  There are no practicable locations 
upstream (north) because of development and lack of east-west alignment 
opportunities for the required pipelines.  Opportunities are similarly limited to the 
south (downstream) because of existing development, lack of east-west 
alignments, pipeline distances required to meet the project objectives, and water 
quality concerns associated with the Sacramento Regional County Sanitation 
District Waste Water Treatment Plant (SRCSD WWTP) outfall in the river.   
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Within the general area determined to be feasible, four alternative locations were 
examined in detail.  Environmental concerns, engineering, water quality, and 
costs were the key factors considered.  Each site had some constraints associated 
with it.  Based on the detailed analysis conducted and described in this report, it 
was determined that the only practicable location is the city-owned property 
between Interstate-5 (I-5) and the Sacramento River.  The site contains a large, 
highly visible water tower, a stormwater pumping station capable of pumping 
approximately 400 cfs into the Sacramento River, and an abandoned wastewater 
treatment facility. The site is owned by the City of Sacramento Department of 
Utilities and has long been considered suitable for public water facilities.  The 
other sites explored had more significant environmental, engineering, and/or 
water quality limitations associated with their implementation. 

Introduction 
The FRWA was created by exercise of a joint powers agreement between the 
SCWA and EBMUD.  FRWA’s basic project purpose is to increase water service 
reliability for customers, reduce rationing during droughts, and facilitate 
conjunctive use of surface water and groundwater supplies in central Sacramento 
County.  This document describes the need of each of the FRWA agencies, as 
well as the process undertaken to define an appropriate project to meet FRWA’s 
purpose in general, and a feasible intake location in particular. 

Freeport Regional Water Authority Member Agencies 

Sacramento County Water Agency 

SCWA provides water to areas in central Sacramento County.  SCWA is 
responsible for providing water supplies and facilities throughout these areas, 
including the Laguna, Vineyard, Elk Grove, and Mather Field communities, 
through a capital funding zone known as Zone 40. 

The long-term master plan for Zone 40 envisions meeting present and future 
water needs through a program of conjunctive use of groundwater and surface 
water.  SCWA presently has a contract with Reclamation for 22,000 acre-feet (af) 
of water.  SCWA has subcontracted 7,000 af of this entitlement to the City of 
Folsom.  Central Valley Project (CVP) water for SCWA is currently delivered 
through the City of Sacramento’s intake and treatment facilities based on SCWA 
need and available city capacity.  SCWA’s CVP contract also allows it to divert 
at the location identified as Freeport on the Sacramento River south of 
downtown Sacramento.  This site is on the Sacramento River just south of Pocket 
Road, west of Freeport Boulevard, and south east of the residential neighborhood 
known as “South Pocket.”   SCWA expects to be able to provide additional 
anticipated surface water entitlements to serve Zone 40 demands, including an 
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assignment of a portion of the Sacramento Municipal Utility District’s (SMUD’s) 
existing CVP water supply contract, potential appropriative water rights on the 
American and Sacramento Rivers, and potential transfers of water from areas 
within Sacramento Valley.  Total long-term average Zone 40 water demand is 
estimated to be 109,500 af per year (AFA).  Long-term average surface water use 
is expected to be 68,500 AFA. 

East Bay Municipal Utility District 

EBMUD is a multipurpose regional agency that provides water to more than 
1.3 million municipal and industrial customers in portions of Contra Costa and 
Alameda Counties in the region east of San Francisco Bay (East Bay).  EBMUD 
obtains most of its supply from Pardee Reservoir on the Mokelumne River, with 
the remainder collected from local runoff in East Bay terminal reservoirs.  On 
July 26, 2001, EBMUD and Reclamation entered into an amendatory CVP 
contract that sets forth three potential diversion locations to allow EBMUD to 
receive its CVP supply.  One of these locations is on the Sacramento River in the 
vicinity of the Town of Freeport, the same site described above.  EBMUD’s CVP 
supply is 133,000 af in any 1 year, not to exceed 165,000 af in any consecutive 3-
year period of drought when EBMUD total system storage is forecast to be less 
than 500,000 af.  Total long-term average surface water use is estimated to be 
23,000 AFA, with a maximum annual diversion rate of 99,000 AFA.  Subject to 
certain limitations, the contract also provides for a delivery location on the lower 
American River, and EBMUD retains the opportunity to take delivery of water at 
the Folsom South Canal should other alternatives prove infeasible.   

City of Sacramento 

The City of Sacramento has joined FRWA as an associate member.  The city’s 
main interests are in the design and construction of FRWA project facilities that 
may be located in the city or on various city properties or rights-of-way.  A city 
representative sits on the FRWA Board of Directors as a nonvoting member. 

