




































































































































































































2. Comments and Responses 
 

EBMUD WTTIP 2.9-1 ESA / 204369 
Response to Comments on DEIR November 2006 

2.9  City of Orinda 
ORIN-1 The issues regarding the impact of the project on the City’s residents and 

neighborhoods identified by the City of Orinda and other concerned individuals are 
addressed throughout this Response to Comments document. Regarding the letter 
prepared by Darwin Myers Associates referenced in footnote 1 of this comment, see 
Response ORIN-39. 

ORIN-2 This comment summarizes more detailed comments presented later in the letter; refer 
to Responses ORIN-6 through ORIN-18 regarding project need and ORIN-114 
through ORIN-118 regarding alternatives. Please also refer to Section 2.1.2, Master 
Response on Benefits to Orinda, for further response to the issues raised in this 
comment. 

ORIN-3 The DEIR discusses a range of alternatives in Chapter 6. In addition, as discussed in 
the DEIR (p. S-18, p. 6-69) the Orinda-Lafayette Aqueduct project would only be 
associated with Alternative 2 and thus that project’s impacts over a one- to two-year 
period would be avoided under Alternative 1. Consequently, Alternative 1 is 
considered environmentally superior to Alternative 2 with respect to impacts in the City 
of Orinda. With respect to alternatives, refer to Responses ORIN-114 through 
ORIN-120. Please also refer to Section 2.1.2, Master Response on Benefits to Orinda, 
for further response to the issues raised in this comment. 

ORIN-4 As noted throughout the DEIR, Alternative 1 is the preferred alternative and is 
environmentally superior to Alternative 2 for some of the reasons listed at the end of 
this comment (and in the DEIR, p. 6-69). The DEIR also considers a range of 
alternatives, factoring in redundancy concerns and other factors. 

ORIN-5 This comment summarizes more detailed comments presented later in the letter (refer 
to Responses ORIN-24 through ORIN-70). As indicated in subsequent responses, 
the DEIR discusses the project’s impacts and meets the standards of CEQA. 

ORIN-6 This comment states CEQA requirements for EIR project descriptions, and asserts 
that the WTTIP DEIR project description is deficient. The comment bases this 
assertion on (a) a purported lack of detail for project-level and program-level 
elements, and (b) the claim that the DEIR “does not clearly and consistently correlate 
the Project’s numerous objectives and purposes with its several elements . . . [and] 
does not permit the decision-maker to undertake an informed balancing of benefits 
and environmental costs.” 

 Regarding the level of detail of project-level and program-level elements, refer to 
Responses ORIN-7, ORIN-19 through ORIN-23, and Section 2.1.1 of this 
Response to Comments document. 
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 The relationship between the WTTIP’s purposes and objectives is as follows:  

 Needs: On p. 2-14, the DEIR explains that EBMUD needs to make improvements 
to its water system. WTTIP improvements are driven by a variety of overlapping 
needs, including meeting existing and future water demands, meeting anticipated 
future regulatory standards related to water quality, complying with 
environmental permit conditions, and replacing and upgrading aging 
infrastructure. These needs are described on DEIR pp. 2-14 though 2-22 and in 
Table 2-3. (Regarding clarifications to DEIR Table 2-3, refer to 
Response ORIN-11.) The needs specifically addressed by proposed 
improvements at each WTP are discussed in Sections 2.4 and 2.5; the needs 
specifically addressed by each water transmission and distribution system 
improvement (common to both WTTIP alternatives) are discussed in Section 2.6. 

 
 Purpose: As stated on DEIR p. 2-2 and elsewhere in the document, the purpose 

of the WTTIP projects is to meet the needs summarized above (meeting the need 
to replace and upgrade aging infrastructure, etc.) 

 
 Objectives: The project objectives, presented in Table 2-5 (DEIR p.2-22), 

exemplify the purpose of and need for the WTTIP and reflect EBMUD’s mission 
and obligations as the water supplier for about 1.4 million people. Major 
considerations reflected in the objectives (the left-hand column of Table 2-5) 
include reliability, regulatory and water quality issues, operations, 
implementation, environmental issues, and economics. The objectives were used 
to develop system wide alternatives; identified alternatives were evaluated by 
their performance relative to project objectives. Refer to DEIR pp. 6-44 through 
6-51 for more information.  

 
 Regarding a comparison of project benefits and environmental costs, the DEIR 

includes a section on “Who Benefits” (pp. 2-22 and 2-23) specifically to aid readers 
in understanding the benefits of the WTTIP to EBMUD customers. In response to 
comments, this document includes an expanded discussion of benefits specific to 
Orinda (see Section 2.1.2). The environmental costs (impacts) are described in detail 
throughout Chapter 3 of the DEIR and summarized by project and by city in Tables 
S-4 through S-9.  

ORIN-7 The comment states that the actions analyzed at a project level of detail in the DEIR 
are confusing and incomplete. 

 Proposed project-level improvements under Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 are 
necessarily analyzed in different sections of the DEIR in order to facilitate 
understanding of the various components and impacts of each proposed element. 
EBMUD regrets any confusion that the organization of the DEIR might have caused 
and made efforts to avoid this by including tables and summaries.  

 With regard to the description of the Orinda WTP, the text on DEIR p. 2-59 has been 
revised to clarify the capacity at which the plant would operate under each 
alternative. This information is also included in the tables in Chapter 2. 



2. Comments and Responses 
City of Orinda 

EBMUD WTTIP 2.9-3 ESA / 204369 
Response to Comments on DEIR November 2006 

 In response to Comment ORIN-7, DEIR p. 2-59, paragraph 1 has been revised (refer 
to Section 3.2, Text Revisions, in this Response to Comments document). 

 Regarding the text in Footnote 2, the text also generally characterizes the alternatives. 
Note that during the winter months, all of the Lamorinda area is currently served by 
the Orinda WTP. 

ORIN-8 The DEIR is necessarily complex because the WTTIP projects are complex and 
numerous. The organization of the DEIR project description and the need for cross-
referencing reflect a balancing of CEQA directives to be concise and avoid 
redundancies while meeting the requirements specified in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15124 (contents of a project description). Regarding the discussion of the 
capacity of the Orinda WTP, see the response above. 

 The comment cites three types of information on Alternative 1: text, graphics, and 
tables. In preparing the DEIR, EBMUD believed that it was necessary and useful to 
employ these formats to describe a project. Regarding the assertion that the DEIR’s 
organization requires “extensive cross-referencing,” and thereby “limits the 
usefulness of the DEIR as an informational document,” of the five pieces of 
information cited in the comment, three are in Section 2.4.3 (Orinda Water Treatment 
Plant) and two are not: Map D-OWTP-1 and Table B-OWTP-1. Map D-OWTP-1 is 
one of 66 maps included at the end of the project description. All maps are grouped 
by map type and each set of maps is tabbed to enable the reader to quickly locate 
them. Similarly, the table of construction details cited in the comment (Table B-
OWTP-1) is one of 27 such tables; consolidating this information in one location 
improves the readability of the project description. It should be noted that many 
entities and individuals who were interested in the DEIR have reviewed the DEIR on 
CD or on the EBMUD website; these electronic versions were set up with bookmarks 
to enable the user to quickly locate referenced sections, maps, tables and appendices. 
Moreover, the DEIR summary includes detailed tables with page citations to enable 
reader to proceed directly to a description of a specific project or a description of a 
specific impact attributable to a specific project.  

ORIN-9 The comment states that the DEIR lists a number of goals, needs, and purposes, but 
does not correlate those needs and purposes to particular Project components. Please 
see Response ORIN-6 for clarification of the relationship between the WTTIP 
project needs, purposes and objectives. 

 Regarding WTTIP project needs in particular, Section 2.2.2 of the DEIR provides 
detailed explanations of the project needs, which include: meeting Water Demands; 
Water Quality Regulations (Stage 2 Disinfectants/ Disinfection Byproducts Rule; 
Long-Term Enhanced Surface Water Treatment Rule; California Cryptosporidium 
Action Plan; Water Quality Problems caused by Aging); NPDES permit 
requirements; and Infrastructure Replacement and Technology Upgrades. At the end 
of each explanation of a particular need is a list of the WTTIP projects that satisfy the 
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need. For example, the DEIR text on p. 2-14 that discusses Water Demands states that 
facilities serving the Lamorinda/Walnut Creek area are currently insufficient to reliably 
meet summer water demands. The text goes on to say that under Alternative 1, the 
capacity of the Lafayette WTP would be expanded to meet this need, and under 
Alternative 2, the Orinda WTP would meet this need. In addition to the overall 
discussion of needs in section 2.2.2, the specific need for each facility is included along 
with the description of the facility in Sections 2.4, 2.5 and 2.6 of the DEIR. 

ORIN-10 The comment states that the DEIR does not adequately describe those aspects of the 
WTTIP that are necessary to comply with state and federal regulations.  

The DEIR makes clear that WTTIP improvements are driven by a variety of 
overlapping needs, including state and federal regulations; however, as emphasized 
on DEIR pp. 2-18 and 2-19, it is the practice of EBMUD to establish internal water 
quality goals that meet or exceed state or federal requirements. EBMUD sets these 
independent goals to ensure that it can meet regulations with an acceptable margin of 
safety, to plan for future regulatory changes, to accommodate changes in source 
water quality, and to provide reliable, high quality service. 

 Please see Responses BM-7 and BM-8 for a discussion of compliance with current 
and anticipated regulations and federal treatment and distribution rules, and the ways 
in which the actions were developed to satisfy these requirements and other needs. 

ORIN-11A The comment states that Table 2-3 (DEIR p. 2-17), summarizing the need addressed 
for each specific water treatment improvement, contradicts the text of the DEIR. Due 
to an editorial error, the column headings in summary Table 2-3 were not in the 
correct order. Table 2-3 on DEIR p. 2-17 has been corrected and follows this page. 
Also included is a version of the table that sets forth DEIR page references where 
each “need” is discussed. The text on DEIR pp. 2-18 through 2-21 explains the need 
for each improvement, including the backwash systems. The text on DEIR p. 2-21 
explains that the proposed backwash system at the Orinda WTP is needed to comply 
with the state NPDES permit in order to eliminate discharges to San Pablo Creek. 

 The comment also questions why the Orinda WTP backwash water system is not 
required under the California Cryptosporidium Action Plan (CAP) while the systems 
at the Walnut Creek and Lafayette WTPs are being implemented to satisfy this 
requirement. 

The current backwash water system at Orinda, in contrast to the Walnut Creek or 
Lafayette WTPs, does not need to comply with the CAP as it discharges to San Pablo 
Creek rather than to the influent of a downstream WTP. However, as stated on 
p. 2-20, the proposed backwash water recycle system will return the treated water to 
the influent of the Orinda WTP and therefore will also need to comply with the CAP 
similar to the Lafayette and Walnut Creek WTPs. In other words, the elimination of 
the backwash discharge system is being undertaken to address NPDES permitting 
concerns but the new system is being designed to comply with the CAP. 
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TABLE 2-3 
SUMMARY OF NEED ADDRESSED BY SPECIFIC WATER TREATMENT IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS 
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Lafayette WTP         
Increase Capacity from 25 mgd to 34 mgd 1 x     x 
Clearwells 1 x     x 
Chlorine Contact Basin 1   x     x 
Blower Building 1      x 
Backwash Water Recycle System 1 x   x  x 
Sodium Hypochlorite Storage and Feed Building (Lafayette 

Aqueduct and WTP) 
1,2  x     

Raw Water Bypass Pipe 1      x 
Leland and Bryant Pumping Plants and Pipelines 1 x     x 
Electrical Substation 1 x     x 
Lafayette Reclaimed Water Pipeline 1    x  x 
High-Rate Sedimentation Units a 1   x    
Ultraviolet Light Disinfection a 1    x    

Orinda WTP        
Backwash Water Recycle System 1,2    x X  
Clearwell 2 x      
Los Altos Pumping Plant No. 2 2 x      
Orinda-Lafayette Aqueduct 2 x      
Electrical Substation 2 x      
Additional Clearwell a 1,2   xb    
High-Rate Sedimentation Units a 1,2   x    
Chlorine Contact Basin a 1,2  x     
Ultraviolet Light Disinfection a 1,2   x    

Walnut Creek WTP        
Increase Capacity from 96 mgd to 115 mgd  

(add filters) 
1,2 x      

Leland Pumping Plant 1,2 x     x 
High-Rate Sedimentation Units a 1,2   x    
Ultraviolet Light Disinfection a 1,2   x    

Sobrante WTP        
Ozone Upgrades 1,2       x 
Filter-to-Waste Equalization Basin 1,2      x 
Backwash Water Equalization Basin 1,2      x 
High-Rate Sedimentation Units 1,2      x 
Chlorine Contact Basin 1,2  x     

Upper San Leandro WTP        
Ozone Upgrades 1,2      x 
Filter-to-Waste Equalization Basin 1,2      x 

Distribution System Improvements 1,2 x  xb   x 
a Program-level projects. 
b As it relates to water aging and mixing 
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TABLE 2-3 
DEIR PAGE REFERENCES TO NEED ADDRESSED BY  

SPECIFIC WATER TREATMENT IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS 
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Lafayette WTP    DEIR Page Reference 
Increase Capacity from 25 mgd to 34 mgd 1 14     22 29 
Clearwells 1 14     22 34 
Chlorine Contact Basin 1  20     22 34 
Blower Building 1      22 34 
Backwash Water Recycle System 1 14   20  22 30 
Sodium Hypochlorite Storage and Feed Building 

(Lafayette Aqueduct and WTP) 
1,2  20     34 

Raw Water Bypass Pipe 1      22 30 
Leland and Bryant Pumping Plants and Pipelines 1 14     22 34 
Electrical Substation 1 14     22 35 
Lafayette Reclaimed Water Pipeline 1    20  22 40 
High-Rate Sedimentation Units a 1   20      
Ultraviolet Light Disinfection a 1    20     40 

Orinda WTP         
Backwash Water Recycle System 1,2    20 21  42 
Clearwell 2 14      44 
Los Altos Pumping Plant No. 2 2 14      59 
Orinda-Lafayette Aqueduct 2 14      59 
Electrical Substation 2 14      59 
Additional Clearwell a 1,2  44 44      
High-Rate Sedimentation Units a 1,2   20    47 
Chlorine Contact Basin a 1,2  20     47 
Ultraviolet Light Disinfection a 1,2   20    47 

Walnut Creek WTP         
Increase Capacity from 96 mgd to 115 mgd (add filters) 1,2 14  14    47 
Leland Pumping Plant 1,2 47     47 47 
High-Rate Sedimentation Units a 1,2   20    50 
Ultraviolet Light Disinfection a 1,2   20    50 

Sobrante WTP         
Ozone Upgrades 1,2       50 50 
Filter-to-Waste Equalization Basin 1,2      52 52 
Backwash Water Equalization Basin 1,2      52 52 
High-Rate Sedimentation Units 1,2      52 52 
Chlorine Contact Basin 1,2  20      

Upper San Leandro WTP         
Ozone Upgrades 1,2      54  
Filter-to-Waste Equalization Basin 1,2      54  

Distribution System Improvements 1,2 18  21   22 Sec 
2.6 

a Program-level projects. 
b As it relates to water aging and mixing 
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 As noted on DEIR pp. 2-42 and 2-43, the backwash system would include settling 
and UV disinfection before return to the influent of the plant. The approach would 
provide a dual barrier of against recycling of viable cryptosporidium.  

ORIN-11B The comment suggests that the DEIR inadequately explains the need for the 
Backwash Recycle System at the Orinda WTP and fails to address the potential 
impacts of, and alternatives to, installing the backwash system at the Orinda WTP. 

See Response ORIN-11A regarding the need for the Backwash Water Recycle 
System. The impacts of the backwash system are addressed in pertinent sections 
throughout Chapter 3 of the DEIR. 

The backwash system proposed at the Orinda WTP is the same design as the recently 
implemented (October 2006) backwash system at the Walnut Creek WTP. A 
consultant report evaluating alternative backwash water treatment systems for the 
Walnut Creek WTP recommended the system based on its reliability. The same 
backwash system design was chosen for the Orinda and Lafayette WTPs based the 
previous review of alternatives for the Walnut Creek WTP. In addition, implementing 
consistent systems among similar WTPs will lead to more efficient District-wide 
operations. 

ORIN-12 For purposes of the DEIR analysis, discontinuation of discharge from the filter 
backwash treatment system was assumed to have an adverse effect on water quality if 
it affected beneficial uses of San Pablo Creek. As stated on DEIR p. 3.5-3, these 
beneficial uses include fish migration, noncontact water recreation, warm freshwater 
habitat, and wildlife habitat. However, as noted in the 2004 Contra Costa Creeks 
Inventory and Watershed Characterization Report prepared by the Contra Costa 
Clean Water Program, habitat for steelhead in the San Pablo Creek Watershed is 
limited to stream reaches below San Pablo Dam. Therefore, discontinuation of the 
discharge would not affect fish migration because the Orinda WTP is located 
upstream of the San Pablo Reservoir.  