Project Purpose/Objectives and Need 
The FRWP is intended to contribute to meeting the objectives of SCWA and 
EBMUD.  The need for the project and its primary purposes and objectives are 
described below. 
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Needs 
The project is needed because: 

 SCWA and Sacramento County have concluded that: 

 reliance solely on groundwater to serve development authorized 
in Sacramento County’s General Plan will deplete the central 
county groundwater aquifer, resulting in shallow wells drying 
up, degradation of groundwater quality, increased pumping 
costs, land subsidence, and potential changes to local 
floodplains, and  

 the provision of surface water is necessary to meet the 
anticipated demand; 

 EBMUD forecasts water shortages during drought periods, based on 
maintenance of existing Mokelumne River basin supply, or catastrophic 
events exacerbated by increased flows for senior water right holders, 
resource protection, and increasing population. 

Purposes/Objectives 
The project’s primary purposes and objectives are to: 

 support acquisition of additional SCWA surface water entitlements to 
promote efficient conjunctive use of groundwater in its Zone 40 area, 
consistent with the Sacramento Area Water Forum Agreement and County of 
Sacramento General Plan policies; 

 provide facilities through which SCWA can deliver existing and anticipated 
surface water entitlements to Zone 40 area; 

 provide facilities through which EBMUD can take delivery of a 
supplemental supply of water that would substantially meet its need for water 
and reduce existing and future customer deficiencies during droughts; and 

 improve EBMUD system reliability and operational flexibility during 
droughts, catastrophic events, and scheduled major maintenance at Pardee 
Dam or Reservoir. 

Planning Processes Background 
Both SCWA and EBMUD, in close coordination with the City of Sacramento, 
have been involved in lengthy planning processes leading up to the identification 
of the FRWP as a feasible project.  Below is a summary of these processes. 
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East Bay Municipal Utility District 
Since signing the original CVP contract with Reclamation in 1970, EBMUD has 
pursued obtaining water supplies from the American River to supplement its 
current customer needs. In 1972, the Environmental Defense Fund challenged 
EBMUD’s contract with Reclamation in a lawsuit that was later joined by the 
County of Sacramento. The lawsuit alleged that delivery of the water from the 
Folsom South Canal would be an “unreasonable” use of American River water. 
In June 1988, the California State Water Resources Control Board adopted 
findings that EBMUD’s contract is a reasonable use of American River water. 
On June 2, 1990, after a lengthy trial, Alameda County Superior Court Judge 
Richard Hodge affirmed those contractual rights, subject to a specific set of 
conditions known as the “Hodge Decision.” 

During this timeframe, EBMUD updated its Water Supply Management 
Program. The purpose of the 1993 Updated Water Supply Management Program 
was to provide an adequate water supply at the projected year 2020 level of 
development, with rationing limited to 25% of normal water demand levels 
during drought.  Nearly 200 alternatives were considered during the preparation 
of the Updated Water Supply Management Program. 

As a result of the Hodge Decision and the Updated Water Supply Management 
Program, EBMUD proposed the Supplemental Water Supply Project to take 
delivery of its American River entitlement consistent with the Hodge Decision, in 
order to decrease existing and future customer deficiencies during droughts and 
to enhance the reliability of the East Bay’s water supply. 

The environmental impacts of the Supplemental Water Supply Project were 
analyzed in the 1997 East Bay Municipal Utility District—Supplemental Water 
Supply Project Draft Environmental Impact Report and Environmental Impact 
Statement (1997 Draft EIR/EIS). EBMUD and Reclamation received numerous 
comment letters during the public comment period. A recirculated environmental 
impact report and environmental impact statement (REIR/EIS) on the 
Supplemental Water Supply Project was prepared in 2000 and included 
additional alternatives for evaluation. The selection of additional alternatives for 
evaluation in the REIR/EIS was based in large part on comments and suggestions 
made by the City of Sacramento, County of Sacramento, and other Sacramento 
area interests during the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS public review period and during 
subsequent discussions following the completion of the public comment period. 
A strong emphasis was made by the City of Sacramento regarding its 
reservations on the feasibility of constructing a pipeline through the downtown 
metropolitan area of Sacramento.  

The additional alternatives included an EBMUD–Only Lower American River 
Delivery (intake upstream of I-5), a Sacramento River Delivery (intake at the 
City of Sacramento Water Treatment Plant), Freeport East Delivery (intake at the 
City of Sacramento site with the pipeline running east to the Folsom South 
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Canal), Freeport South Delivery (intake at the City of Sacramento site with the 
pipeline running south along I-5 to the Mokelumne Aqueducts), and a Bixler 
Delivery (located in the Delta just east of the town of Brentwood). 

Based in large part on comments received during the public review period for the 
REIR/EIS, Reclamation and EBMUD developed and adopted an Amendatory 
Contract that specified three potential water delivery locations.  These locations 
are: 

 the Sacramento River approximately 1 mile north of the town of Freeport,  

 the lower American River at a location approximately 4 miles upstream of 
the confluence with the Sacramento River, and 

 a diversion from the Folsom South Canal, if neither of the other two sites can 
feasibly be completed. 

Sacramento County Water Agency 
The framework for SCWA’s planning process lies in its participation in the 
Sacramento Area Water Forum and the preparation of the updated Zone 40 Water 
Supply Master Plan. 

Sacramento Area Water Forum Agreement 
Public agencies in the Sacramento area have been involved in a cooperative 
effort known as the Sacramento Area Water Forum (Water Forum), designed to 
explore acceptable project alternatives that could bring additional high-quality 
water to Sacramento County, the City of Sacramento, and entities in Placer and 
El Dorado Counties.  The common goal is to provide a safe, reliable water supply 
for the entire region, while preserving fish, wildlife, recreational, and aesthetic 
values along the lower American River. 

The Water Forum is a diverse group of business and agricultural leaders, citizen 
groups, environmentalists, water managers, and local governments in the 
Sacramento area.  In 1995, these groups were joined by water managers in Placer 
and El Dorado Counties.  The members of the Water Forum developed a Water 
Forum Proposal for the effective long-term management of the region’s water 
resources.  The Water Forum Proposal was analyzed and reviewed in an EIR 
prepared and certified by the City and County of Sacramento.  To signify 
approval of the proposal, 40 Water Forum members signed the Water Forum 
Agreement in April 2000. 
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To achieve the Water Forum goals, all signatories of the Water Forum 
Agreement are committed to support and, where appropriate, participate in seven 
elements of the agreement.  These elements are: 

 increased surface water diversions, 

 actions to meet customers’ needs while reducing diversion impacts on the 
lower American River in drier years, 

 support for an improved pattern of fish flow releases from Folsom Reservoir, 

 lower American River habitat management, 

 water conservation, 

 groundwater management, and 

 participation in Water Forum successor effort. 

SCWA participated in the Water Forum process and is a signatory to the Water 
Forum Agreement.  The Water Forum Agreement supports SCWA’s pursuit of 
additional water supplies and includes SCWA’s need for increased surface water 
diversions.  SCWA’s “Purveyor Specific Agreement” also commits it to certain 
limitations on its use of water supplies.  SCWA agreed to divert surface water at 
or near the mouth of the American River or from the Sacramento River.   

This agreement is consistent with the 1999 P.L. 101-514 (Fazio) Contract issued 
by Reclamation to SCWA, which allows a Sacramento River diversion location, 
including one in the vicinity of river mile (RM) 46.5, which is near the city-
owned site.  The contract also allows diversions at the intake for the Sacramento 
River Water Treatment Plant owned by the City of Sacramento and at other 
locations at the discretion of Reclamation. 

During the process of finalizing the Fazio Contract, Reclamation petitioned for 
and received from the State Water Resources Control Board a new Point of 
Diversion on the Sacramento River in the vicinity of the site owned by the City 
of Sacramento Department of Utilities adjacent to the Pocket Area neighborhood. 
The petition process is a public quasi-judicial process that allows for public 
protest, legal briefs, and settlements. 

Zone 40 Master Plan Update 
The 2002 Zone 40 Water Supply Master Plan, prepared by the SCWA with the 
Water Forum Agreement (January 2000) as its foundation, provides a flexible 
plan of water management alternatives that can be implemented and revised as 
availability and feasibility of water supply sources change in the future. The 
Zone 40 Master Plan describes the studies performed and presents the findings, 
conclusions, and recommendations to meet future water demands in the Zone 40 
study area through the year 2030. 
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The Zone 40 Master Plan presents the results of various studies such as 
assessment of future water needs, including projected demand, demand 
management, and availability of supply. The Master Plan also defines and 
evaluates alternative water management options, including treatment 
requirements, the supply components and capital facilities, and presents the 
evaluation and selection of the recommended alternative.  Financing methods and 
an implementation plan, including program management recommendations, are 
also discussed. 

Based on the alternative evaluation process included in the Zone 40 Master Plan, 
the FRWP is selected as the preferred alternative. 

Summary of Water Supply Planning Processes 
The City of Sacramento, County of Sacramento, and EBMUD have together 
studied numerous potential joint and individual project alternatives for obtaining 
surface water supplies from the lower American and Sacramento Rivers.  After 
exploring all of the technical, institutional, environmental, and regulatory 
considerations, all three entities have determined that the city-owned property on 
the Sacramento River near Freeport is the most viable location for a new water 
intake facility to meet Sacramento County and EBMUD needs.  The city has 
maintained ownership of that property, as well as property to the east across 
Freeport Boulevard that is currently in use as a park facility, specifically to 
support a new intake facility, and also a new water treatment plant, on the 
properties.   

In its comment letter on the 2000 REIR/EIS, the City of Sacramento noted,  

The Sacramento River-Freeport alternatives (Alternatives 6 and 7 in that 
document) avoid the potentially significant construction, pipeline, alignment, 
and water quality impacts associated with the other alternatives… Accordingly, 
the Sacramento River-Freeport alternatives are environmentally preferable…. 