 As noted in Section 3.6 of the DEIR, Biological Resources (pp. 3.6-13 and 3.6-15), 
San Pablo Creek adjacent to the Orinda WTP is swift and has variable water levels 
due to urban runoff and discharges from the WTP. The WTP discharges consist of 
(a) surplus raw water from the Lafayette Aqueducts and (b) the backwash flows. 
While the total amount of water discharged from the Orinda WTP ranges from 
approximately 10 percent to 50 percent of the total creek flow, the backwash 
discharge component accounts for only about 2 percent to 15 percent of the total 
flow. The project would not change the quantity of water discharged to the creek 
from the Aqueducts and would have a minimal impact on overall flows. The variable 
creek flows likely make the habitat unsuitable for special status species, including 
California red-legged frog and western pond turtles.  
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 In addition, discontinuation of discharge from the filter backwash treatment system 
would eliminate a potential source of toxicity to San Pablo Creek and therefore 
would be beneficial to aquatic life in general. 

ORIN-13 Refer to Response ORIN-12. 

ORIN-14 The comment states that alternatives to the proposed backwash water recycling 
system at the Orinda WTP might be preferable. The comments states in particular 
that use of ultraviolet disinfection could create a smaller footprint, allow EBMUD to 
reduce its use of chloramine, and possibly eliminate the need for additional clearwells 
at the Orinda WTP.  

 As noted in Response BM-9, the use of UV in the primary treatment train would not 
eliminate the need for certain facilities, particularly the backwash facilities, nor 
would it result in any changes to the desired chloramines dosages in the distribution 
system. See Response BM-9 for more in-depth discussion on these topics.  

ORIN-15 The comment suggests that the DEIR does not clearly explain why particular 
distribution system improvements are necessary. The comment further says that the 
DEIR does not “explain in one coherent passage how the various project elements are 
interrelated, why they are all necessary under both alternatives, and whether there are 
any alternatives that would fulfill the Project objectives.” 

An overview of the need for the distribution system projects to meet demand and to 
upgrade infrastructure is included in DEIR Section 2.2.2. In addition, the need for 
each improvement is given along with the description of the improvement in DEIR 
Section 2.6. There is no single reason or need that uniformly applies to all of 
distribution system improvements. For example, as noted in DEIR Section 2.6.5, the 
Happy Valley Pumping Plant and Pipeline is planned to remedy a problem with 
inadequate pumping capacity and to meet existing and anticipated future demand, 
while the Highland Reservoir described in DEIR Section 2.6.6, is intended to remedy 
operational and service problems in the pressure zone. 

One of the District’s objectives in preparing the EIR was to present to the public a 
comprehensive understanding as to how these individual water projects fit into 
EBMUD’s larger water treatment, storage and distribution operational scheme for the 
Lamorinda/western Walnut Creek portion of its service area. All of the distribution 
system projects are within the pressure zones serving this portion of the service area 
as discussed on DEIR p. 2-11 and shown in DEIR Figure 2-3. The distribution 
system improvements in the DEIR are required regardless of the alternative 
(Alternative 1 or 2) selected to address the water treatment and treated water 
transmission needs. Although many project components stand alone operationally, 
they are all part of an integrated regional water system. Alternatives to the individual 
distribution system improvements are discussed in Chapter 6, Analysis of 
Alternatives, Sections 6.6 through 6.9 and in Section 6.10.3.  
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ORIN-16 The comment inquires about how the proposed clearwells at the Orinda WTP under 
Alternatives 1 and 2 would improve water quality as compared to continuing to use 
the reservoirs west of hills. 

 As described in the DEIR (pp. 2-44 – 2-47, pp. 2-55 – 2-56), the proposed program-
level clearwell at the Orinda WTP would improve water quality by preventing water 
that does not meet water quality regulations from entering the Claremont Tunnel, and 
therefore the distribution system, as can occur when water is stored in the reservoirs 
west of hills. The proposed clearwell would also reduce water age and further 
improve water quality in the distribution system by allowing the water in the 
clearwells to turn over during a single day. The last paragraph that begins on DEIR 
p. 2-44 explains this. 

 The clearwell proposed for the Orinda Sports Field site is analyzed at a program level 
of detail in the DEIR (see DEIR Table S-3, Map D-OWTP-1 and Map D-OWTP-2). 
Should EBMUD decide to pursue additional storage capacity at this location, the 
District will undertake further environmental review pursuant to CEQA. See 
Response BM-8 regarding additional discussions on the need for clearwells. 

 As described on DEIR p. 2-59, the project-level clearwell under Alternative 2 would 
provide equalization storage for the intake to the proposed Los Altos Pumping Plant 
No. 2. 

ORIN-17 The comment questions whether the Alternatives 1 and 2 address the identified 
needs. Refer to Responses ORIN-7 and ORIN-11a. As indicated in Response 
ORIN-11a, due to an editorial error, the column headings in summary Table 2-3 
were not in the correct order. The corrected version of the table now indicates that 
four of the proposed project-level facilities at the Orinda WTP under Alternative 2 
address demand. These are not improvements to the treatment process train per se, 
since the Orinda WTP has sufficient treatment capacity1, but are improvements that 
would be needed to pump and convey the water from the Orinda WTP eastward to 
the service area of the Lafayette WTP.  

 As indicated in Response ORIN-18, below, operations at the Orinda, Sobrante and 
Upper San Leandro WTPs would be altered such that the Orinda WTP could make up 
for the decommissioning of the Lafayette WTP. 

ORIN-18 Alternative 2 would indeed achieve the project’s stated goals (refer to 
Responses ORIN-7 and ORIN-11). Less water from the Orinda WTP would flow to 
the area west of hills under Alternative 2 and would instead flow east to Lafayette 
WTP via the new tunnel; the Sobrante and Upper San Leandro WTPs would be 
operated at higher rates to supply the area west of hills. The text on DEIR p. 2-14 has 

                                                      
1  Refer to DEIR Figure 2-10, a series of schematic flow diagrams indicating the various steps in water treatment 

processing, and those aspects of Orinda WTP operations proposed for improvement under Alternatives 1 and 2. As 
shown, there is no need to expand filtration capacity at the Orinda WTP under either Alternative 1 or Alternative 2.  
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been revised to clarify this (refer to Section 3.2 of this Response to Comments 
document). As shown in DEIR Table 2-4, the existing capacity of Sobrante and 
Upper San Leandro WTPs is sufficient to meet this additional demand. Thus, no 
corresponding increase in capacity is necessary.  

ORIN-19 Please refer to Section 2.1.1, Master Response on Program- and Project-Level 
Distinctions, for detailed discussion of the issues raised by this comment. The 
District disagrees that the approach taken in the DEIR with respect to program-level 
elements is inconsistent with CEQA and with the comment’s statement that the 
evaluation of program-level elements is superficial. As explained in the DEIR and at 
the public meetings, the improvements discussed at a program level will not be 
implemented by EBMUD without further environmental review under CEQA. The 
WTTIP EIR is therefore properly a program EIR from which EBMUD will “tier” its 
later environmental review of specific activities that may be implemented as part of 
the WTTIP program if certain factors are present in the future. 

ORIN-20 EBMUD agrees that a program EIR – like any other EIR – must provide a detailed 
analysis of known and foreseeable issues at the time it is developed. However, the 
level of detail required in a program EIR depends on the nature of the project 
elements being analyzed and how far the program activities have been developed. 
(CEQA Guidelines § 15152(b)).  

 The WTTIP EIR is consistent with the tiering principles in CEQA. It also follows an 
approach that has been used for other water projects to accommodate the unique 
nature of these projects. In this document, EBMUD has analyzed the environmental 
impacts of the treatment and transmission system improvements, including the 
elements discussed at a programmatic level, with as much specificity as is feasible – 
that is, to the extent such impacts are reasonably foreseeable and non-speculative at 
this time – and has proposed mitigation for such impacts where appropriate under 
CEQA. With respect to the program-level elements, this analysis may be found in the 
DEIR on the following pages: 

 Pp. 2-40, 2-44 to 47, 2-50, 2-61, 2-85 to 87 (describing activities);  
 Pp. 3.2-19 to 22 (analysis and mitigation of land use impacts); 
 Pp. 3.3-48 to 50 (analysis and mitigation of visual quality impacts); 
 Pp. 3.4-33 to 36 (analysis and mitigation of geology, soils, and seismicity 

impacts);  
 Pp. 3.5.46 to 51 (analysis and mitigation of hydrology and water quality 

impacts); 
 Pp. 3.6-70 to 79 (analysis and mitigation of biological resource impacts); 
 Pp. 3.7-32 to 35 (analysis and mitigation of cultural resource impacts);  
 Pp. 3.8-23 to 26 (analysis and mitigation of traffic and circulation impacts);  
 Pp. 3.9-33 to 35 (analysis and mitigation of air quality impacts); 
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 Pp. 3.10-51 to 56 (analysis and mitigation of noise and vibration impacts); 
 Pp. 3.11-38 to 41 (analysis and mitigation of hazards and hazardous materials 

impacts); 
 Pp. 3.12-21 to 22 (analysis and mitigation of public services and utilities 

impacts);  
 Chapter 4 (growth-inducement potential and secondary effects of WTTIP project, 

including all program-level elements);  
 Chapter 5 (cumulative impacts of WTTIP project, including all program-level 

elements).  

 For all of the elements discussed at a programmatic level, including most notably the 
large clearwell proposed for the Orinda WTP, the WTTIP EIR is not the final 
environmental document. Environmental review by EBMUD, as well as approval by 
the EBMUD Board, will take place prior to issuance of any design and/or 
construction contracts for program-level WTTIP elements (see Section 2.7 of the 
DEIR). Where a more specific and detailed analysis of an impact becomes feasible at 
the time of this subsequent environmental review, EBMUD will undertake such an 
analysis, in compliance with CEQA. (Sections S.3.1, S.6, 2.7, 3.1.2, and 3.1.4 of the 
DEIR). 

 Please also refer to the Section 2.1.1, Master Response on Program- and Project-
Level Distinctions, for a more detailed discussion of the issues raised by this 
comment. 

ORIN-21 The WTTIP is a collection of projects to upgrade the water treatment and 
transmission system. The EIR describes it as such and analyzes the impacts of each 
individual element, the impacts of the projects collectively, and the impacts of the 
projects in combination with other cumulative development.  

 The EIR serves as both a project EIR and a program EIR. With as much detail as is 
feasible, the WTTIP EIR describes each of the program-level and project-level 
elements, including how these elements are related to each other and to the WTTIP 
project as a whole (DEIR Chapter 2) and analyzes the environmental impacts of both 
elements discussed at a programmatic level and the elements discussed at a project 
level (DEIR Chapters 3.1 through 3.12). The WTTIP elements are all part of an 
integrated regional water system. The WTTIP also contains chapters analyzing the 
growth-inducing potential (Chapter 4) and cumulative impacts (Chapter 5) of the 
WTTIP, both of which assume full implementation of all elements of the WTTIP.  

 Please also refer to the Section 2.1.1, Master Response on Program- and Project-Level 
Distinctions, for a more detailed discussion of the issues raised by this comment. 

ORIN-22 The DEIR has acknowledged that subsequent environmental review, and CEQA 
documentation and approval will be required prior to implementation of any of the 
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program-level elements of the WTTIP project. (Sections S.3.1, S.6, 2.7, 3.1.4 of the 
DEIR.)  

 By including the program-level elements along with the project-level elements in the 
WTTIP EIR, EBMUD has provided the public and the EBMUD Board with an 
opportunity to review and consider the reasonably foreseeable environmental impacts 
of the WTTIP project as a whole, before making a decision about any portion of the 
project. In doing so, EBMUD is fulfilling three important goals of the CEQA 
process: (1) providing for environmental review at the earliest feasible time; 
(2) avoiding “piecemeal” review that could underestimate the environmental impacts 
of a large, complex project such as the WTTIP project; and (3) identifying issues of 
concern to agencies and other interested persons early to help scope subsequent 
environmental documentation on program-level elements. 

 The CEQA process will not have to be started anew for each programmatic element 
described in the EIR. Rather, the subsequent review will build on, and tier from, the 
analysis provided in the EIR.  

 Please also refer to the Section 2.1.1, Master Response on Program- and Project-
Level Distinctions, for a more detailed discussion of the issues raised by this 
comment. 

ORIN-23 The DEIR includes extensive analysis of WTTIP project-level elements. The 
potential impacts of those projects are discussed and presented in hundreds of pages 
of text and graphics in Chapters 3, 4 and 6. These chapters also discuss and provide 
mitigation where appropriate for all project-level actions. 

 Please also refer to the Section 2.1.1, Master Response on Program- and Project-
Level Distinctions, for a more detailed discussion of the issues raised by this 
comment. 

ORIN-24 This comment summarizes CEQA requirements for impact analyses and then asserts 
that the EIR fails to meet these requirements based on subsequent comments. Refer 
to subsequent responses. 

ORIN-25 The EIR preparers disagree with the assertion that Land Use, Planning, and 
Recreation must be addressed in separate sections of an EIR. 

 The DEIR (pp. 3.2-12 and 3.2-13) addresses consistency between the WTTIP and 
general plans and other plans in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(d). 
DEIR Appendix D summarizes the content of general plans prepared for the WTTIP 
area by land use planning agencies and the EBMUD East Bay Watershed Master Plan. 
DEIR pp. 3.2-12 and 3.2-13 note that overall, implementation of the WTTIP appears to 
be consistent with general and regional plans. In addition, the WTTIP would help local 
jurisdictions achieve general plan goals and policies to provide a high-quality water 
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supply, address capacity deficiencies, and improve emergency response capabilities by 
increasing the water available for firefighting. This section of the DEIR also describes 
several potential inconsistencies with the land use and zoning designations of 
applicable jurisdictions and with the general plans of local jurisdictions (including with 
City of Orinda Safety Implementing Policy 4.2.2.N regarding adequate medical and 
other emergency services). The DEIR also notes that, in accordance with state law, 
determinations of project consistency with general plans would be made by the land 
use jurisdictions.  

 Further, Section 3.2.3 of the DEIR evaluates whether proposed project components 
would conflict with adjacent existing land uses, resulting in division of an established 
community. 

ORIN-26 See Response ORIN-25 regarding the DEIR discussion of consistency between the 
proposed WTTIP and general plans and other plans which is addressed in accordance 
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(d). Section 15125(d) requires that EIRs 
discuss any inconsistencies between a project and general and regional plans as part 
of the Environmental Setting. The Guidelines (Sections 15358(b), 15382, et seq) also 
emphasize that the impacts analyzed under CEQA must be related to a physical 
change in the environment. A potential inconsistency with a general plan policy does 
not in all cases mean that a significant change in the physical environment is 
expected to result. 

 CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7, Thresholds of Significance, indicates that 
(a) each public agency is encouraged to develop and publish thresholds of 
significance that the agency uses in the determination of the significance of 
environmental effects and that (b) thresholds of significance are to be adopted for 
general use as part of the lead agency’s environmental review process and must be 
adopted by ordinance, rule, or regulation, and developed through a public review 
process. EBMUD adopted the CEQA Guidelines in their entirety, as periodically 
updated. 

 The environmental checklist was used for the proposed project to identify issues that 
warranted further evaluation in the EIR, and some checklist items addressing specific 
conditions in the physical environment were adapted as significance criteria. In 
Section 3.2, the DEIR discusses local plans and policies and consistency with these in 
accordance with CEQA. The DEIR notes that generally inconsistencies are expected 
to be short term because the impacts would last only during construction. Exceptions 
have been discussed in the DEIR and the physical impacts would be mainly to 
biological resources, visual quality and traffic. Refer to Sections 3.3, 3.6, and 3.8. 

ORIN-27 DEIR p. 3.2-11 acknowledges that the proposed Sunnyside Pumping Plant project 
site is surrounded by low-density single-family residential development and open 
space. Project site development and DEIR preparation included extensive review of 
local area general plan and zoning maps and documentation, and contact with local 
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planning departments. City of Orinda Planning Maps appear to identify the 
Sunnyside Pumping Plant project site within City of Orinda boundaries as Residential 
SF (1-2 units per acre). The City of Orinda Planning Department identified parcel 
#365-450-008, within the City of Orinda, as owned by Orinda Downs Homeowner 
Association, but did not indicate any land dedication for that parcel. On the basis of 
information provided in this comment, text on DEIR p. 3.2-11 (paragraph 1 and 
paragraph 4) has been revised (refer to Section 3.2, Text Revisions, in this Response 
to Comments document). 

 Please also refer to Section 2.1.3, Master Response on EBMUD Obligations to 
Comply with Local Ordinances and Obtain Local Agency Approvals for further 
response to the issues raised by this comment. 

ORIN-28 This comment is a general summary of certain CEQA regulations and court decisions 
regarding analysis of visual quality. This summary does not take into account all 
relevant language in the CEQA regulations and court rulings that may apply in 
specific circumstances, including those involving documents such as the WTTIP 
EIR. This comment summarizes more detailed comments presented in Comments 
ORIN-30 through ORIN-38; refer to Responses ORIN-30 through ORIN-38.  

ORIN-29 The following discussion highlights the reasons the project would conform to the 
Orinda General Plan, Circulation Element Scenic Corridor policies. 

Policy 2.3.2-P: Camino Pablo from its intersection with Santa Maria Way north to 
the City limits is among the routes that are designated Scenic Corridors on the 
General Plan. 

 To address the commenters’ concern, eight photographs were taken along the 
designated Scenic Corridor portion of Camino Pablo to document a range of existing 
visual conditions found within this roadway corridor (Figures 3 and 4). In Figures 3 
and 4, Photos 29a, 29b, 29e, and 29f convey the project’s visual setting and 
demonstrate the project’s conformity with Scenic Corridor policies that apply to 
development located within the Camino Pablo corridor viewshed. The photos portray 
a variety of existing development that can be seen in foreground views. For example, 
commercial buildings appear prominently in views from Camino Pablo near Santa 
Maria Way, south of the Orinda WTP (Photos 29a and 29b). In the immediate project 
area, residential buildings appear in foreground views from Camino Pablo near 
Manzanita Drive (refer to Photos 29e and 29f). North of the Orinda WTP site, single 
family residential structures and portions of the Wagner Ranch Elementary School 
are noticeable elements seen in the foreground views from Camino Pablo. 