Similarly, the County of Sacramento stated in its comments on 2000 REIR/EIS 
that, “All factors ….. focus on the Sacramento River at Freeport … as the proper 
preferred alternative.” 

Recent Milestones 
In 2000, a document titled Principles of Agreement between City of Sacramento, 
County of Sacramento and EBMUD specified the city-owned site as the diversion 
location for the joint project that was then under consideration. 
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In January 2001, the City of Sacramento, County of Sacramento, Reclamation, 
and EBMUD signed a Memorandum of Agreement stating that the city, county, 
and EBMUD shall jointly work to construct a diversion structure near the city-
owned property approximately 1 mile north of the Town of Freeport. 
Furthermore, the agreement stated that the project shall be referred to as the 
Freeport Regional Diversion Project (later modified to read the Freeport Regional 
Water Project).  The agreement was signed by the following parties: 

 City of Sacramento—Heather Fargo, Mayor; Robert P. Thomas, City 
Manager; 

 County of Sacramento—Roger Niello, Chairperson; Terry Schutten, County 
Executive; 

 EBMUD—John Coleman, President; Dennis Diemer, General Manager; and 

 Reclamation—Lester Snow, Regional Director. 

In February 2002, a ceremony was held adjacent to the city-owned site to 
announce the formation of the Joint Powers Authority (the FRWA) between 
EBMUD and the SCWA.  The City of Sacramento is a supporting member of 
that agency.  The meeting was attended by numerous elected officials from 
EBMUD, Sacramento County, and the City of Sacramento. 

In March 2002, a Notice of Preparation and Notice of Intent for the FRWP 
EIR/EIS was issued and sent to an extensive mailing list that included public 
agencies, elected officials, community groups, and many residents in the project 
areas. 

The 2003 FRWP Draft EIR/EIS (2003 Draft EIR/EIS) was published in August 
2003.  The comment period was originally scheduled to end on October 8 but has 
been extended until December 15, 2003, to provide additional time for the public 
to comment and to address those concerns. 

Recent Planning Efforts 
As a part of preparing the 2003 Draft EIR/EIS, FRWA prepared the Alternatives 
Screening Report for the Freeport Regional Water Project and conducted 
numerous technical evaluations. The alternatives screening report was intended 
to reconfirm the conclusions of the water supply planning processes described 
above and identify a reasonable range of alternatives to include in the 2003 Draft 
EIR/EIS. The technical evaluations were intended to support the screening 
process and more clearly define the proposed FRWP. 
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Alternatives Screening Process 
The development of potential project alternatives was based on information 
regarding EBMUD’s and SCWA’s existing facilities and capabilities, as well as 
on the results of extensive planning efforts initiated by each agency (described 
above) and by the environmental scoping process implemented for the FRWP. 
Many alternatives have been fully examined by each agency during the past 
15 years. Each alternative that was previously described and analyzed and 
rejected as infeasible because of significant institutional, technical, or 
environmental issues has been reviewed to determine whether any changes in 
circumstances warrant a reevaluation of the alternatives. 

FRWA’s alternative screening analysis was intended to identify a reasonable 
range of alternatives to include in the draft EIR/EIS. The screening analysis 
considered various types of project alternatives, ranging from local river 
diversions, enlarged reservoir storages, new reservoir storages, groundwater use 
(including banking/exchange), and desalination. Multiple intake sites were 
represented by various alternatives considered in the alternatives screening 
analysis, including sites on the lower American River, the Sacramento River, and 
the Sacramento–San Joaquin Delta. The alternatives considered in the 2003 Draft 
EIR/EIS include a no-project alternative, four Sacramento River diversion 
alternatives, and a Sacramento River/Enlarge Pardee Reservoir alternative. The 
four Sacramento River diversion alternatives involve the diversion of water from 
the Sacramento River to the Mokelumne Aqueducts. All four of these alternatives 
include an intake site on the Sacramento River, just upstream from the town of 
Freeport; each intake site has a different pipeline alignment from the river to the 
aqueducts. The Sacramento River/Enlarge Pardee Reservoir alternative involves 
diversion of water from the Sacramento River to Sacramento County and 
enlargement of the existing Pardee Reservoir. This alternative includes an intake 
site on the Sacramento River, at the same location as the four Sacramento River 
diversion alternatives. 

Technical Evaluations  
As a result of identifying a surface water supply project with a diversion structure 
near Freeport as a feasible alternative, FRWA conducted several technical 
evaluations to better define the FRWP in general and, in particular, identify a 
suitable location for the necessary water intake structure.  Results of the first 
evaluations were included in Technical Memorandum No. 1, dated October 22, 
2001 (TM No. 1), which investigated alternative intake sites between the SRCSD 
WWTP discharge pipeline and the southern edge of the Pocket Area.  
Considerations in that analysis included: 

 proximity to the SRCSD WWTP outfall, 

 profile and elevation of river bottom, 
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 property ownership, and 

 accessibility for operation and maintenance vehicles. 