 As indicated on DEIR pp. 3.3-38, due to the presence of dense roadside vegetation, 
the project would only be visible from a relatively short segment of Camino Pablo. 
DEIR Figures 3.3-S3a and 3.3 S3b show close range “before” and “after” views of 
the project without landscaping and with landscaping at five years of maturity as seen  
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Figure 3
Existing Visual Character along Camino Pablo

29c. Looking east from El Toyonal at Camino Pablo

29b. Camino Pablo looking north from Camino Sobrante29a. Camino Pablo looking southeast towards Santa Maria Way

29d. Camino Pablo looking southwest near North Lane
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Existing Visual Character along Camino Pablo

29e. Camino Pablo looking southwest from near Claremont Avenue 29f. Camino Pablo looking west from near Manzanita Drive

29g. Camino Pablo looking northwest toward Monte Vista Road 29h. Camino Pablo looking east toward Wagner Ranch Elementary School

Figure 4
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 from Camino Pablo. As indicated in the visual simulation (DEIR Figure 3.3-5b), 
within five years the proposed landscaping would substantially screen views of the 
building and storage tank as seen from the Camino Pablo corridor. Given the 
presence of dense roadside vegetative screening and the substantial additional 
screening that would be achieved within five years, the project would not 
substantially change the existing visual character experienced along the Camino 
Pablo designated Scenic Corridor. For these reasons and the documentation of 
existing visual conditions, the project’s appearance is considered consistent and 
compatible with the existing visual character experienced from Camino Pablo 
corridor in the project vicinity. 

Policy 2.3.2-Q. Special care shall be taken to provide a well landscaped and open 
feeling along Scenic Corridors, especially at the entrance to the City, utilizing such 
techniques as generous landscaped setbacks and open space acquisition, where 
appropriate. 

 The new structures proposed at the Orinda WTP would be set back more than 100 ft. 
from Camino Pablo. The conceptual landscape plan presented as DEIR Figure 3.3-L2 
calls for clusters of drought tolerant trees and shrubs to be installed near portions of 
the new above ground facilities. The new planting would compliment the existing 
mature landscaping currently seen along Camino Pablo and Manzanita Drive. As 
discussed above and demonstrated in DEIR Figure 3.3 S3b, within five years the 
proposed landscaping would substantially screen views of the new structures. The 
project therefore conforms to General Plan Circulation Element Scenic Corridor 
Policy 2.3.2-Q. 

Policy 2.3.2-R: Any proposed development or subdivision along a Scenic Corridor or 
Scenic Highway shall be designed to blend with and permit the natural environment 
to be maintained as the dominant visual element. It shall not lessen the scenic value 
of existing visual elements. 

 The existing visual character found along the Camino Pablo Scenic Corridor includes 
a variety of natural and built features, including houses and commercial buildings as 
well as areas of dense roadside vegetation. Given the presence of dense roadside 
vegetative screening and the additional landscape screening that would be achieved 
within five years, the project would not substantially change the existing visual 
character along the Camino Pablo corridor in the project vicinity, nor would it lessen 
the scenic value of existing visual elements. The project therefore conforms to 
General Plan Circulation Element Scenic Corridor Policy 2.3.2-R. 

Policy 2.3.2-S: Where structures are permitted, they shall be designed to blend with 
and permit the natural environment to be maintained as the dominant visual element. 

 Based on the previous discussion outlined under General Plan Circulation Element 
Scenic Corridor Policies 2.3.2-P through R and in light of the analysis presented on 
DEIR p. 3.3-38 and illustrated on DEIR Figure 3.3 S3b, it can reasonably be 
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expected that the project would blend with the surrounding landscape setting and 
would therefore conform with General Plan Circulation Element Scenic Corridor 
Policy 2.3.2-S. 

ORIN-30 The DEIR (p. 3.3-17) identifies the significance criteria used in the DEIR (substantial 
degradation of existing visual character, substantial damage to scenic resources, 
substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista, and substantial new sources of light and 
glare). The DEIR further describes the specific factors used to determine what is 
“substantial”: 

 extent of project visibility from sensitive viewing areas such as designated scenic 
routes, public open space, or residential areas;  

 the degree to which the various project elements would contrast with or be 
integrated into the existing landscape;  

 the extent of change in the landscape’s composition and character; and  

 the number and sensitivity of viewers.  
 

 Consideration of the duration of visual impacts is implicit in the significance criteria. 
The DEIR properly characterizes both shorter-term construction-phase and longer-
term visual changes at project sites consistent with CEQA and with these significance 
criteria. EBMUD provides a thorough description of the visual quality and character, 
as well as the public views and view corridors, for each project site (see DEIR 
pp. 3.3-4 through 3.3-17); associated figures (at the end of DEIR Section 3.3) support 
the site-specific project narratives.  

 The DEIR (p.3.3-19, last paragraph; p.3-3.3-23, first two paragraphs) indicates that 
the degree to which construction activities would be noticeable varies among the sites 
based on existing conditions (DEIR p. 3.3-19). The analysis highlights the projects 
that would involve construction activities at undeveloped sites, and identifies the 10 
sites that are within the context of an existing water facility, where most construction 
activity could be less noticeable. There would be less change to the landscape’s 
composition and character in areas where there are existing water facilities. Similarly, 
the DEIR notes that construction at proposed WTTIP sites would occur within 
generally developed urban/suburban areas where temporary construction activity might 
be expected (DEIR p. 3.3-23). Although all construction-related impacts were 
considered to be less than significant, EBMUD has still committed to implementing the 
following mitigation measure (DEIR p. 3.3-23, new text is underlined): 

Measure 3.3-1: For stationary (non-pipeline) projects expected to be 
constructed over a period of one year or more, the District will require the 
contractor to ensure that construction-related activity is as clean and 
inconspicuous as practical by storing building materials and equipment within 
the proposed construction staging areas or in areas that are generally away 
from public view and by removing construction debris promptly at regular 
intervals and placing black fabric fence screening on fences where feasible. 
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 The comment states that some construction projects could last a long period of time. 
Some of these projects with longer durations are examined at a program level. 
Subsequent CEQA analysis of program-level elements would characterize (and, if 
deemed necessary, mitigate) construction-phase visual impacts. In terms of project-
level elements in Orinda, some of these are pipeline projects which while highly 
visible, would progress from one roadway segment to the next typically at a rate of 
about 80 feet per day (see Figure 2-9, DEIR p.2-38, for a description of construction 
techniques). The stationary projects based in Orinda include the Orinda WTP, Happy 
Valley Pumping Plant, Ardith Reservoir and Donald Pumping Plant, and the shafts of 
the Orinda-Lafayette Aqueduct. All of these sites all have some level of vegetative 
screening, as described in the setting, which would assist in addressing construction-
phase visual impacts. These stationary projects are also subject to Measure 3.3-1, 
which would serve to reduce any visible negative aesthetics of the construction site 
itself. 

 Regarding the Orinda-Lafayette Aqueduct, while Map D-OLA-1 is a photograph of a 
typical tunnel entry shaft construction site, the photograph was taken by someone 
suspended from the crane and does not represent a view available to any residents 
living near the tunnel shaft sites or to vehicles on nearby streets. Measure 3.10-1e 
(DEIR p. 3.10-33) would require the contractor to erect sound barriers around the 
shaft sites to “interrupt the line-of-sight” between some equipment and residential 
receptors. The sound barrier, therefore, would also function as a visual barrier. The 
crane would extend above the barrier; however, the crane would not significantly 
disrupt or encroach on views. (It should also be noted that EBMUD staff is not 
recommending Alternative 2.) 

ORIN-31 Night lighting will not be required for dewatering. EBMUD also will not be working 
at night during the construction of the basins at the Orinda WTP and Happy Valley 
pipeline near Lauterwasser Creek. Therefore, night lighting will not be required 
during construction in these areas. 

ORIN-32 The DEIR includes a set of visual simulations that show proposed project features from 
15 representative public vantage points. New visual simulations from additional 
vantage points are also presented in this Response to Comments document (Figures 7, 
8, 17, 18, 19, 20, 27, 28, 29, 30). In order to provide a complete depiction of potential 
visual impacts, the visual simulations portray proposed project features at two stages 
1) without any landscape screening and 2) with the landscaping at 5 years of maturity.  

Computer modeling and rendering techniques were employed to produce the visual 
simulation images. The computer-generated visual simulations are the results of an 
objective analytical and computer modeling process. Steps in the computer-assisted 
simulation process include shooting site photography with a single lens digital 
camera and documenting photo viewpoint locations using GPS recording, photo log 
sheet and basemap annotation. Subsequent steps include developing an initial digital 
model of existing conditions based on topographic data and a three–dimensional 
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model of the proposed project components based on project engineering design data. 
Computer "wireframe" perspective plots were overlaid on photographs to verify scale 
and viewpoint location before digital visual simulation images were produced based 
on computer renderings of the 3-D model combined with digital versions of selected 
photographs. The visual simulations are based on conceptual engineering design data 
provided in digital and hardcopy format by District engineers. The visual simulations 
are accurate within the constraints of available data. 

In addition, conceptual landscape plans, designed to provide screening of new 
facilities, are proposed as part of the WTTIP. The planting concepts (presented in the 
DEIR 3.3 Visual Quality Figures section) are also intended to enhance the 
appearance of the new facilities and to integrate them with their visual setting. In 
addition, proposed landscaping is designed to provide a measure of erosion control at 
the project sites. The WTTIP conceptual landscape plans include a recommended 
plant palette of drought-tolerant trees and shrubs. Table 3.3-3 (on DEIR pp. 3.3-20) 
provides a suggested list of the trees and shrubs, with estimates of plant heights at 
both 5- and 20-year maturity levels. 

ORIN-33 See Response ORIN-29. 

ORIN-34 EBMUD acknowledges the typographical error. The new solids pumping plant will 
have an approximate footprint of 800 square feet. 

ORIN-35 DEIR Map D-OWTP-3 presents two cross-section drawings showing the above-
ground and at-grade structures in the area of the site north of Manzanita Drive. As 
noted on the DEIR p. 3.3-39 and illustrated on DEIR Map C-OWTP-2, some 
vegetation clearing would occur in the area north of Manzanita Drive; however, the 
existing vegetation along the site’s Camino Pablo and Manzanita Drive frontage 
would be preserved. It is expected that this perimeter vegetation would generally 
screen views toward the site interior. Therefore the new at-grade and above-ground 
facilities would not be particularly noticeable. In addition, Measure 3.3-2a specifies 
that “the District will also install replacement vegetation: 1) north of Manzanita 
Drive at the Orinda WTP (Alt. 2) in order to provide additional screening of new 
above ground facilities and 2) along Mt. Diablo Blvd, at the eastern edge of the 
Lafayette WTP (Alt. 2), near the exit drive.” (DEIR p. 3.3-35)  

Figure 5 presents four new photos taken from Manzanita Drive. The additional 
photos, taken in October 2006, illustrate the fact that mature perimeter landscaping 
and earth berms provide considerable screening with respect to views of the site 
interior from Manzanita Drive. These additional photos support the conclusion that 
with implementation of Measure 3.3-2a through 3.3-2c the visual impact at this 
location would be less than significant. 
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Views from Manzanita Drive

35b. Manzanita Drive at entry gate looking west towards Camino Pablo35a. Manzanita Drive near Camino Pablo looking northeast

35d. Manzanita Drive east of entry gate looking northeast35c. Manzanita Drive east of entry gate looking northwest

Figure 5
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ORIN-36 Figure 6 presents four new photos taken from the residential area located downhill to 
the north and northwest. Photos 35a and 35b were taken from Leslee Lane looking 
southwest and south respectively. The photos demonstrate the presence of dense 
intervening vegetation. Photo 35b includes a filtered view of the site. Photos 35c and 
35d, taken from Lavina Court, indicate that views of the site from this area are 
generally screened by dense intervening vegetation or residential development. These 
additional photos support the conclusion that with implementation of Measure 3.3-2a 
through 3.3-2b the visual impact at this location would be less than significant. 

DEIR Figure 3.3ARRES-5 is a conceptual landscape plan for the Ardith Reservoir 
and Donald Pumping Plant site. The plan includes clusters of trees and shrubs at the 
north and northwest side of the site which are designed to screen potential views 
from the private residential properties located downhill to the north and northwest. 

To respond to the commenters’ concern that the visual simulations for Ardith 
Reservoir are potentially misleading, Figures 7 and 8 present new “before” and “after” 
views of the Ardith Reservoir from a slightly elevated vantage point. The photo was 
taken near the top of the slope embankment situated along the east side of Ardith Drive 
(refer to DEIR Figure 3.3 ARRES-3, Photo A6 and Map 3.3-ARRES-1). The visual 
simulations indicate that existing vegetation and new landscaping proposed as part of 
the project would largely screen views of the new reservoir. In addition, Photo A5 on 
DEIR Figure 3.3 ARRES-3 demonstrates the fact that, as seen from this area rear 
yard fences generally obstruct residential views toward the Ardith Reservoir site. 
Therefore the visual impact at this location would still be considered be less than 
significant. 

ORIN-37 EBMUD regrets that neighbors of the Ardith site on Lavina Court and Leslee Lane 
were inadvertently left off the mail list for the public meetings held in Orinda on 
July 27 and August 2. After this lack of individual notice was discovered, EBMUD 
was able to notify the neighbors on September 6 and EBMUD held a special 
neighborhood meeting on September 12 to discuss the improvements at the Donald 
Pumping Plant site. Although it is not required by CEQA, EBMUD endeavors to 
individually notify landowners directly impacted by District projects where possible. 

 The new Ardith Reservoir and relocated Donald Pumping Plant are described in 
Section 2.6.1 of the DEIR. The proposed layout for the new tank and relocated 
pumping plant, as well as the existing facility to be demolished, are shown on 
Map D-ARRES-1 and D-ARRES-2. The description of the proposed hydraulic 
improvements taking place at an “Existing EBMUD facility” is correct. The intent of 
the footnote was to inform the readers that the work would take place on existing 
EBMUD property (i.e. at the site of the existing facility), as opposed to EBMUD 
purchasing and developing new property for the project. The footnote was not 
intended to be misleading, but instead was intended to provide further information on 
the status of properties, including the property off Ardith Drive. 



EBMUD Water Treatment and Transmission Improvements Program . 204369
SOURCE: Environmental Vision

Figure 6
Views from Leslee Lane and Lavina Court

35c. Lavina Court near Ivy Drive looking southeast

35b. Leslee Lane looking south35a. Leslee Lane looking southwest

35d. Lavina Court looking south
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Visual Simulation without Landscaping -
Ardith Reservoir from Ardith Drive Embankment

Existing View looking west from Ardith Drive embankment

For Viewpoint Location Refer to: 3.3-ARRES-1

Visual Simulation of Proposed Improvements without landscaping
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Visual Simulation of Proposed Improvements with landscaping at 5 years Maturity

Figure 8
Visual Simulation with Landscaping -

Ardith Reservoir from Ardith Drive Embankment

For Viewpoint Location Refer to: 3.3-ARRES-1

Existing View looking west from Ardith Drive embankment
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ORIN-38 Existing vegetation would provide a measure of screening with respect to views from 
the adjacent residence. The new perimeter wall/fence would provide additional visual 
screening. 

 In order to address site-specific visual concerns that could potentially arise, 
Measure 3.3-2a indicates that the District will coordinate with and involve 
neighborhood representatives during development of the final landscaping plan for 
the Happy Valley Pumping Plant. Measure 3.3-2c specifies that the Happy Valley 
Pumping Plant structures and buildings will include architectural treatment and 
design elements to enhance their appearance and to reduce potential visual contrast 
with the surrounding landscape setting. In addition, Measure 3.3-2c specifies that the 
design of new walls, gates and fences at the Happy Valley Pumping Plant will 
include aesthetic architectural treatment. 

ORIN-39 This comment improperly characterizes Darwin Myers’ August 8, 2006 letter as a 
geotechnical report. As noted in the first footnote of the comment letter, the Darwin 
Myers letter is a “review.” The letter Mr. Myers prepared, at the request of the City 
of Orinda, provides his technical comments on the Geology, Seismicity, and Soils 
chapter of the DEIR and on the supporting documentation used to complete the DEIR 
chapter. Mr. Myers’ letter does not constitute a standard geotechnical report because 
Mr. Myers did not conduct geotechnical exploration and testing and does not provide 
recommendations and conclusions for soils or foundation engineering. Responses to 
Mr. Myers’ comments on the DEIR are found below. 

 The DEIR does not defer analysis of geologic hazards to a time after project 
approval. The Draft Geotechnical Impact Assessment (AGS, 2005) uses available 
data and information to analyze and disclose the potential geological and seismic 
hazards at the project sites, which could occur given the various local geologic 
environments. Other sources, including the Draft Lamarinda Tunnel Conceptual 
Study (Jacobs Associates, 2005), the Seismic Stability Evaluation Report, Moraga 
Reservoir Dam (EBMUD, 2003), and published geologic data from the California 
Geological Survey (CGS) supplemented and were incorporated into the geological 
evaluations presented in the Geotechnical Impact Assessment report. The geologic data 
and information used to develop the supporting studies relied on findings from 
published reports and mapping, field reconnaissance, previous geotechnical 
evaluations, and subsurface boring and tunneling data. The DEIR presents a geologic 
evaluation for each project site and provides that information in Section 3.4.2, Setting, 
and Section 3.4.3, Impacts and Mitigation Measures. For instance, Section 3.4.2 (DEIR 
pp. 3.4-2 through 3.4-4) defines, for each project site, the soil type, range in slope, 
erosion hazard, potential for expansive soils, and corrosivity. The seismicity section 
(DEIR pp. 3.4-4 through 3.4-8) describes the seismic setting for each site and provides 
the predicted peak ground acceleration and distance to major faults for each project 
element site. Section 3.4.3 discusses each of the project sites, whether it is affected by 
an identified geologic hazard, and whether the hazard constitutes a significant impact. 
For instance, the DEIR (p. 3.4-16, Impact 3.4-1) addresses slope conditions and 
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whether there is a potential impact related to unstable slopes. Under this particular 
impact, the analysis describes the slope condition at each project site, and concludes 
whether, based on the available data and knowledge of the site, a potentially significant 
impact could occur. The DEIR characterizes site conditions for each project component 
including the geologic and seismic conditions and potential hazards and provides an 
analysis of each related impact on a site by site basis.  

 The DEIR does not defer mitigation of geologic hazards “to a time after project 
approval,” as asserted in the comment. The DEIR does, however, provide a means to 
minimize the impacts relating to geology and seismicity to a less-than-significant level 
through standard geotechnical engineering practices. The DEIR’s approach to 
mitigation of geological impacts is adequate under CEQA because it prescribes 
mitigation measures that 1) EBMUD is committed to completing; 2) are tied to specific 
performance standards, or desired end results of the mitigation; 3) provide a range of 
options, based on established industry standards, to achieve the performance standards; 
and in some cases, 4) are tied to a recognized guideline or established practice.  

 Measures 3.4-1 though 3.4-4 require that EBMUD commit to completing design-
level geotechnical studies during the design phase of all the WTTIP project 
components. Design-level geotechnical studies are standard practice throughout the 
engineering industry and are intended, in part, to inform the design structural 
engineer as to the specific foundation requirements with consideration to soil type, 
site topography, and underlying geologic materials. In some cases, geotechnical 
investigations are necessary to determine whether it is feasible to construct in a 
particular area; this is not the case, however, for the WTTIP projects because 
EBMUD considered construction feasibility during their preliminary site selection 
process. Design-level geotechnical investigations are typically not conducted prior to 
project approval because site-specific development plans may change during the 
CEQA process; it is not practical to embark on a geotechnical exploratory or testing 
program without first establishing final development plans. EBMUD, as standard 
practice, performs geotechnical investigations as part of the final design phase of its 
facility development and, therefore, would be committed to incorporate into project 
specifications geotechnical engineering recommendations to reduce or eliminate 
existing or potential geologic and seismic hazards. 

 Mitigation measures prescribed in the DEIR, (Measures 3.4-1 through 3.4-4) are based 
on performance standards for the end result that the mitigation must achieve. 
Evaluation and mitigation of geologic and seismic hazards through a design-level 
geotechnical investigation ensures that, as the end result, the hazard would be reduced 
to a less-than-significant level. Unlike most other subject areas in the EIR, the 
performance standards for geology and seismic hazards do not have numerically-based 
performance standards; the mitigations rely on standard geotechnical engineering 
practices and strategies to reduce the hazard. The comment states that none of the 
mitigation measures contain performance standards. To address this comment, each of 
the mitigation measures and the accompanying performance standards are discussed 
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below and, where appropriate, text has been added to provide additional clarification 
regarding the measure. 

Measure 3.4-1 
 The performance standard within Measure 3.4-1 is the reduction and elimination of 

potential slope failure hazards; i.e., that all slopes affected by the project shall remain 
stable under both static and dynamic conditions. Slope stability would be achieved 
through standard geotechnical investigation methods and implementation of 
engineering recommendations developed by the investigation. Methods of 
investigation could include, as stated in the measure (DEIR p. 3.4-26), field 
reconnaissance, slope stability modeling and soil testing. Unstable slopes identified 
during design of WTTIP projects would be evaluated and mitigated to current 
engineering standards by California registered engineers and geologists. The 
comment states that this measure lacks adequate performance standards; to assist in 
understanding the standards, the text of Measure 3.4-1 has been revised to provide 
clarification (refer to Section 3.2, Text Revisions, in this Response to Comments 
document). The mitigation 1) commits the District to complete the appropriate 
geotechnical study, 2) establishes parameters for the performance standard, and 
3) provides a range of options to achieve the stated performance standard. 

Measure 3.4-2 
 The performance standard for Measure 3.4-2 (DEIR, p. 3.4-25) is to design structures 

to “withstand the highest expected peak acceleration, set forth by the CBC for each 
site.” Recommendations to achieve this would be developed by a geotechnical 
engineer and would be incorporated into the final design and construction of the 
proposed facilities. This measure is adequate because it specifies that the District will 
commit to the mitigation and establishes parameters for the performance standard.  

Measure 3.4-3a 
 The performance standard described in Measure 3.4-3a is to reduce or eliminate the 

adverse effects of expansive or compressible soils. The geotechnical investigation 
would identify the problematic soil conditions and develop the most appropriate 
strategy to correct them. Typically, poor soil conditions are reduced or eliminated 
through standard geotechnical engineering practices and grading strategies, as listed 
in the measure. The comment states that this measure lacks adequate performance 
standards; to assist in understanding the standards, the text of Measure 3.4-3a is 
revised to provide clarification(refer to Section 3.2, Text Revisions, in this Response 
to Comments document). The measure 1) commits the District to complete the 
appropriate geotechnical study, 2) establishes parameters of the performance 
standard, 3) is tied to established guidelines (the Uniform Building Code [UBC]), and 
4) provides a range of options to achieve the performance standard.  
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Measure 3.4-3b 
 The performance standard within Measure 3.4-3b requires that all fill materials 

placed during construction be selected, placed, compacted and inspected to the 
specifications of a California registered professional engineer, in accordance with 
project plans and specifications that are based on standard and accepted engineering 
practice. The text revision clarifies the performance standard (refer to Section 3.2, 
Text Revisions, in this Response to Comments document). This measure is adequate 
because 1) it commits the District to complete fill placement under the supervision of 
a registered professional with knowledge in soil engineering, 2) it relies on 
established practices, and 3) it establishes parameters for the performance standard. 

Measure 3.4-4 
 The performance standard within Measure 3.4-4 is the minimization of secondary 

ground failure due to liquefaction; the desired future condition through mitigation is 
that underlying geologic materials would not be susceptible to liquefaction during an 
earthquake. This would be achieved through standard geotechnical investigation 
methods, which would include collection of subsurface soil data to determine the 
liquefaction potential, as stated in the measure (DEIR p. 3.4-32). If a liquefaction 
hazard is identified, the conditions would be rectified using appropriate and feasible 
measures that are common in geotechnical engineering practice and are used in 
construction throughout the San Francisco Bay Area. The comment states that this 
measure lacks adequate performance standards; to assist in understanding the 
standards, the text of Measure 3.4-4 is revised to provide clarification (refer to 
Section 3.2, Text Revisions, in this Response to Comments document). The mitigation 
1) commits the District to complete the appropriate geotechnical study, 2) establishes 
parameters for the performance standard, 3) is tied to a recognized guideline (SP-117)2, 
and 4) provides a range of options to achieve the performance standard. 

 The comment states that deferral of mitigation “also prevents the analysis of potential 
secondary or indirect environmental impacts of mitigation measures” and gives the 
example of dewatering excavations and soil replacement near creeks to mitigate 
liquefaction. Standard construction engineering strategies, intended to reduce or 
eliminate geologic or seismic hazards, are rarely expected to result in significant 
secondary impacts. Since many of the proposed project sites have been previously 
developed and geologic conditions are generally known, it is not anticipated that any 
geotechnical mitigation measure implemented during this project would cause 
significant secondary or indirect environmental effects or require public comment 
before project approval. In addition, all construction projects are required to complete 
a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and obtain a permit prior to 
discharging dewatering water to the storm drain or sanitary sewer. Fill placement in 

                                                      
2 SP-117 applies to areas that have been zoned under the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act (SHMA) as having a 

potential for earthquake-induced landslides and liquefaction. Requiring conformance with SP-117 for proposed 
project sites with a potential for liquefaction and not only those subjected to zoning under the SHMA, provides a 
reliable and consistent program for assessing potential liquefaction sites. 
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creeks, if determined necessary during the design-level geotechnical investigation, 
would at least be regulated under the SWPPP and would likely require a permit 
through the California Department of Fish and Game and/or the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers. Engineered slope repair, soil densification, soil replacement, deep 
foundations, soil compaction, and other remedies stated above all occur in the 
construction area and are part of standard construction operations. 

ORIN-40 Refer to Response ORIN-39. As noted, many of the proposed project sites have been 
previously developed and geologic conditions are generally known. 

ORIN-41 As discussed in Response ORIN-39, EBMUD is committed, through the mitigation 
measures in the DEIR, to conduct design-level geotechnical investigations for sites 
with the potential to result in geologic and seismic hazards. It is not expected that this 
process would frustrate applicable approval processes, and the findings and 
recommendations resulting from these investigations would be made available to the 
City of Orinda for review where the encroachment permits are required. Please also 
refer to Section 2.1.3, Master Response on EBMUD Obligations to Comply with 
Local Ordinances and Obtain Local Agency Approvals for further response to the 
issues raised by this comment. 

ORIN-42 The significance criteria addressed by NPDES permit compliance are whether the 
project would:  

 Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements; 
 Substantially alter the existing drainage patterns in a manner that would result in 

substantial erosion or siltation on or off the site; 
 Create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or 

proposed stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources 
of polluted runoff. 

 All stormwater and treated water discharges occurring under the WTTIP would be 
conducted under an NPDES permit issued by the RWQCB as discussed in 
Section 3.5 of the DEIR, Hydrology and Water Quality. Because compliance with 
these permits requires compliance with water quality regulations as well as the plans, 
policies, objectives and criteria of the Basin Plan, water quality objectives deemed 
protective of water quality by the State of California would be met. Since it would 
not be appropriate for the EIR to assume that the NPDES permit conditions would be 
willfully violated, water quality impacts related to a discharge regulated by an 
NPDES permit would be less than significant, as further discussed below. 

 Each NPDES permit specifies discharge and receiving water limitations based on the 
Policy for Implementation of Toxic Standards for Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed 
Bays, and Estuaries (State Implementation Policy); plans, policies, and water quality 
objectives and criteria of the Basin Plan; Water Quality Standards, Establishment of 
Numeric Criteria for Priority Toxic Pollutants for the State of California (California 
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Toxics Rule); applicable federal regulations (Title 40 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations, Parts 122 and 131); the National Toxics Rule; and best professional 
judgment as defined in the Basin Plan. To ensure compliance with these criteria, each 
permit requires preparation of plans describing the methods that will be used to 
achieve the stated water quality goals (subject to the approval of the RWQCB); self 
monitoring and reporting to demonstrate compliance with these criteria; and 
corrective actions if permit limitations are exceeded.  

 Furthermore, the RWQCB may amend or revoke, and reissue the NPDES permit if 
investigations show that the discharge could potentially cause or contribute to 
adverse effects on water quality and/or beneficial uses of the receiving waters. They 
can also amend the permit if water quality objectives change or additional pollutants 
could exceed water quality objectives, or to incorporate waste load allocations 
determined during the TMDL process. The RWQCB may also revoke the permit in 
accordance with federal regulations if the discharger fails to meet the permit 
requirements, or if the RWQCB finds that the permitted discharge endangers human 
health or the environment.  

 These permit modification and revocation provisions ensure that discharges will 
remain in compliance with water quality objectives should the nature of the discharge 
or applicable water quality criteria and policies change. 

 The specific components of applicable NPDES permits that would ensure compliance 
with water quality criteria and objectives are discussed in individual responses below. 

ORIN-43 NPDES permits are typically issued for a period of five years. The Regionwide 
General NPDES Permit would likely be reissued when it expires, and discharges 
from the water treatment plants would be managed in accordance with the 
requirements of the reissued permit. Because any discharge to surface water requires 
an NPDES permit, these discharges would be managed in accordance with applicable 
NPDES requirements, including an individual NPDES permit if necessary, at the 
time of construction regardless of whether if the Regionwide General Permit is 
reissued. 

 See Response ORIN-42 regarding how permit compliance ensures that water quality 
impacts related to discharges of storm water and treated water are less than 
significant. Please also refer to Section 2.1.3, Master Response on EBMUD 
Obligations to Comply with Local Ordinances and Obtain Local Agency Approvals 
for further response to the issues raised by this comment. 

ORIN-44 Effluent and receiving water limitations as well as monitoring requirements of the 
current Regionwide General NPDES permit are discussed on DEIR pp. 3.5-39 to 3.5-
41. As noted by the commenter, and discussed in the DEIR (pp. 3.5-17 and 3.5-18), 
discharges from the backwash water treatment system at the Orinda WTP have 
exceeded discharge limitations on four past occasions. These exceedances were 
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identified through the self-monitoring program required by the NPDES permit, and 
are the driving factor in discontinuing this discharge under the proposed project. This 
is not a fault of the permitting process, but demonstrates how compliance with 
NPDES monitoring requirements allowed identification of a water quality issue. 
Construction of the new backwash water recycle system, which would eliminate 
discharge of backwash water to San Pablo Creek, demonstrates EBMUD’s 
commitment to complying with water quality standards. All discharges under the 
WTTIP would continue to comply with NPDES permit requirements, including self 
monitoring, and corrective action would be taken should discharge limitations be 
exceeded. With regard to the comment on permit reissuance, see Response ORIN-43 
above. 

 Specific discharge limitations, monitoring and reporting requirements, and corrective 
action requirements are addressed in the Section 3.5 of the DEIR, Hydrology and 
Water Quality, and more specifically in individual comments regarding specific 
discharges. Please also refer to Section 2.1.3, Master Response on EBMUD 
Obligations to Comply with Local Ordinances and Obtain Local Agency Approvals 
for further response to the issues raised by this comment. 

ORIN-45 As discussed in Impact 3.5-1 (DEIR p. 3.5-25) erosion control measures would be 
specified in the SWPPP prepared in accordance with Section 01125 of the EBMUD 
construction specifications and the statewide General Permit for Stormwater 
Discharges Associated with Construction Activity (Construction General Permit) 
described on DEIR p. 3.5-21. As stated in the DEIR, compliance with Section 01125 
of the EBMUD construction specifications and the Construction General Permit 
would ensure that water quality at all WTTIP sites, including the Orinda WTP, 
Happy Valley Pumping Plant, and Happy Valley Pipeline, is protected during 
construction. Specific requirements of the Construction General Permit, which would 
ensure compliance with water quality objectives, include the following. 

 Implementation of Best Management Practices. The Construction General Permit 
states that it is not feasible to establish numeric effluent limitations for pollutants 
in stormwater discharges from construction activities. However, it requires 
implementation of Best Management Practices to control and abate the 
discharges of pollutants. This permit requires that storm water discharges from 
covered construction sites shall not cause or threaten to cause pollution, 
contamination, or nuisance. Receiving water limitations require that: 

– Storm water discharges to any surface or groundwater shall not adversely 
affect human health or the environment. 

– The SWPPP developed for the construction activity shall be designed and 
implemented so that stormwater discharges shall not cause or contribute to an 
exceedance of any applicable water quality standards contained in a 
statewide water control plan or the applicable RWQCB’s basin plan. 

 Temporary and Permanent Erosion Control BMPs. The SWPPP, which must be 
approved by the RWQCB, must include a description and schedule for 
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deployment of temporary and permanent erosion control BMPs and practices to 
minimize erosion on disturbed areas of a construction site and prevent a net 
increase in sediment loads in storm water discharges relative to preconstruction 
levels. The proposed measures must consider site-specific and seasonal 
conditions and are required at the appropriate locations along the site perimeter 
and at all operational internal inlets to the storm drain system at all times during 
the rainy season. During the non-rainy season, adequate measures must be 
available to control sediment discharges at downgrade perimeter and operational 
inlets in the event of a predicted storm.  

 Examples of Erosion Control BMPs. Although specific erosion control measures 
would be recommended in the SWPPP prepared by the contractor, they will 
include measures such as directing runoff from disturbed areas; stabilizing 
disturbed areas; using barriers to control sediment-laden runoff from disturbed 
areas; installing temporary slope breakers; placing silt fencing to promote 
sedimentation behind the fence; creating storm water retention basins; protecting 
stockpiled soil from runoff with hay bales or silt fencing; or immediately 
revegetating disturbed areas. 

 Inspection and Maintenance Program. The SWPPP must also include a 
discussion of the program to inspect and maintain all BMPs for the entire 
duration of the project, and a qualified person must be assigned the responsibility 
to conduct the inspections. Inspections must be performed before and after 
storms, and once each 24-hour period during extended storm events to identify 
BMP effectiveness and implement repairs or design changes as soon as feasible. 
Equipment, materials, and workers must be available for rapid response to 
failures and emergencies. Inspectors must be adequately trained. The contractor 
must also certify annually that construction activities are in compliance with the 
SWPPP and General Permit.  