With limited detail, the city-owned site was selected for the purpose of the 
memorandum, which was to determine whether a pier, or in-river, intake 
structure was better suited and whether a pumping plant should be integral to or 
separate from the intake.  Using the criteria above, it is logical that within the 
limits of the TM No. 1 study area, the city site is best for the following reasons. 

 It is the farthest from the WWTP outfall.  This distance minimizes the impact 
on diverted water quality. 

 It is at the outside of a bend in the river, with the deepest part of the channel 
relatively near shore.  Flows are fastest at the outside of bends, minimizing 
sedimentation and increasing the flow velocity parallel to the fish screens, 
which makes the fish screens more effective. 

 The land is publicly owned, eliminating the need to acquire private property. 

 The site is readily accessible from public roadways using public land. 

A second memorandum, Technical Memorandum No. I-1 (draft), dated June 25, 
2002 (TM I-1), is an update of the October 2001 memorandum.  Its preparation 
was motivated primarily by the City of Sacramento changing its level of project 
participation from a full-fledged project partner to an interested party with no 
financial interest in the project.  Because the owners of the preferred site (City of 
Sacramento) were no longer as actively involved, the FRWA agreed to reevaluate 
alternative intake sites. 

The evaluation criteria and study area used in TM I-1 were more extensive than 
in TM No. 1.  TM I-1 investigated potential sites between the SRCSD WWTP 
outfall and the City of Sacramento’s combined sewer overflow (CSO) upstream 
of the Pocket.  The general evaluation criteria included (i.e., were not limited to): 

 proximity to SRCSD and CSO outfalls and marinas (e.g., water quality), 

 river depth and cross section, 

 right-of-way and property acquisition issues, 

 site accessibility,  

 recreation impacts, 

 hydraulics (e.g., movement of river water), 

 operation and maintenance issues,  

 construction impacts, and  

 cost. 
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Major Considerations 

An initial screening of potential sites was performed based primarily on water 
quality and potential sources of contamination.  The potential sources of 
contamination are documented in Technical Memorandum No. 3, Sacramento 
River Watershed Sanitary Survey 2000 Update.  Three primary items were 
considered:  

 keep the site sufficiently upstream of the SRCSD outfall (Figure 1) to limit 
shutting down the intake during reverse flow events,  

 locate the site sufficiently downstream of the CSO discharge to ensure full 
mixing of sewer discharges and river water, and  

 avoid the potential fuel spills and solid and sanitary waste disposal associated 
with marinas.  

This initial screening greatly reduced the number of possible locations. 

On occasion, when river flow is low and tides in the Pacific Ocean are high, 
water in the Sacramento River in the project vicinity can flow northwards (i.e. 
backwards, upstream).  Should the SRCSD WWTP be discharging at those times 
(and it typically discharges constantly), the reverse flow in the river could cause 
treated wastewater to reach the intake.  Therefore, the farther upstream from the 
outfall the intake is located, the better.  The reverse flow events are typically of 
such duration that treated wastewater reaches a limited distance upstream of the 
outfall.  FRWA’s technical team set a target criterion of finding a site where 
treated wastewater would reach the site on no more than 20% of the occasions 
when reverse flow occurs.  Computer modeling revealed that this distance is at 
least 3,500 feet.  Therefore, the 3,500 feet of river closest to the SRCSD outfall 
was excluded from further analysis. 

Locating the intake within any reasonable distance downstream of the WWTP 
outfall would be a breach of the member agencies’ duty to protect the public’s 
health and could be forbidden by regulatory agencies such as the Department of 
Health Services.  The waste discharges carried by reverse flows that FRWA is 
attempting to avoid are infrequent events, yet are still of great concern.  
Downstream of the outfall, those waste discharges will be continuous and 
impossible to avoid.  

In addition to the water quality issues posed by the SRCSD WWTP, the City of 
Sacramento operates a CSO that serves a portion of the City and County of 
Sacramento.  Under most conditions, the combined flow of the sewers is directed 
to the SRCSD WWTP and is treated (secondary treatment) before discharge to 
the river.  On occasion, however, storm flows are so great that the capacity of the 
WWTP is exceeded, and the excess flow is diverted to a series of smaller 
treatment plants, which treat the water to a lesser degree (primary treatment) than 
the SRCSD WWTP before discharge to the river.  On even less frequent 
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occasions, the capacity of both the WWTP and the primary treatment facilities is 
exceeded, and raw sewage combined with storm drainage is discharged to the 
river with no treatment at all.  It is these events that are of concern to the FRWA. 