 Corrective Action for Exceedances. If it is determined by the discharger, 
SWRCB, or RWQCB that stormwater discharges are causing or contributing to 
an exceedance of an applicable water quality standard, the discharger would be 
required to immediately implement corrective actions, notify the RWQCB by 
phone within 48 hours, and follow up with a written report within 14 days. The 
report must identify the cause of the exceedance, corrective actions already 
taken, additional corrective actions to be implemented, and any required repair or 
maintenance of BMPs. The report must include an implementation schedule for 
corrective actions and describe actions taken to reduce the pollutants causing or 
contributing to the exceedance. The SWPPP and monitoring program must also 
be revised immediately after the report to the RWQCB to incorporate additional 
requirements. Any other instances of non-compliance must be reported to the 
RWQCB within 30 days. If the RWQCB determines that water quality can not be 
adequately protected under the Construction General Permit, it may require an 
individual NPDES permit for construction activities. 

ORIN-46 See Response ORIN-45 regarding performance standards and how permit 
compliance requires and reasonably ensures adequate protection of water quality 
during construction activities. 

ORIN-47 Section 01125 of the EBMUD construction specifications is included in all 
construction contracts issued by the District, and therefore compliance with the 
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requirements of this section is considered part of the project, and not a mitigation 
measure. As discussed in Impact 3.5-1, the contractor is required by this section of 
the construction specifications to implement erosion and sedimentation control 
measures and protect receiving water quality for all projects, and to comply with 
NPDES stormwater permitting requirements for applicable projects. Adherence to the 
requirements of this section is monitored through contract compliance monitoring by 
the District. 

ORIN-48 The DEIR acknowledges in Impact 3.5-1 (DEIR p. 3.5-29) and Table 3.5-4 that 
county encroachment permits will be required for stream crossings for the Happy 
Valley Pipeline as well as other projects. Compliance with encroachment permitting 
requirements is specified in Measure 3.5-1b. This measure also specifies compliance 
with CDFG and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers requirements pertaining to 
wetlands or streambeds, including associated water quality protection requirements 
of the RWQCB.  

 Permits obtained from the CDFG, US Army Corps of Engineers, and RWQCB, 
specified in Measure 3.5-1b and in Measure 3.6-2c of the Biological Resources 
section of the DEIR, would specify measures for the protection of water quality and 
fish and wildlife resources and the information included in the DEIR is sufficient to 
support the development of those measures. The DEIR also proposes, and EBMUD 
commits to implementing, a range of mitigation measures designed to minimize 
potential impacts to these resources. Mandatory compliance with the terms and 
conditions of the required permits and EBMUD-proposed mitigation measures would 
reduce impacts on these resources to less-than-significant levels. 

 Measures proposed in the DEIR for the protection of water quality and fish and 
wildlife resources are presented in Measures 3.6-2a through 3.6-2f of the Biological 
Resources section of the DEIR and include confining construction activities to areas 
above or below the stream crossing, or through use of jack-and-bore construction 
where feasible. Other mitigation measures include: establishing a minimum 25-foot 
construction exclusion zone; conducting work activities in creeks during low-flow 
periods unless otherwise approved by the permitting agencies; minimizing removal 
of riparian and wetland vegetation; installing silt fencing at the edge of established 
buffer zones; storing equipment and materials away from waterways to the extent 
feasible; prohibiting debris within 60 feet of a creek channel for most projects; 
requiring proper and timely maintenance for vehicles and equipment used during 
construction; conducting maintenance and fueling away from the creek; 
implementation of interim measures to protect the creek from erosion during 
construction; and recontouring and revegetating portions of the creek following 
construction. 

 Further, in their July 16, 2006 comment letter, the Contra Costa County Flood 
Control & Water Conservation District states that the DEIR addresses their concerns 
about natural watercourses (see Comment C3FC-5).  
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 Please also refer to Section 2.1.3, Master Response on EBMUD Obligations to 
Comply with Local Ordinances and Obtain Local Agency Approvals for further 
response to the issues raised by this comment. 

ORIN-49 The statements in the DEIR that dewatering discharges could affect water quality 
within a water body are meant to indicate that water quality could be affected without 
proper controls. However, as discussed in the impact analysis for Impact 3.5-2, 
preparation of a water control and disposal plan in accordance with Section 01125 of 
the EBMUD construction specifications, including compliance with the regulations 
of the RWQCB, CDFG, county flood control districts, and any other regulatory 
agency having jurisdiction would ensure that water quality impacts related to 
construction dewatering would be less than significant for all projects requiring 
dewatering, including the Orinda-Lafayette Aqueduct; therefore, no mitigation is 
required. Response ORIN-42 describes how compliance with NPDES permitting 
requirements ensures that water quality impacts related to discharge to a waterbody 
would be less than significant. 

ORIN-50 Creek crossings are noted in the discussion of Impact 3.5-2. For each project that 
would include a creek crossing, the potential for dewatering is noted. As discussed in 
Response ORIN-49, preparation of a water control and disposal plan in accordance 
with Section 01125 of the EBMUD construction specifications, including compliance 
with the regulations of the RWQCB, CDFG, county flood control districts and any 
other regulatory agency having jurisdiction, would ensure that water quality impacts 
related to construction dewatering would be less than significant for all projects 
requiring dewatering; no mitigation is required. 

 Discharges of water required for mitigation of liquefaction hazards, discussed in 
Impact 3.4-4, would also be less than significant with preparation of a water control 
and disposal plan in accordance with Section 01125 of the EBMUD construction 
specifications, including compliance with the regulations of the RWQCB, CDFG, 
county flood control districts, and any other regulatory agency having jurisdiction. 

ORIN-51 According to the referenced article, incidents attributed to EBMUD include a water 
main break last year that reportedly killed 30 Sacramento Sucker fish in Strawberry 
Creek in Berkeley. However, to the contrary, a representative of the Urban Creeks 
Council said a solvent release was responsible for the reported fish loss. 

 Unplanned discharges are more difficult to control than planned discharges due to 
their unpredictable nature and location. The State Water Resources Control Board in 
developing the draft Total Residual Chlorine and Chlorine-Produced Oxidants 
Policy, found that it is “…infeasible to regulate potable water discharges that occur in 
the field due to the activities of drinking water utilities or agencies.” The SWRCB’s 
draft policy further directs permitting agencies to regulate these discharges 
“….through requirements for appropriate Best Management Practices.” EBMUD has 
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developed and implements Best Management Practices to prevent or eliminate 
adverse impacts to the maximum extent practicable from such sources. 

 A 2004 American Water Works Association Research Foundation study titled 
“Assessment and Renewal of Water Distribution Systems” estimates that the 
nationwide leak rate for mains to be in the range of 23 to 27 leaks per 100 miles per 
year. The study identifies a rate of 20 leaks or less per 100 miles per year as a 
benchmark for a well-maintained system. For the past 20 years, the average for 
EBMUD’s District-wide system has been 20 leaks per 100 miles per year, with the 
last five years averaging 19 leaks per 100 miles per year.  

 Key elements of EBMUD’s surface water protection programs include: Best 
Management Practices for Dechlorination, Leak Response Program, Pipeline 
Replacement Program, Leak Detection Program and Training. EBMUD provides a 
7-day, 24-hour response capability in responding to water line leaks. A District 
response can be initiated by calling 1-866-40-EBMUD. Based on data collected over 
a 2-year period, the average response time for an EBMUD inspector to arrive onsite 
for all responses is 38 minutes. EBMUD inspectors are fully equipped and authorized 
to start dechlorination activities immediately upon arrival at a leak site. Given 
EBMUD’s implementation of these surface water protection programs, the potential 
for water quality impacts related to an emergency discharge would be less than 
significant and no mitigation is necessary.  

ORIN-52 As discussed in the Setting section of Section 3.5, Hydrology and Water Quality 
(DEIR p. 3.5-13), municipal NPDES Permit No. CAS0029912 issued to the Contra 
Costa Clean Water Program by the San Francisco Bay RWQCB requires new 
development and redevelopment projects that create or replace 10,000 or more square 
feet of impervious surfaces to incorporate certain design and landscape features. 
These features are intended to maximize infiltration, promote retention or detention, 
slow runoff, and minimize impervious surfaces so that post-development pollutant 
loads from a site are reduced to the maximum extent possible. The general types of 
stormwater control measures that could be used to achieve these goals are described 
in Section 3.2, Text Revisions, in this Response to Comments document. In addition, 
projects that create or replace more than one-acre of impervious surfaces would be 
required to manage post-construction runoff not to exceed pre-construction levels if 
the increase in peak runoff flows or runoff volume could cause increased erosion of 
creek beds or banks, silt pollutant generation, or other adverse effects that would 
affect beneficial uses of the receiving water.  

 All of the water treatment plant projects and the proposed reservoir construction and 
replacement projects (Ardith Reservoir and Donald Pumping Plant, Fay Hill 
Reservoir, Highland Reservoir, and Moraga Reservoir) would involve the creation of 
impervious surfaces. However, all of these sites, with the exception of the Walnut 
Creek WTP, disturb one or more acres of land for construction and will require a 
General Construction Stormwater Permit as described in the Setting and Impact 3.5-1. 
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Upon completion of construction, a post-construction stormwater management plan 
describing stormwater controls would be prepared, including a maintenance schedule 
for installed post-construction BMPs, as required by the General Construction 
Stormwater Permit, and coverage under the General Construction Stormwater Permit 
would not be terminated until this plan is in place, permanent erosion control 
measures are in place, and the site is in compliance with all local stormwater 
management requirements. With compliance with these requirements, water quality 
impacts related to creation or replacement of impervious surfaces would be less than 
significant. 

 In the case of the Walnut Creek WTP, the project would increase the impervious 
surface by 11,350 square feet under both alternatives. However, approximately 
8,000 square feet of the impervious area is the construction of the filter basins which 
will retain rainfall and will not contribute to runoff from the site and therefore will 
have a less-than-significant impact. 

 Changes have been made to the text to address this information and to clarify the 
conclusion that impacts are less than significant (refer to Section 3.2, Text Revisions, 
in this Response to Comments document). 

 Please also refer to Section 2.1.3, Master Response on EBMUD Obligations to 
Comply with Local Ordinances and Obtain Local Agency Approvals for further 
response to the issues raised by this comment. 

ORIN-53 If the new municipal stormwater permit has lower thresholds for impervious surfaces, 
EBMUD will comply with the new permit requirements. As noted in response to 
ORIN-52, the DEIR has analyzed and provided measures to address potential 
impacts of increasing impervious surfaces. 

ORIN-54 Section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines sets forth the Standards for Adequacy of an 
EIR. The Guidelines confirm that a CEQA document is judged in the light of what is 
reasonably feasible.  

 The DEIR discloses the full range of impacts that could result from project activities. 
DEIR pp. 3.6-34 through 3.6-39 characterizes for each project-level element (and 
both alternatives): (a) whether construction activities would occur at or near (within 
100 feet of) streams, wetlands, or riparian habitat; (b) direct effects to these resources 
(e.g., where pipeline alignments cross creeks – Lafayette WTP under Alternative 1, 
Moraga Road Pipeline, etc.); (c) quantification of these impacts where possible, 
based on available information (e.g., Lafayette WTP – Alternative 1, Lafayette 
Reclaimed Water Pipeline, Moraga Road Pipeline); and (d) potential indirect effects 
(e.g., soil run-off from earthwork). The DEIR also proposes, and EBMUD commits 
to implementing, a range of mitigation measures designed to minimize potential 
impacts to less-than-significant levels. The mitigation measures proposed to reduce 
these impacts reflect a preference for avoidance and minimization of impacts to 
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streams, wetlands, and riparian habitat (see Measures 3.6-2a and 3.6-2b) over 
compensating for the impacts by replacing the damaged resources (Measure 3.6-3c). 
The feasibility of trenchless construction techniques for pipelines depends on some 
factors that cannot be fully known with certainty at this time (e.g., conditions in an 
encroachment permit); nevertheless, the mitigation strategy set forth in 
Measures 3.6-2a through 3.6-2f ensures that these impacts can be reduced to less-
than-significant levels. The DEIR thus has adequately disclosed impacts and 
proposes adequate mitigation measures pertaining to streams and wetlands. 

 Permits required for the WTTIP project as a whole or for specific project elements 
may include a Nationwide or Individual Permit from the Corps, a Water Quality 
Certification from the RWQCB, and a Streambed Alteration Agreement (SAA) from 
CDFG. These permits, obtained prior to project implementation, contain conditions 
of approval designed to minimize adverse effects on wetland resources. The 
processes for obtaining any state or federal wetlands permits involve the development 
of compensatory actions similar to CEQA-derived mitigation in scope and intent, 
including the completion and verification of a wetland delineation and the 
development of mitigation options and methods. Mandatory compliance with the 
regulations regarding wetland and stream protection, as well as compliance with the 
terms and conditions of any required permits, would reduce potential direct impacts 
to streams to less than significant  

ORIN-55 The DEIR includes a discussion of the presence of wetlands and potential impacts in 
Chapter 3. Because the DEIR commits EBMUD 1) to fulfill a regulatory requirement 
by preparing a wetland delineation for sites where stream or wetland impacts are 
unavoidable, and 2) to implement additional specific mitigation measures designed to 
minimize stream and wetland impacts, the failure to include a wetland delineation as 
part of the DEIR is not an impermissible deferral of mitigation, as this comment 
asserts. The DEIR does not imply that all impacts to jurisdictional waters can be 
minimized or avoided but, rather, states that EBMUD will attempt to do so wherever 
feasible (see previous response). A formal wetland delineation is not a required 
element of an EIR, and is not, in itself, considered to be a mitigation measure, but is 
instead a part of the wetland permitting process independent of the CEQA review for 
a project. Preparation of a wetland delineation in the context of wetland permitting is 
a regulatory requirement under most circumstances. EBMUD must prepare and have 
verified a wetland delineation before implementing project elements that will occur 
in the vicinity of streams and wetlands. The wetland permitting process will impose 
terms and conditions in addition to the mitigation measures proposed in the DEIR. 
Compliance with these terms and conditions, which are designed to minimize 
impacts to streams and wetlands, as well as implementation of the DEIR wetland 
mitigation measures, will reduce potential impacts to streams and wetlands to less-
than-significant levels.  

ORIN-56 EBMUD acknowledges the potential for habitat impacts as a result of the use of 
energy dissipation devices and the DEIR provides for mitigation of these impacts if 
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they cannot be avoided. The DEIR text is revised to clarify this (refer to Section 3.2, 
Text Revisions, in this Response to Comments document). 

ORIN-57 The discussion in the text (Section 3.6 of the DEIR) and the information presented in 
Appendix D of the DEIR, present information on the habitat requirements of special-
status wildlife, including bats, that may occur within the project area, as well as their 
potential to occur at specific sites. Mitigation measures proposed in the DEIR to 
minimize impacts to specific species are based on Biological Opinions and other 
guidelines and protocols promulgated by the various agencies, such as CDFG and 
USFWS, responsible for wildlife protection, as well as on consultation with these 
agencies for many similar projects. Biological Opinions and species-specific 
guidelines and protocols are prepared by and/or rely upon the expertise of wildlife 
biologists who are familiar with the habitat requirements, life cycles, and breeding 
habits of the species in question. The preparers of this DEIR assume that the 
proposed mitigation measures are feasible and adequate for protection of the species 
in question. 

ORIN-58 The analysis of biological resources impacts is consistent with the information 
currently available on the program-level elements (see Section 2.1.1, Master 
Response on Program- and Project-Level Distinctions). The DEIR preparers describe 
the habitat characteristics in the vicinity of the Orinda WTP and San Pablo Reservoir 
in the draft document. The DEIR indicates that the development of the program-level 
elements near the Orinda WTP, including the San Pablo Pipeline, would require 
substantial excavation near creeks and the San Pablo Reservoir. There are established 
protocols accepted by the agencies charged with regulating these resources for 
mitigating impacts to creeks and Alameda whipsnake habitat to less-than-significant 
levels (see Response ORIN-57). The DEIR acknowledges that specific design and 
construction information on program-level elements has not been developed and 
therefore cannot be analyzed at this time. Additional project-specific analysis 
pursuant to CEQA will be required prior to approval of any program-level element. 
Nonetheless, the EIR preparers are unaware of any potential design and construction 
scenarios for these project elements that would cause unavoidable impacts to these 
resources. 

ORIN-59 This comment regarding the status of the white-tailed kite is acknowledged. DEIR 
text on p. 3.6-17 has been revised to acknowledge the fully protected status (refer to 
Section 3.2, Text Revisions, in this Response to Comments document). 

ORIN-60 The comment states that thorough surveys for archaeological and historical resources 
have not been conducted and asks that the City of Orinda be included in discussions 
concerning the design of facilities near the Orinda filter building. 

 As described on DEIR p. 3.7-8 (under the heading Field Methods) a field 
reconnaissance was conducted in 2005 by an archaeologist to obtain a general 
impression of the area’s potential to yield significant cultural resource sites and to 
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visually inspect project areas in relation to known archaeological sites. Because the 
majority of the project area is highly developed, standard archaeological survey 
methods have little to no value due to the lack of visible native ground surface and 
significant alteration of the topographic setting, including those at the Orinda WTP 
and Orinda Sports Field sites. However, a number of areas of high cultural 
sensitivity, such as previously undisturbed pipeline routes and undeveloped reservoir 
sites, were subjected to intensive pedestrian surveys. In these cases, the proposed 
pipeline route or project facility footprint was walked, using zigzagging transects, 
and the ground surface inspected for archaeological deposits (e.g., stone artifacts, 
organic soil residues, fire-cracked rock, etc.). In addition, an architectural 
historian/preservation planner conducted a field reconnaissance to visually inspect 
the project sites for known or potential historic architectural resources, including the 
Orinda WTP property, which had last been surveyed in 1987. The cultural resource 
surveys discussed above, and the adequate disclosure of potential impacts in the EIR, 
are adequate to comply with CEQA at this juncture.  

 Regarding City input on the design of Backwash Water Recycle Facilities, refer to 
Response ORIN-62. 

 Please also refer to Section 2.1.3, Master Response on EBMUD Obligations to 
Comply with Local Ordinances and Obtain Local Agency Approvals for further 
response to the issues raised by this comment. 

ORIN-61 The comment states that the San Pablo Pipeline (not the San Pedro Pipeline) could 
adversely affect cultural resources. The DEIR acknowledges that portions of the San 
Pablo Pipeline are sensitive for encountering cultural resources during construction, 
especially near the present-day intersection of San Pablo Dam Road and Bear Creek 
Road, as well as near the margins of San Pablo Reservoir, as discussed on DEIR 
pp. 3.7-34 – 3.7-35. As noted throughout the DEIR, however, this element has been 
evaluated programmatically and EBMUD will conduct project-level CEQA review 
before approving this or any other program-level project, or prior to adopting this 
particular alignment as stated throughout the DEIR (see pp. S-5, 2-4, and 3.1.3 for 
more information). For the San Pablo Pipeline program-level project in particular, the 
DEIR indicates that measures similar to those described in Measure 3.7-1 (p. 3.7-24) 
would also likely apply based on the impacts that are likely to be expected when the 
project-level analysis is conducted. It is also likely that during future, project-level 
CEQA analysis of this project element, EBMUD will identify the need for additional 
mitigation, such as Measure 3.7-1b (pp. 3.7-24 – 3.7-25), along part or all of the San 
Pablo Pipeline alignment. Finally, the DEIR identifies an alternative to the San Pablo 
Pipeline that the District will evaluate further (reconstructing the San Pablo WTP - 
see DEIR p. 6-14 for more detail) which will entirely avoid the culturally sensitive 
areas described above, eliminating the need for any mitigation. As such, the DEIR 
appropriately characterized the San Pablo Pipeline’s potential effects on cultural 
resources; mitigation measures that would likely apply to this future, program-level 
element; and a potential alternative to avoid such impacts altogether. 
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ORIN-62 EBMUD recognizes the sensitive visual and historic setting of the Orinda WTP, and 
will provide the City of Orinda an opportunity to comment on the proposed designs’ 
compatibility with the treatment plant. Design-level input by the City of Orinda will 
be taken into consideration by EBMUD. This opportunity for input will be provided 
even though, as stated on DEIR p. 3.7-15, the Orinda Filter Plant is a water 
conveyance facility owned and operated by EBMUD is subject to provisions of 
Section 53091 of the California Government Code. Please also refer to Section 2.1.3, 
Master Response on EBMUD Obligations to Comply with Local Ordinances and 
Obtain Local Agency Approvals for further response to the issues raised by this 
comment. 

ORIN-63 Regarding the assertion that the DEIR does not demonstrate that issuance of 
encroachment permits is necessary, the commenter presumably is referring to 
assertions expressed in previous comments regarding the need for the project. Refer 
to Responses ORIN-9 through ORIN-16. Please also refer to Section 2.1.3, Master 
Response on EBMUD Obligations to Comply with Local Ordinances and Obtain 
Local Agency Approvals for further response to the issues raised by this comment. 

Section 3.8 of the DEIR analyzes traffic and circulation conditions at a level of detail 
corresponding to expected impacts from project construction activities. The project 
would not cause long-term effects (e.g., long-term degradation in operating level-of-
service conditions on area roadways) because the various project facilities, once 
installed, would require only maintenance activities similar to those that are now 
required. The duration of the potential significant impacts would be limited to the 
period needed to construct the project. Therefore, the DEIR focuses its analysis of 
impacts and identification of mitigation measures on the non-permanent nature of 
construction activities.  

The DEIR analyzes a full range of potential impacts associated with the WTTIP, 
specifically short-term increases in vehicle trips by construction workers and 
construction vehicles (Impact 3.8-1), and reduction in the number of, or the available 
width of, travel lanes on roads where pipeline construction would occur. In some 
cases, this would require road closure and detours during construction work hours 
(Impact 3.8-2); demand for parking spaces for construction worker vehicles; 
temporary displacement of on-street parking along pipeline alignment routes 
(Impact 3.8-3); potential traffic safety hazards on public roadways (Impact 3.8-4); 
access disruption to adjacent land uses and streets for both general traffic and 
emergency vehicles (Impact 3.8-5); disruptions to transit service (Impact 3.8-6); and 
increased wear-and-tear on the haul routes used by construction vehicles 
(Impact 3.8-7).  

The DEIR analysis describes in detail the potential impacts associated with each 
proposed facility focusing on the maximum number of daily and hourly vehicle trips 
that are estimated to occur during the construction at each facility. The number of 
construction-related trips would vary among the different facilities, and among the 



2. Comments and Responses 
Individual Comments and Responses 

EBMUD WTTIP 2.9-42 ESA / 204369 
Response to Comments on DEIR November 2006 

tasks required. Impacts during other (lower trip-generating) tasks would be less than 
those described.  

 In Chapter 5, the DEIR evaluates potential impacts associated with each WTTIP 
facility project. Final construction scheduling may result in simultaneous or 
overlapping construction for more than one facility; therefore, potential traffic and 
circulation impacts associated with overlapping construction are also evaluated. 

ORIN-64 Traffic volumes counted on roadways do not measure the capacity of those roads. As 
stated on DEIR p. 3.8-2, the theoretical daily carrying capacity is the highest traffic 
volume that can travel on a roadway in a day. The capacity of a roadway is a function 
of various factors (e.g., the number of lanes, whether traffic streams are separated by 
a median, the spacing of intersections, whether those intersections are signalized, the 
existence or absence of left-turn lanes at those intersections, and whether parking is 
allowed). However, for purposes of planning level analyses, transportation analysts 
developed average daily traffic volume capacities for different types of road. Based 
on planning applications of the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual, the Florida 
Department of Transportation has formulated roadway capacity levels (applicable 
throughout the country) for different types of roads, in urban, suburban and rural 
settings. For urban areas like the Bay Area, the daily capacity is about 15,000 to 
16,900 vehicles (two-lane undivided roads), about 24,000 to 26,000 vehicles 
(four-lane undivided roads without left-turn lanes at intersections), and about 
31,700 to 34,500 vehicles (four-lane divided roads). The theoretical daily carrying 
capacities cited in the DEIR are at or below these ranges, providing a conservative 
assessment of the carrying capacity of area roads to accommodate the residential 
nature of many of the affected routes. 

ORIN-65 The DEIR does not omit project-specific analysis of WTTIP facilities in Orinda, as 
stated in the comment. Table 3.8-5 (DEIR p. 3.8-12) presents estimated maximum 
daily and hourly one-way vehicle trip generation for each facility, including the 
Orinda-based facilities, tied to the task during which the maximum daily trips would 
occur. It also identifies the roadways that construction-generated vehicles would use 
traveling to and from the worksites. The commenter misinterpreted the examples of 
noticeable project-related traffic increases, which are, as stated on DEIR p. 3.8-13, on 
local-serving roadways for which increases in traffic volume would be most 
noticeable. Camino Pablo is not listed because it is a major arterial, and, as stated on 
the same page, the increase in traffic on the arterials serving the worksites would not 
be substantial relative to background traffic volume. The estimated maximum daily 
one-way vehicle trip generation in Table 3.8-5 would increase the daily traffic 
volume by less than 3 percent, an increase that is unlikely to be noticed by motorists.  

 Although the maximum daily one-way vehicle trip generation for the Happy Valley 
Pumping Plant and Pipeline would not be substantial, text has been added to the 
bullet list under Project Impact – Facility-Specific on DEIR p. 3.8-13 (refer to 
Section 3.2, Text Revision, in this Response to Comments document). 



2. Comments and Responses 
City of Orinda 

EBMUD WTTIP 2.9-43 ESA / 204369 
Response to Comments on DEIR November 2006 

ORIN-66 Section 3.8 of the DEIR, Traffic and Circulation, describes the projected traffic, 
disruption of traffic flows and street operations, as well as other potential impacts due 
to construction at the project sites. As stated on DEIR p. 3.8-7, a WTTIP project that 
would cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic 
load and capacity of the street system is considered to have a significant impact on 
the environment. Measure 3.8-1 (DEIR p. 3.8-14) stipulates that, to the extent 
feasible and as needed to avoid adverse impacts on traffic flow, the contractor(s) will 
be required to schedule truck trips outside of peak commute hours. Therefore, if 
higher traffic volumes at the time of a WTTIP construction project caused 
peak-commute-hour congestion to trigger the need to avoid adding truck trips during 
that period, then Measure 3.8-1 would ensure that impacts were minimized. 

ORIN-67 The DEIR addresses impacts associated with pipeline projects along the affected 
roads, including residential roads, on pp. 3.8-15 through 3.8-18, and pp. 3.8-20 
and 3.8-21. Although the project schedule on p. 2-68 indicates both the pumping and 
pipeline construction would span one to two years, based on the expected average of 
about 80 feet of pipeline installation per day in paved areas, the Happy Valley 
pipeline installation would take about 16 weeks. Road closures are caused by 
insufficient pavement width to safely maintain (at a minimum) alternate one-way 
traffic flow, not by the capacity or traffic volumes. Specific detour routing is 
identified on DEIR p. 3.8-21 for Miner Road and Lombardy Lane. While the detour 
routing during construction work hours would be an inconvenience to motorists, it 
would not have a significant impact. The added traffic on the detour-route roads 
could be noticeable; however, its effect on traffic flow would be less than significant 
because the traffic volumes would remain at levels clearly less than the carrying 
capacity of the roads. 

ORIN-68 EBMUD will undertake some actions directly and will otherwise ensure that the 
contractor(s) will implement necessary traffic and circulation mitigation measures. 
EBMUD will review and approve all traffic safety / traffic management plans (and 
other information needed for the encroachment permit application process) that the 
contractor(s) will be required to prepare to ensure that they address site-specific 
concerns. To clarify this point, DEIR Measure 3.8-1 has been revised (refer to 
Section 3.2, Text Revisions, in this Response to Comments document). 

 The agencies to whom the traffic plans will be submitted will have approval authority 
because it is those agencies that issue the encroachment permits for roads for which 
they have jurisdiction. 

ORIN-69 See Response ORIN-68 regarding the commenter’s concern that mitigation for 
impacts is deferred. Measures are added to the list of requirements in Measure 3.8-1 
on DEIR p. 3.8-13 that would be incorporated into contract specifications for the 
project (refer to Section 3.2, Text Revisions, in this Response to Comments 
document).  
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ORIN-70 As stated on DEIR p.3.8-22: 

Pipeline installation in Miner Road and Boulevard Way would require road 
closure to through-traffic (except emergency vehicles) during construction 
work hours (as described in Impact 3.8-5, above). Road closures during the 
hours of transit service would displace the County Connection bus lines that 
travel on those roads. Unless adequate alternative routing were provided, such 
displacement would have a significant impact on transit service and on people 
who use that service [emphasis added]. While there would be detour routing 
available for regular traffic during temporary closure of Miner Road (Happy 
Valley Pipeline) and Boulevard Way (Tice Pipeline) (as described in 
Impact 3.8-5, above), those detour routings would not serve as adequate 
replacement routing for the affected bus lines. County Connection would be 
consulted to devise acceptable mitigation on a segment-by-segment basis in 
order to minimize impacts on transit service for riders on the affected bus lines.  

 As indicated in the text, EBMUD will consult with County Connection regarding 
additional mitigation (which could include shuttle service) on a segment-by-segment 
basis; however, the DEIR assumes that for Miner Road, this impact would be 
unavoidable because adequate replacement routing for buses is not available. 
Regarding the duration of construction of the Happy Valley Pipeline, refer to 
Response ORIN-67. Regarding compensation, refer to Section 2.1.5, Master 
Response on Social and Economic Costs.  

ORIN-71 Regarding the comment’s statement that “Data from the Concord monitoring station 
show high particulate matter concentrations…,” Table 3.9-2 (DEIR p. 3.9-7) 
indicates that no daily state or federal standards for particulate matter (PM10 or 
PM2.5) were exceeded in 2003. The BAAQMD air quality monitoring data for 2004 
(see Comment ORIN-156) also indicate that the federal standard for PM2.5 and 
PM10 was not exceeded and the state standard for PM10 was exceeded on only one 
day in 2004, at the Concord station. The non-attainment status of the air basin as a 
whole is acknowledged on DEIR p. 3.9-2 (paragraph 3) and p. 3.9-4 (paragraph 4). 

ORIN-72 Table 3.9-4, Construction Dust Emissions, in the DEIR identifies grading quantities 
for all WTTIP projects based on Appendix B, Project-Specific Construction 
Assumptions. Total grading quantities were converted to a daily rate based on the 
estimated construction duration for excavation and backfilling phases of each project 
as outlined in Appendix B. Daily grading quantities were then converted from cubic 
yards/day to acres/day, and the BAAQMD’s emissions factor of 51 pounds per acre 
per day for uncontrolled construction-related PM10 emissions was applied (see 
ORIN-157, BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, page 28). For example, in the first row of 
Table 3.9-4 (Moraga Road Pipeline), a total of 0.15 acres per day was estimated for 
the project based on grading estimates in Appendix B; when this is multiplied by 
51 pounds per acre per day (0.15 x 51), the product is 7.65 pounds per day, which 
was rounded to 8 pounds per day.  
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 As noted at the top of page 14 of the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines 
(Comment ORIN-157), the BAAQMD states, “The District’s approach to CEQA 
analyses of construction impacts is to emphasize implementation of effective and 
comprehensive control measures rather than detailed quantification of emissions… 
From the District’s perspective, quantification of construction emission is not 
necessary (although a Lead Agency may elect to do so – see Section 3.3 of these 
Guidelines, “Calculating Construction Emissions, for guidance).” “In accordance 
with the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, this EIR does not provide an extensive, 
detailed quantification of construction dust emissions, but emissions are estimated 
using the BAAQMD’s generalized emissions factor of 51 pounds per acre per day of 
PM10 (consistent with Section 3.3 of these Guidelines as described in the previous 
paragraph). Generalized emissions estimates are presented to provide an additional 
frame of reference to support the BAAQMD’s emphasis on implementation of 
control measures rather than quantification of emissions. Generalized emissions 
estimates are presented to allow for public disclosure and informed Lead Agency 
decision-making. In Section 3.3, the BAAQMD acknowledges that PM10 emissions 
can be highly variable on a daily basis, depending on factors such as the level of 
activity, the specific operations taking place, as well as weather and soil conditions 
(see Comment ORIN-157, BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, page 28).  

ORIN-73 Table 3.9-7 (DEIR p. 3.9-30) indicates that the enhanced measures apply to all but 
five of the WTTIP projects. While basic dust control measures are required for all 
WTTIP projects, the enhanced measures were not appropriate for five of the WTTIP 
projects because of the developed nature of the site (such as the Fay Hill Pumping 
Plant which is in a shopping center parking lot within an underground vault), limited 
surface disturbance (Lafayette WTP Alternative 2 would involve decommissioning 
equipment, which would result in minimal surface disturbance), or where enhanced 
measures (e.g., limiting travel speeds on unpaved roads or hydroseeding inactive 
areas) would not be appropriate because of the developed nature of the site. To 
clarify this, the sentence on DEIR p. 3.9-13 (last sentence of the first full paragraph) 
has been revised (refer to Section 3.2, Text Revisions, in this Response to Comments 
document). 

 In the referenced Table 2 (see Comment ORIN-157, BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, 
page 14), the BAAQMD recommends that basic control measures be applied to all 
construction sites, while enhanced control measures be applied “at construction sites 
greater than four acres in area.” For comparison purposes, the playing surface of a 
football field is slightly over one acre and the BAAQMD recommends that enhanced 
measures be applied to projects that disturb an area of approximately four football 
fields. Despite the BAAQMD’s recommendation, the DEIR conservatively requires 
that enhanced control measures be implemented on WTTIP projects with 
construction sites that involve daily surface disturbance of less than four football 
fields in equivalent area (i.e., four acres). In addition, the DEIR requires 
implementation of five exhaust control measures on all WTTIP projects 
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(Measure 3.9-1c on DEIR p. 3.9-25), even though these measures are not specified or 
required by the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines.  

ORIN-74 By requiring all of the basic control measures at all WTTIP sites and enhanced 
measures where more extensive grading would occur, the DEIR correctly and 
conservatively applies the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines. Total daily surface 
disturbance (in acres) is estimated for each project and for the entire WTTIP (all 
sites) in Table 3.9-4 (DEIR p. 3.9-12) to compare project-related areas of disturbance 
relative to the BAAQMD threshold of four acres for the enhanced control measures. 
This table indicates that total area of surface disturbance on a daily basis for the 
entire WTTIP would be three acres or less, depending on the alternative. The 
BAAQMD threshold for applying the enhanced control measures is four acres. 
Therefore, the DEIR’s requirement of enhanced measures at all but five of the sites 
would be more conservative than the BAAQMD’s guidelines suggest. 