The only way to avoid completely the effect of untreated CSO discharges on the 
intake would be to locate it upstream of any untreated CSO discharge sites, 
which would require relocating the intake upstream of Sump No. 2, which is west 
of William Land Park.  Locating the intake upstream of Sump No. 2 would add at 
least 5 miles to the length of the pipeline, running through some of the most 
densely developed parts of Sacramento.  Conservatively, project construction 
costs would increase by at least $20 million, if a vacant site with sufficient room 
could be found.  The permanent environmental impacts associated with a site this 
far upstream would be at least as much as the preferred site, but the construction 
impacts would be much greater.  An additional environmental impact would 
result from the increased electrical power required to pump the water through the 
longer pipeline required. 

As an alternative to placing the intake upstream of any untreated CSO discharge, 
FRWA tried to find a location where untreated discharges would mix fully with 
river water before reaching the intake.  If untreated discharges could not be 
completely avoided, the next best thing is to make sure the discharges are as 
diluted with river water as possible.  Computer modeling indicated that 
approximately 9,000 feet of river length was necessary for full mixing. 

It was also a criterion to locate the intake a similar distance below any marinas, 
which might be the source of fuel spills or other waste discharges.  These criteria 
limited the study reach to approximately 3,500 feet above the SRCSD discharge 
to approximately 9,000 feet below Sump No. 2.  This stretch of river extends 
from Chicory Bend (RM 54.6) to the northern limits of the developed portion of 
Freeport (RM 46.7). 

The only undeveloped areas on the left bank (looking downstream) within this 
water quality–constrained reach are the preferred site and a site approximately 
3,000 feet downstream of the preferred site, near the northern limits of 
development in Freeport.  Potentially suitable sites with less development exist 
on the right bank. 

After public health and safety were addressed, several engineering criteria were 
applied to the site selection.  The first of these criteria is river geometry.  In 
general, deep water and fast-flowing water are desirable.  The pumps must be 
placed under water, and naturally deep water provides this pump submergence 
and minimizes environmentally harmful and costly dredging.  High-flow 
velocities across the intake minimize sedimentation accumulation and improve 
the functioning of the required fish screens.  The high velocities help to sweep 
sediment past the intake.  Sediment buildup can interfere with the flow of water 
to the pumps, causing noisy operation and possibly damage to the pumps.  
Buildup can also damage the pumps as a result of erosion and create locally 
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higher velocities of flow through the fish screens.  Fish screens protect fish best 
with even, slow flow through the screens. 

Deeper, faster-flowing water is found at the outside of bends.  Within the reach 
defined by water quality constraints, five bends exist: Oak Hall Bend (RM 53.7), 
Clay Bank Bend (RM 52), Garcia Bend (RM 51), RM 48.8, and Freeport Bend 
(RM 47.2). 

The outside of Oak Hall Bend is on the left bank.  Dense development (the 
Greenhaven area) exists adjacent to the river, and no vacant sites are available.  
Construction of an intake at that site would require obtaining private property and 
constructing approximately 4 miles of additional pipeline (approx. $15 million) 
through a very densely populated area.  This bend is the only one on the left bank 
in the study area, other than the preferred site, and is either inferior or equivalent 
to the preferred site in every evaluation criterion. 

The three bend sites on the right bank all have some similarity with respect to the 
evaluation criteria: they all have comparable levels of adjacent development, and 
they all require additional pipeline length and an expensive river crossing.  The 
biggest difference between these sites is the length of pipeline added to the 
project.  Therefore, only the site requiring the least additional pipe (RM 48.8) 
will be addressed herein, and all the other right-bank bends will be considered to 
have flaws of relatively greater magnitude. 

Site-Specific Considerations 

As a result of the major considerations described above, four sites were identified 
as having the most potential and warranting further consideration. These sites are 
addressed as sites A, B, C (East Bank), and C (West Bank) in TM I-1 and in the 
discussion below. Table 1 provides additional summary information. 

Site A 

The site at RM 48.8 was addressed as Site A in TM I-1 (Figure 2).   It is in a 
good location for river geometry but has a number of flaws, mostly caused by its 
location on private property and the presence of the county roadway (South River 
Road) on top of the levee. 

FRWA strongly prefers to avoid acquiring privately owned land, and as much of 
the project as possible will be located on public land.  Approximately 5–10 acres 
of private land would be required for constructing an intake on Site A.  In 
addition, some 1,500 feet of South River Road along the levee would have to be 
relocated, requiring the acquisition of another 2–2.5 acres of private land.  The 
additional 10,000 feet of pipeline required would also have to be located on 
private land (approximately 11 acres of permanent easement).  All of the land is 



Figure 2

Site A
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currently used for agriculture, which is a rapidly disappearing land use in the 
Sacramento area. 

Constructing the intake on the right bank would create relatively greater visual 
impacts than the preferred site.  The intake would be generally more visible from 
the Pocket side of the river and visible to many more people.  It would be very 
difficult, if not impossible, to mask the intake with landscaping on the river side. 

Site B 

Site B is the preferred site and is located at the City of Sacramento site owned by 
the Department of Utilities. Site B is similar to Site A in that it satisfies most of 
the criteria for a bank side intake structure, including those regarding water 
quality and river geometry. Additionally, it has several advantages over Site A.  
Site B: 

 would require a shorter pipeline, 

 would not require the pipeline to cross underneath the river,  

 would not require realignment of any roadways, and  

 is located on public property owned by the City of Sacramento.  

Construction of a bank side intake structure at this location could also increase 
the integrity of the flood control levee, which is an important consideration for 
the Sacramento region. 

Site C (East Bank) 

Site C (East Bank) is located on the left bank (east side) of the river, 
approximately 3,500 feet upstream of the Freeport Bridge and approximately 
3,000 feet downstream of the preferred site. It is as close to the WWTP outfall as 
the FRWA feels is prudent.  This section of the river is straight, and preliminary 
investigations concluded that this location should provide adequate sweeping 
flows across the facility to reduce potential maintenance dredging at the site. 
However, further evaluation identified several flaws relative to the preferred site, 
the most notable of which is that it is not on the outside of a bend. As a result, the 
high-velocity flows, which are so important for minimizing sediment deposition 
and aiding in protection of fish, are not present near the bank. The deepest water 
in this straight stretch of river is near the center of the river.  Accessing that deep 
water would require extensive, environmentally harmful dredging, likely on an 
ongoing basis. 

Because of its proximity to the WWTP, diversions would have to be interrupted 
as a result of reverse flow events and discharges from the WWTP more 
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frequently than for any upstream site. Also, the location of a stormwater outfall 
just upstream of this site would increase impacts to water quality in the event of 
spills within the urban drainage area. To maintain a safe level of water quality, 
the stormwater outfall would likely require monitoring or relocation downstream 
of this site. 

Also, the site would require relocation of an extensive portion of the railroad and 
Highway 160, a well-traveled state highway, and the available options for 
modifying the levee to accommodate the intake structure are very limited. Private 
land would have to be acquired for construction of the intake, and relocation of 
the railroad and highway would also require the acquisition of private land. 

While the above information is generally applicable to both a bank side intake 
and a pier intake, or in-river, structure, some conditions are applicable only to a 
pier intake structure. The following information is applicable only to the pier 
intake considered at Site C (East Bank). 

A pier intake structure could affect flood control as a result of higher water 
surface elevations caused by the structure being placed in the river because it is 
relatively narrow at this location.  Additionally, the long-term performance and 
integrity of the levee could be endangered because of the high potential for scour 
around the pier, which would potentially further erode/undercut the levee section. 
(It should be noted that a bank side intake, which is different than a pier intake, 
can actually strengthen the levee.) Also, physical conditions could result in poor 
hydraulic performance, and the potential for the design of fish screens to meet 
resource agency criteria for protected fish species would be problematic.  Finally, 
this section of the river is narrow, and a pier intake structure could result in a 
hazard to recreation along the river.  

Site C (West Bank) 

Intake Site C (West Bank) is located on the right bank (west side) of the river, 
directly across the river from Intake Site C (East Bank).  This site was also 
considered for both a bank side structure and a pier, or in-river, structure. Given 
the proximity of these two sites, Site C (West Bank) had identical issues to Site C 
(East Bank), with two exceptions.  For Site C (West Bank), levee modifications 
and widening necessary for locating a structure at this site would require the 
realignment of South River Road (a well-traveled levee road). The realignment of 
South River Road would be difficult because of the project’s right-of-way needs, 
limited existing right-of-way, existing high bank, and necessary vertical and 
horizontal curve changes.  The site would also likely result in the permanent 
relocation of two nearby residences. Private land would have to be acquired for 
construction of the intake, and relocation of South River Road would also require 
the acquisition of private land. In addition to these negative factors, Site C (West 
Bank) would require the pipeline to cross underneath the river, which poses 
additional environmental risks and construction costs.  
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Cost Summary 

 
Technical Memorandum I-1 presented preliminary estimated construction costs 
for selected intake site alternatives.  All estimates included the costs necessary to 
construct intake facilities at the respective sites, including roadway and railroad 
locations, if required, and include the costs of the discharge pipeline from the 
intake sites to a common point on the east side of Interstate 5, just east of Site C. 

 
preliminary estimated construction costs for alternative intake sites and intake 

configurations 
Site A – Pier Type $84,118,000 
Site A – Bank Type $75,760,000 
Site B – Pier-Type $69,236,000 
Site B – Bank Type $60,230,000 
Site C (East Bank) – Bank Type $66,875,500 

  
 

Conclusion 
In conclusion, Sites C and D were eliminated for numerous reasons. Primarily as 
a result of their location along a straight stretch of river with shallow shores, their 
proximity to the regional WWTP, and the need to relocate heavily used roadways 
and acquire private property.  

Site A was eliminated because of its slightly greater environmental impacts, the 
longer pipeline and river crossing that would be required, and the need to relocate 
a heavily used roadway and acquire private property. 