 The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (Comment ORIN-157, page 13) state that 
optional measures may be implemented if further emission reductions are deemed 
necessary. BAAQMD Guidelines state that basic and enhanced control measures 
“should be implemented,” whereas the BAAQMD “strongly encourages” the optional 
measures. 

 The comment notes the four optional dust control measures that are recommended by 
the BAAQMD for a site which is large, which is located near sensitive receptors, or 
which for any other reason may warrant additional emissions reductions. These 
measures are not recommended for this project because of the following 
feasibility/effectiveness concerns: 

 Install wheel washers for all exiting trucks, or wash off the tires or tracks of all 
trucks and equipment leaving the site. Wheel washers are practical only on sites 
large enough to accommodate haul trucks which actually leave paved streets and 
drive onto an undeveloped site. This measure would not be effective on small 
sites; the daily street sweeping required under basic controls would provide more 
effective dust control on smaller sites. Although it is not required to mitigate 
WTTIP impacts to a less-than-significant level, EBMUD would consider 
requiring contractors to implement this measure on any WTTIP sites (WTP and 
some reservoir sites) where trucks would travel off-road. 

 Install wind breaks, or plant trees/vegetative winds breaks at windward site(s) of 
construction areas. Wind breaks would not be an effective control measure since 
any trees planted at the beginning of project construction would not have enough 
time to become an effective wind break during the one- to six-year construction 
periods. 

 Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) 
exceed 25 mph. Compliance monitoring for dust control is generally 
accomplished by visual monitoring (if dust is visible, then construction activities 
are not in compliance). 
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 Limit the area subject to excavation, grading and other construction activity at 
any one time. This measure is typically implemented on large project sites, where 
dust generation could be considerable if the entire site were graded and disturbed 
for a long period of time. It would not be applicable to the WTTIP. Table 3.9-4 
(DEIR p. 3.9-12) of the DEIR indicates that surface disturbance at each WTTIP 
site would range between 0.00 and 0.51 acre per day. 

ORIN-75 As stated on DEIR p. 3.9-10, although the BAAQMD does not require quantification 
of construction emissions, the EIR analysis quantifies construction emissions 
associated with the WTTIP “because of the unique characteristics of the WTTIP —
the number of individual projects, the size of some of the projects, and the overall 
duration of construction activities...” As noted above, the “hybrid approach” supports 
the conclusion that impacts will be mitigated to a less-than-significant level for each 
individual project as well as the WTTIP combined. The DEIR requires all WTTIP 
sites to implement the basic control measures, as required by BAAQMD CEQA 
Guidelines (see Table 3.9-7 of the DEIR p. 3.9-31). The DEIR also requires all but 
five WTTIP sites to implement the enhanced control measures (see Table 3.9-7, 
DEIR p. 3.9-31). Based on the surface disturbance areas listed for WTTIP sites in 
Table 3.9-4 of the DEIR, this requirement is more conservative than what is required 
by the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines. In addition, the DEIR requires implementation 
of five exhaust control measures on all WTTIP projects (Measure 3.9-1c on DEIR 
p. 3.9-25), even though these measures are not specified or required by the 
BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines. Nevertheless, EBMUD would consider requiring 
contractors to implement applicable enhanced control measures at the five remaining 
WTTIP sites where they are not currently required, even though current control 
measures are expected to reduce construction-related dust emissions to a less-than-
significant level.  

ORIN-76 The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (Comment ORIN-157) acknowledge that PM10 
emissions from construction activities can vary considerably depending on factors 
such as the level of activity, the specific operations taking place, and weather and soil 
conditions. Similar to its approach to construction dust emissions, the BAAQMD 
emphasizes implementation of effective and comprehensive control measures for 
PM10 rather than detailed quantification of construction emissions. Current studies of 
actual construction sites by the South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(Dr. Steve Smith, CEQA Section, personal communication) demonstrate a high 
degree of inaccuracy in the computer model assumptions of equipment usage and 
fuel consumption, as well as high day-to-day variability.  

 Nevertheless, for the same reasons outlined above under Response ORIN-75, this 
EIR analysis quantifies construction exhaust emissions associated with the WTTIP 
“because of the unique characteristics of the WTTIP—the number of individual 
projects, the size of some of the projects, and the overall duration of construction 
activities....” Exhaust emissions are quantified for each WTTIP site based on cubic 
yards of material moved (in accordance with the methodology outlined by the 
BAAQMD for estimating construction equipment exhaust emissions; see 
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Comment ORIN-157, page 29, BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines) and results are 
presented in Table 3.9-5, DEIR p. 3.9-14. In addition, the DEIR requires 
implementation of five exhaust control measures on all WTTIP projects 
(Measure 3.9-1c, DEIR p. 3.9-25), even though these measures are not specified or 
required by the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines. Please note, as discussed in 
Response ORIN-82 it is difficult to assess impacts associated with diesel or PM2.5 
when evaluating short-term construction impacts. Diesel exhaust control measures 
required under Measure 3.9-1c (DEIR p. 3.9-24) and actions addressed on DEIR 
p. 3.9-28 would mitigate potential impacts associated with PM2.5 to a less-than-
significant level. 

ORIN-77 The impact analyses in Sections 3.9 and 3.10 of the DEIR both assume that in worst-
case conditions generators, not line power, would be used at tunnel shafts. Use of line 
power is a recommended mitigation measure for air quality (Measure 3.9-1c) and is 
cross-referenced as a mitigation in the noise impact discussion (see cross-references 
on DEIR p. 3.10-18 for Orinda WTP, Alternative 2 and DEIR p. 3.10-22, Orinda-
Lafayette Aqueduct, Alternative 2 Tunnel).  

 It is not known, however, whether adequate voltage for heavy equipment operations 
can be supplied at each construction site in a reasonably economical manner, or 
whether power lines can be run without affecting other environmental concerns 
(visual, biology, land use, etc.). Use of line power instead of generators is therefore 
recommended where feasible. A specific finding of feasibility will be made for each 
individual construction site. Since line power may not be available at all locations 
and a generator may be used, the noise analysis also includes mitigation measures to 
ensure noise impacts from any stationary noise sources or equipment, in the event 
they are used, are adequately mitigated (Measure 3.10-1a, DEIR p. 3.10-30). 

ORIN-78 Secondary impacts from power consumption cannot be predicted with accuracy 
because of the deregulated power market. Electricity used by expanded water 
distribution facilities can come from anywhere in the western United States. 
Therefore, there is no direct correlation between on-site power use and any particular 
power generation facility in the Bay Area Air Basin. Nonetheless, DEIR p. 3.9-33 has 
attempted to analyze the PG&E contributions to the regional power grid and noted 
projections in increases in renewable resources. Also see Response ORIN-100. 

ORIN-79 “Program-level” activities will be subject to project-level CEQA analysis if those 
activities are determined to be necessary and when a more detailed project 
description (e.g., for the second clearwell at the Orinda WTP that might be necessary 
in the future) has been developed. A thorough CEQA review is not feasible without 
such a detailed project description. It is the BAAQMD’s conclusion that standard 
mitigation measures will achieve a less-than-significant construction dust impact 
except in unusual circumstances. Any “unusual” construction projects, by virtue of 
their nature or their location near sensitive land uses, would likely incorporate 
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additional mitigation beyond standard BAAQMD recommendations as a result of 
project-level review. 

ORIN-80 As noted by the commenter, hydrogen sulfide exposure is an occupational hazard in 
underground construction for which worker protection measures must be in place. If 
ventilation air contains excessive levels of hydrogen sulfide or methane, then it must 
be scrubbed or diluted before discharge into the atmosphere (see Measure 3.9-3). The 
discharge air from an underground tunnel flows through a confined space, making it 
amenable to capture and treatment. Industrial hygiene regulations require such 
treatment for worker safety in very close proximity to the point of discharge. Public 
exposure is several orders of magnitude less than restricted worker exposure because 
of additional dilution effects. The OSHA worker protection requirements for 
personnel working in a tunnel or other confined space ensure that public exposure 
will not be health-threatening. See Appendix H for more information regarding the 
regulatory framework for hazards and hazardous materials. 

ORIN-81 “Gassy” refers to the methane levels in the construction tunnel. A gassy tunnel may 
or may not also have hydrogen sulfide in concentrations which exceed worker safety 
levels. When tunnels are gassy, a large number of OSHA worker-protection 
requirements are triggered. As noted above, achieving mandated worker protection 
creates a high likelihood of corresponding public protection because of the dramatic 
dilution factor of the worker exposure air versus the levels that will ultimately reach 
the public. 

 There are no ventilation shafts or other potential conduits for gaseous emissions from 
the tunnel proposed along the tunnel alignment. The only two locations where tunnel 
emissions could occur would be the tunnel entry and exit shafts. The DEIR assumes 
ventilation systems would only be at these two locations. Please see the Tunnel 
Classification and Safety section of Appendix H beginning on page H-5 for more 
information. 

ORIN-82 The “grave health risks” cited by the commenter that are associated with PM2.5 
exposure derive primarily from the diesel exhaust component of PM2.5. Soil particles 
from fugitive dust do not readily break down into PM2.5, and most soil material is 
fairly inert. Diesel exhaust health risk is assessed based on continuous, long-term 
exposure to an emissions source (exposure of a resident to a specified level of diesel 
PM2.5 outside their home for 24 hours per day, 365 days per year, over 70 years). 
Therefore, a health risk assessment, which assumes this level of long-term exposure, 
is clearly inappropriate for evaluating PM2.5 exposure due to a temporary 
construction project because of the shorter project duration and expectation that any 
exposure would be brief. 

 Because of the variability and unknown behaviors of source and receptor 
distributions, it is not feasible to prepare an accurate impact assessment for PM2.5 
exposure. It should be noted that the PM2.5 estimates presented in the DEIR are 
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based on real-life documentation. In addition, the ISCST3 computer model routinely 
used for this type of analysis works best when applied to point sources (smokestacks, 
etc.) or area sources (large grading areas, entire airports, shipyards, landfills, etc.), 
not line sources (single roadways). 

 In the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines recommendations for construction, the emphasis 
of the impact assessment is on mitigation because the quantification of emissions and 
risks is imprecise. Diesel exhaust control measures required under Measure 3.9-1c 
(DEIR p. 3.9-24) and actions addressed on DEIR p. 3.9-28 would mitigate potential 
impacts associated with PM2.5 to a less-than-significant level. EBMUD will also 
consider requiring contractors to use soot filters on construction equipment exhaust 
where diesel equipment will operate in proximity to sensitive receptors. 

ORIN-83 To be considered substantial (which the commenter does not define), an increase in 
ambient noise must be at a level that creates an adverse human response. Noise 
ordinances are generally written such that a violation of ordinance standards is 
presumptive proof of a noise nuisance. The sleep disturbance and speech 
interference, thresholds applied in the DEIR, are intended to identify nuisance 
potential even if levels do not exceed some ordinance standards. Application of these 
thresholds is based, in part, on findings of the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency,3 which determined that public health and welfare can be degraded when 
environmental noise interferes with a range of human activities including: speech 
communication in conversation and teaching; telephone communication; listening to 
TV and radio broadcasts; listening to music; concentration during mental activities; 
relaxation; or sleep.  

 A change in noise levels from one day to the next, even if clearly noticeable, does not 
constitute a significant impact if it does not substantially interfere with normal human 
activities. The human perception threshold of changes in noise levels is 
approximately 3 dB under ambient conditions. To provide an example, in a country 
setting, if normally one car passed by the house during the day the passage of two 
cars per day would increase noise levels by 3 dB. While this is humanly perceptible, 
it is not, as the commenter appears to suggest, a significant noise impact in most 
settings. In formulating the DEIR analysis, a definition of substantial change based 
on decibel levels or audibility alone without considering whether there is any adverse 
human reaction, as suggested by the commenter, was not considered to be 
appropriate. This is the reason that EBMUD used the detailed significance criteria 
described on DEIR pp 3.10-5 and 3.10-8 to evaluate noise impacts and it is consistent 
with the approach taken in other EIRs. 

                                                      
3 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Information on Levels of Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect Public 

Health and Welfare with an Adequate Margin of Safety. March 1974. 
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ORIN-84 Leq is not a 24-hour measurement parameter as suggested, but rather the average 
during a specific measurement period. The commenter references DEIR p. 3.10-1, 
which defines Leq as the acoustical energy of a given measurement, whereas the text 
goes on to define Leq (24) as the steady-state energy level measured over a 24-hour 
period. Traffic noise on public roadways is typically evaluated in terms of the 
weighted 24-hour average (CNEL), a General Plan noise standard, because local 
jurisdictions are pre-empted from regulating on-road noise through local codes. Since 
haul trucks would only operate during the daytime, the use of CNEL would dilute the 
predicted impact. Therefore, daytime Leq during the hauling period was used in this 
analysis as a more conservative, worst-case analysis parameter. Table 3.10-7 (DEIR 
p. 3.10-34) identifies noise levels as Leq, not Leq (24). 

 The commenter also states that truck noise should be evaluated as a single noise 
event. Table 3.10-4 (DEIR p. 3.10-10) lists the single event or Lmax noise level 
(Lmax noise level of 91 dBA at 50 feet from a single passing truck). This noise level 
is adjusted in Table 3.10-5 for distance to predict the noise level from a single 
passing truck at the closest receptor to each facility site (worst-case conditions). This 
predicted level is then compared to the speech interference criterion at each facility 
site as well as the applicable noise limit for each site under unmitigated and mitigated 
conditions. 

ORIN-85 CEQA does not specify significance thresholds but, instead, encourages jurisdictions 
to adopt their own thresholds. The DEIR presents a range of thresholds to 
characterize the range of effects that can result from vibration. 

 Although the DEIR (p. 3.10-36) notes that humans can feel vibrations as low as 
0.012 inches/second (in/sec), it also notes that no complaints were received in other 
construction projects when vibration velocities were maintained at much higher 
vibration levels of 0.10 in/sec or less. Sheet-pile driving or controlled detonation near 
residences can sometimes exceed 0.10 inches per second without violating the 
0.5 inch/second cosmetic damage threshold. Other equipment operations would not 
likely cause 0.1 inch/second to be exceeded at off-site residential structures. 
Measure 3.10-3a (DEIR p. 3.10-40) notes that the cosmetic damage threshold is 
applied. Although Measures 3.10-3a and 3.10-3b would be adequate to reduce 
potential vibration impacts both from annoyance and cosmetic damage to a less-than-
significant level, EBMUD will expand the measure (Measure 3.10-3b, second bullet 
item) to include notification of adjacent residents about planned pile driving 
activities, if used, controlled detonation activities currently specified. 

ORIN-86 As shown in Table 3.10-5 (DEIR p. 3.10-12), the closest sensitive receptors are 
residences located 500 feet from the tunnel entry portal. Maximum construction noise 
levels are predicted for the closest receptors to reflect worst-case conditions. The 
Wagner Ranch School play fields are at least 530 feet from this shaft, while the 
classrooms are at least 750 feet from the portal. At these distances, the field and 
classrooms would be subject to lower noise levels than those listed in Table 3.10-5 for 
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this entry shaft. This table indicates that mitigated noise levels are expected not to 
exceed the 70-dBA speech interference criterion. Even if the lower recreational 
speech interference criterion of 60 dBA were applied to the play fields (see DEIR 
p. 3.10-8, first paragraph), mitigated noise levels (with noise controls) would still not 
exceed this threshold (except possibly for impact equipment, which could at times 
exceed this threshold by 1 dBA). Therefore, the DEIR’s significance determination 
under Alternative 2 would be the same for both residential and school receptors. 

 Similarly, noise impacts associated with Alternative 2 treatment facilities are also 
estimated in Table 3.10-5 (DEIR p. 3.10-11) under “Orinda WTP – Alternative 2” at 
the closest receptors (170 feet away) in order to reflect worst-case conditions. The 
Wagner Ranch School play fields are located approximately 1,300 feet from the 
proposed clearwell, (the closest project-level treatment facility under this alternative), 
while the classrooms are at least 1,500 feet from this facility. Therefore, noise 
impacts at the school would be less than those listed for this facility in the table. 

 The only proposed facility that would be located closer to the Wagner Ranch 
Elementary School, than identified residential receptors to the west and east, would 
be the potential future clearwell under both Alternatives 1 and 2. The potential noise 
impacts on the school are evaluated at a program-level on DEIR p. 3.10-51. When 
and if the clearwell is determined to be necessary, and when a detailed project 
description has been developed for this facility, a more detailed, project-level noise 
evaluation would be completed and more specific mitigation measures would be 
specified. 

ORIN-87 Table 3.10-5 (DEIR p. 3.10-14, under Happy Valley Pumping Plant) and the impact 
discussion on DEIR p. 3.10-25 indicates that the 70-dBA speech interference 
criterion would be exceeded by 5 to 11 dBA even with implementation of feasible 
noise controls specified in Measure 3.10-1a. The DEIR also notes that a temporary 
noise barrier will be required to separate construction activities from the nearest 
neighbors around the Happy Valley Pumping Plant. Noise reductions of 10 to 15 dB 
are readily achievable with such barriers. The DEIR states that construction activity 
noise impacts will be reduced to below the 70-dB speech interference criterion with 
the use of such a barrier (see Measure 3.10-e, DEIR p. 3.10-33). 