Site B was selected as the preferred site because of its ability to better meet the 
identified criteria, ability to minimize impacts on the environment, and location 
on public property owned by the City of Sacramento (i.e., does not require 
acquisition of private property). 

 



Table 1.  Freeport Regional Water Project:  Intake Location Comparison Matrix 

Criteria Site A:  Yolo County West Bank Site  Site B:  City of Sacramento Utility Yard East Bank 
Site  

Site C:  East and West Banks Upstream of Freeport 
Bridge 

Water Quality/Proximity to Storm Water 
Outflows 

Close downstream proximity to stormwater/sewage 
outfall (Sump 32) and Marina. 

Close proximity but upstream of stormwater outfall 
(Sump 28). 

Downstream of stormwater outfall (Sump 28). 

Water Quality/Reverse Flow Least likely to have operational disturbance from 
reverse flow events (<1% of events with reverse 
flow). 

Possible operational disturbance from reverse flow 
events. (2% of events with reverse flow) 

 

Most likely to have operational disturbance from 
reverse flow events (8% of events with reverse flow). 

General Location Outside bend of river, wide river cross-section, 
sufficient depth. 

Outside bend of river, wide river cross-section, 
sufficient depth. 

Straight stretch of river, relatively narrow river 
cross-section, not optimal. 

Sedimentation/Scour Good site for intake due to sweeping flows on 
outside bend of river.  Stable levee and river section. 

Good site for intake due to sweeping flows on 
outside bend of river.  Stable levee and river section. 

Sweeping flows not present, resulting in build-up of 
sediment. 

Groundwater Movement Possible impacts due to pipeline placement. No anticipated impacts. No anticipated impacts. 

Land Availability/Facility Access Requires purchase of several parcels of land.  
Requires removal of existing homes and farmland.  
Pipeline requires multiple easements.  Limited access 
from freeway. 

Site is undeveloped and suited for proposed land use.  
Temporary and permanent access from Freeport 
Blvd.  Good access from freeway. 

Requires purchase of land.  Requires removal of 
residential or commercial structures.  

Road Alignment/Traffic Impacts Greater levee impacts.  Requires more than 1,500 ft 
of levee changes to accommodate road realignment.   

Levee inspection road and bike/pedestrian path 
minor realignment as part of levee modification. 

Greater levee impacts.  Requires levee changes to 
accommodate road realignment and railroad 
realignment. 

Proximity to Residents Individual farmhouses in vicinity may require 
relocation due to road realignment.  Various impacts 
during construction. 

Adjacent to existing housing tract.  Various impacts 
during construction. 

Individual houses in vicinity may require relocation 
due to road realignment.  Various impacts during 
construction. 

Noise Can be mitigated by buildings and associated sound 
dampening measures. 

Can be mitigated by buildings and associated sound 
dampening measures.   

Can be mitigated by buildings and associated sound 
dampening measures. 

Visual Impacts Intake facility visible.  Site layout could allow for 
substantial visual screening of facilities from 
neighboring residents. 

Intake facility visible.  Site layout allows for 
substantial visual screening of facilities from 
neighboring residents.  

Intake facility visible.  Site layout less likely to allow 
substantial visual screening of facilities from 
neighboring residents. 

Construction Impacts Many impacts can be mitigated; noise impacts 
remain significant.  Construction up to a year longer 
due to road and levee realignment work. 

Many impacts can be mitigated; noise impacts 
remain significant.  

Many impacts can be mitigated; noise impacts 
remain significant.  Construction up to a year longer 
due to road and levee realignment work. 

Agricultural Production Impact existing farm production.  Permanently 
removes farmland from service.   

None. None. 

River Crossing Risk River crossing could cause increased flooding 
hazard, possible subsidence during tunneling and 
possible voids in ground as result of tunneling. 

No river crossing. River crossing (Site C West only) could cause 
increased flooding hazard, possible subsidence 
during tunneling, and possible voids in ground as 
result of tunneling. 

Operations/Maintenance Potential dredging needs. Potential dredging needs. Dredging needs. 



 
City Utility Site Impacts None. Site can be utilized without impeding current 

operations. 
None. 

Recreation Impacts Potential hazard to boating/waterskiing.   Potential hazard to boating/waterskiing.  Existing 
bikeway currently ends near the site, but can be 
routed around the site to maintain access. 

Potential hazard to boating/waterskiing. 

Institutional Considerations Subject to permitting and approval by Yolo County; 
No SWRCB water right at this location; 
Subject to CVP contract amendment for EBMUD; 
Subject to CVP contract amendment for SCWA 
Fazio Contract; 
Subject to Caltrans and Yolo County road re-
alignment approval. 

Subject to purchase agreement with City of 
Sacramento. 

1.  Subject to Caltrans and City of Sacramento road 
realignment approval. 
2.  Subject to State railroad realignment approval. 

Cost $75 million. $60 million. $66+ million. 
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