ORIN-88 Use of speech interference, not the relative change in ambient noise levels, is an 
appropriate significance threshold for construction noise since it characterizes the effect 
of construction on daytime activities. (See Response ORIN-83 regarding the 
appropriateness of using speech interference as a significance criterion.) This is 
further supported by the fact that construction-related noise controls specified by the 
Orinda Zoning Ordinance (Section 17.39.3) restrict hours and days of construction, and 
do not specify construction noise limits. Also, the DEIR (p. 3.10-33) notes that 
although mitigation measures would reduce construction noise levels to meet the 
speech interference criterion (Table 3.10-5) or applicable noise limits (Table 3.10-6), 
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mitigated construction noise could still cause occasional disturbance at the closest 
noise-sensitive receptors. 

 Measure 3.10-1e (DEIR p. 3.10-33) requires that temporary barrier heights exceed 
equipment stack heights by 5 to 10 feet to produce the desired effectiveness. With 
respect to the design of the barrier, good engineering practice for sound barriers 
requires that the tangent of the angle subtended by the barrier be such that the 
effective length of the barrier is four times the distance from the barrier to the source 
to prevent leakage around the edge. This can be achieved either by barrier length or 
by curving the barrier around the source to achieve an equally effective level of 
shielding. Therefore, provision of a temporary noise barrier is considered to be 
feasible at this location. 

ORIN-89 For projects where the speech interference criterion could be exceeded even with 
implementation of feasible noise controls (Measure 3.10-1a), temporary sound 
barriers are recommended under Measure 3.10-1e for all construction projects with 
fixed or discrete locations (treatment plant construction zones, reservoirs, pumping 
plants, etc.). However, since pipeline projects progress linearly and affect different 
locations on an almost daily basis, erection of temporary sound barriers along the 
pipeline alignment is not a practical or feasible mitigation. Since pipeline projects 
result in construction activities continually moving along the alignment and affecting 
different receptors, duration (time exposure) at a given receptor must be considered 
when determining impact significance of WTTIP pipeline projects. Given the 
difference in impact potential at a residence adjacent to a reservoir versus a residence 
adjacent to a pipeline alignment, construction duration must be a factor when 
determining significance. Consideration of this factor when assessing the significance 
of pipeline-related construction impacts is clearly stated in impact discussions under 
each WTTIP pipeline project (DEIR pp. 3.10-23 to 3.10-30). 

 The DEIR (p. 3.10-16) states that sensitive receptors are located closer to pipeline-
related construction activities than would be the case at other facility sites (as close as 
25 feet), and construction noise levels would exceed the speech interference criterion 
with or without feasible noise controls. However, pipeline construction progresses 
along an alignment (rather than persisting at one location) so that any given sensitive 
receptor is typically subject to construction noise for approximately two weeks (not 
for the entire duration of project construction indicated in Table 3.10-5), followed 
later by a couple of additional days for paving the trench (at any particular receptor, 
constructions activities would likely occur within the 25-foot setback for one day of 
excavation, one day of pipe-laying, and one day of backfilling, backfill compaction 
and surface restoration). Refer to Figure 2-9 (DEIR p. 2-39) for a description of 
pipeline construction. 

ORIN-90 Impact significance is based on a number of factors: 1) whether noise levels exceed 
the speech interference criterion; 2) consistency with hourly time limits and noise 
limits (if applicable) specified by local noise ordinances; and 3) the duration of a 
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receptor’s exposure to construction noise. For pipeline projects, it is these factors 
combined that determine whether a construction noise impact is mitigated to a less-
than-significant level. Under all WTTIP pipeline projects where the speech 
interference criterion is exceeded even with noise controls, the DEIR notes that this 
potentially significant impact is considered to be adequately reduced by 
Measures 3.10-1a (noise controls) and 3.10-1b (time limits) due to the short duration 
of exposure at any particular receptor (approximately two weeks). This statement was 
made in the pipeline discussion of the Orinda-Lafayette Aqueduct-Alternative 2 
project on DEIR p. 3.10-23, but was inadvertently omitted from the Happy Valley 
Pipeline impact discussion on DEIR p. 3.10-25. Therefore, the text has been added to 
DEIR p. 3.10-25, paragraph 2 (refer to Section 3.2, Text Revisions, in this Response 
to Comments document). 

 This clarification does not change the significance determination of Impact 3.10-1 for 
the Happy Valley Pipeline. 

 Also, see Response ORIN-89 for explanation of why temporary barriers are not 
considered practical or feasible for the daily progression of pipeline construction. The 
daily erection, dismantling and relocation a few feet further along the pipeline 
alignment is not considered reasonable, desirable or necessary given the brief 
duration of the impact at any given receptor and the potential to increase the overall 
duration of the project.  

 Table 3.10-4 (DEIR p. 3.10-10) presents single-event Lmax noise levels associated 
with pile drivers (i.e., the instantaneous noise level generated when the driver hits the 
pile). Table 3.10-5 presents a Leq noise level for pile driving activities, which 
integrates a series of pile driving noise events over a given time period. As indicated 
in Table 3.10-5, construction noise impacts are evaluated in Leq for all equipment 
types except for trucks, which applies the Lmax, single event noise level. Truck-
related Leq noise impacts are evaluated separately in Table 3.10-7 under 
Impact 3.10-2.  

 It also should be noted that jack-and-bore construction does not necessarily require 
pile driving. Piles could be bored or driven using a vibrating driver. If pile driving is 
required at a jack-and-bore pit, Measure 3.10-1a (third and fourth bullets, DEIR 
p. 3.10-30) requires that pile holes be pre-drilled to minimize the duration and noise 
levels associated with pile driving and that equipment be hydraulically or electrically-
powered with mufflers and acoustic shrouds. Given the limited potential need for pile 
driving at jack-and-bore pits (due to the limited size of these pits) and the limited 
duration of such noise, these measures are expected to be adequate to reduce 
potential temporary noise impacts associated with jack-and-bore construction to a 
less-than-significant level. 
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ORIN-91 See Response ORIN-83 regarding appropriateness of using any increase in ambient 
noise levels as a CEQA significance criterion. Similar to the Happy Valley Pumping 
Plant, temporary sound barriers (Measure 3.10-1e) will be required at the Donald 
Pumping Plant/Ardith Reservoir site, since construction would occur within 150 feet 
of residences. This measure was not required at the Sunnyside Pumping Plant since 
the current design locates construction at 175 feet or more from the closest residential 
receptor. Any design changes resulting in construction limits that are 150 feet or less 
from the closest residential receptor, would require temporary sound barriers 
(Measure 3.10-1e) to reduce construction noise impacts. 

ORIN-92 The DEIR’s noise impact assessment is based on weekday and weekend “baseline” 
noise measurements conducted at two locations near the proposed tunnel entry portal 
site (see Table 3.10-2, DEIR p. 3.10-6, Sites 1 and 2). Once equipment has been 
selected, construction staging areas are designated, and sound barrier design, facility 
design, and facility locations are finalized, baseline noise measurements required in 
Measure 3.10-1b would be conducted at the closest sensitive receptors. Typically, 
such measurements are not required and the noise abatement program is developed 
based on baseline measurements collected as part of the EIR. Requirement of 
additional baseline measurements provides an extra layer of protection for neighbors 
and ensures that all final design elements are considered in the noise abatement 
program. Mitigation measures outlined in the DEIR (Measures 3.10-1a through 3.10-
1e) are adequate to mitigate construction noise impacts to a less-than-significant 
level. 

 Regarding the front loader, EBMUD proposes to limit front loader operation in the 
tunnel portal vicinities to the daytime hours (not after 6 p.m.) as stated on 
page 3.10-21, second paragraph of the DEIR and reiterated in Measure 3.10-1d, 
fourth bullet (DEIR p. 3.10-32). While this will be incorporated into contract 
specifications, the EIR acknowledges (as reflected in Measure 3.10-1d) that there 
may be special situations or emergencies where operation of the front loader after 
6 p.m. becomes necessary for safety reasons; otherwise, tunnel muck would normally 
be stockpiled during the night and loaded out the next day. 

ORIN-93 The recommendation to locate vents or openings away from the closest residential 
receptors is based on noise measurement data collected at other enclosed pumping 
plants, which indicated a 20-dB difference between the side of the pump enclosure 
with no vents versus the side of the enclosure with the vent or opening (see Table 
3.10-8, footnote a, DEIR p. 3.10-42). Measure 3.10-4 requires that equipment used in 
WTTIP facilities not cause ambient noise levels to exceed the applicable nighttime 
noise limits specified by local ordinances and listed in Table 3.10-8 for each facility 
site (measurable decibel limits). Since these noise limits are specified in 
Measure 3.10-4, the EIR’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (required 
under CEQA) will ensure that this mitigation measure is implemented properly and 
that these limits are not exceeded at each pumping plant.  
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 Please also refer to Section 2.1.3, Master Response on EBMUD Obligations to 
Comply with Local Ordinances and Obtain Local Agency Approvals for further 
response to the issues raised by this comment. 

ORIN-94 Program-level improvements cited and analyzed in the DEIR would be subject to 
additional CEQA environmental review if and when they are determined to be 
necessary. Please also refer to Section 2.1.1, Master Response on Program- and 
Project-Level Distinctions, of this Response to Comments document.  

ORIN-95 A 1,000 gallon gasoline underground storage tank was removed from the northern 
portion of the Orinda WTP in 1998, and gasoline, benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, 
and xylenes, and methyl tert-butyl ether were not detected in confirmation samples 
collected from the tank excavation at the time of removal. The reason for the listing 
of the Orinda WTP in the Cortese database is not certain.  

There is a low risk of encountering contamination in the area of planned construction 
at the Orinda WTP. If contamination were identified during construction, any 
necessary follow-up actions would be conducted under the oversight of the DTSC in 
accordance with a voluntary cleanup agreement (see comments DTSC-1 and DTSC-3 
regarding DTSC oversight and applicability of the voluntary cleanup agreement). 
Furthermore, the construction contractor would prepare and implement a site health 
and safety plan, a materials disposal plan, and a water control and disposal plan in 
accordance with Section 01125 of the EBMUD construction specifications (described 
on DEIR p. 3.11-21) to ensure that contaminated materials are identified and handled 
in a safe and appropriate manner. Completion of these activities under the oversight 
of the DTSC and in accordance with Section 01125 of the EBMUD construction 
specifications would ensure that impacts related to handling of contaminated soil and 
groundwater, if present, are less than significant. 

ORIN-96 Impacts related to potential contaminants in soil and groundwater will be less than 
significant with oversight by the DTSC and preparation and implementation of 
appropriate plans in accordance with Section 01125 of the EBMUD construction 
specifications. (See Response DTSC-2 and the DTSC letter as a whole which notes 
that the CEQA documentation “adequately addresses any remediation of hazardous 
substance releases that may be necessary.”) 

ORIN-97 See Responses ORIN-95 and ORIN-96 regarding how impacts related to 
contaminants in soil and groundwater will be less than significant with oversight by 
the DTSC and preparation and implementation of appropriate plans in accordance 
with Section 01125 of the EBMUD construction specifications. 

 As discussed in Impact 3.11-3, impacts related to potentially gassy conditions in the 
tunnel would be less than significant with compliance with the Tunnel Safety Orders 
which specify requirements for the monitoring of explosive vapors, ventilation, and the 
restriction of potential ignition sources in tunnels.  
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 Impacts related to the types and placement of ventilation equipment for the tunneling 
project are evaluated in Section 3.10, Noise and Vibration. As required by 
Measure 3.10-1d, the contractor would be required to 1) retain an acoustical engineer 
to design sound-abatement measures to meet local ordinance limits, including design 
specifications for a sound barrier and the specific ventilation fan to be used at tunnel 
portals; and 2) use quiet tunnel ventilation fans directed away from sensitive 
receptors. The fans must meet noise ordinance limits; additional measures could be 
employed as necessary to meet these limits. Measure 3.10-1e also requires 
construction of a sound barrier where sensitive receptors are located within 150 feet 
of a construction site. With implementation of these noise control measures, the use 
of appropriate equipment, implementation of noise control measures, and compliance 
with noise ordinance limits, noise impacts related to ventilation fans would be less 
than significant, regardless of the placement or type of equipment used.  

 The project schedule has been established with the assumption that conditions in the 
tunnel will be gassy and that the tunneling project will comply with the tunnel safety 
orders; therefore gassy conditions in the tunnel should not cause schedule delays or 
excessive work stoppages. 

ORIN-98 EBMUD will coordinate with the Orinda Fire Department during implementation of 
the projects in its jurisdiction. Please also refer to Section 2.1.3, Master Response on 
EBMUD Obligations to Comply with Local Ordinances and Obtain Local Agency 
Approvals for further detail regarding the issues raised by this comment and EBMUD 
coordination with local agencies. 

ORIN-99 The environmental impacts associated with increases in demand for energy are 
discussed in the DEIR as explained below: 

 Need for Improvements at PG&E Substations 

 As described on DEIR pp. 3.12-17 and 3.12-18, PG&E has indicated that additional 
electric distribution facilities (new substation bank and circuit) could be required by 
2014 at the Lakewood circuit due to increased electricity use at the Lafayette WTP 
(Alternative 1) or at the Sobrante 1103 circuit due to increased demand at Orinda 
WTP (Alternative 2). The WTPs would not be the only proposed future electrical 
loads on PG&E’s circuits; rather, they would form part of that load. PG& E’s 
evaluation (Chan, 2006) is, in fact, based on a horizon year of 2011; construction of 
the Lafayette WTP expansion (Alternative 1) would start in 2012. As part of their 
planning process, PG&E will update their electric load forecasts before 2012 so the 
forecast electrical loads for these circuits, and therefore the facility improvements 
needed to meet forecast increases, will undoubtedly change.  

 PG&E’s planning process will involve conducting load studies to anticipate future 
load growth, meeting with local authorities regarding land use issues, and obtaining 
any local permits required for construction and operation of the new substation. 
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PG&E is required to obtain authorization from the California Public Utilities 
Commission (CPUC) for a project (as defined by CEQA) involving expansion of a 
substation pursuant to CPUC General Order 131-D. PG&E would also be required to 
submit an application to the CPUC including a Proponent’s Environmental 
Assessment. As the lead agency for PG&E’s project, the CPUC would then carry out 
the CEQA review for the project. 

 Detailed review of the substation bank and circuit, and its impacts, and identification 
of potential mitigation measures are not possible at this stage, as the details and facts 
of the proposed substation will not be known until the PG&E planning process 
begins. The DEIR includes an analysis of the impacts of increasing generation to the 
extent possible, but determination of site-specific impacts and proposed mitigations 
would be speculative since neither the site nor the project details are known. (See 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15145.) As noted above, any necessary environmental 
documentation on the substation implementation would be done as part of the 
required CPUC process on approval of the substation. 

 Increased Emissions From Power Generation 

Contrary to the comment’s assertion, the DEIR addresses increased emissions from 
power plants in the Air Quality section under Impact 3.9-6: “Secondary Emissions at 
power plants due to the generation of electricity to operate pumps and other 
facilities....” DEIR p. 3.9-33. 

ORIN-100 The comment states that the DEIR’s claims regarding “EBMUD’s Renewable Energy 
Facilitation Plan, along with public utilities’ efforts to achieve a certain renewable 
energy portfolio, are not presented in sufficient detail to support any conclusion 
regarding the potential value as mitigation measures for this particular project.” The 
Renewable Energy Facilitation Plan was commissioned by EBMUD in 2002 to plan 
for the district’s role in renewable energy use and is not considered a mitigation 
measure in the DEIR. The significance criterion used in the DEIR states that if an 
action were to “substantially interfere with or change the demand for utilities” (DEIR 
p. 3.12-11) then it would be considered significant.  

As noted in the DEIR, EBMUD reduces its peak energy demand and costs by 
“turning off distribution system pumping plants during peak energy time of use, from 
noon to 6:00 p.m.” (DEIR p. 2-47). On a typical summer weekday, the District as a 
whole is able to shift 10-15 Megawatts of load from the peak-period. This shifting of 
the pumping plant load to off-peak hours reduces peak load on the electric 
distribution system, reducing Independent System Operator (ISO) power shortage 
emergencies in the PG&E service area and decreasing the incidence of rolling 
blackouts. In addition, any significant incremental shifting of load from on-peak 
periods to the off-peak supports the best use of the existing energy infrastructure. 
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The comment further states that the descriptions of renewable energy are misleading 
and requests definition of renewable energy. 

The EBMUD Renewable Energy Facilitation Plan identifies renewable energy to be 
electricity generated from renewable resources that are replenished, including the 
sun, wind, water, biomass, and geothermal (the earth’s heat). Renewable technologies 
include photovoltaics, wind turbines, small hydroelectric dams, biomass and biogas, 
and geothermal (ICF Consulting, 2003). For more details see DEIR p. 3.12-18. 
PG&E identifies a similar list of renewable energy sources: biomass & waste, 
geothermal, small hydrological dams, solar, and wind (PG&E, 2002). 

The PG&E figures cited are based on publicly distributed announcements that state 
that 30% of the customer load is supplied by renewable resources: 18% from large 
hydroelectric facilities and 12% from smaller renewable resources that qualify under 
the California’s Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) Program. 

The commenter correctly notes that the DEIR indicates that electricity demand under 
Alternative 2 could increase by more than 6,000 kilowatts (or 6 megawatts) based on 
estimates provided by PG&E. Alternative 1, the Preferred Alternative, would 
increase electricity demand by much less in PG&E’s estimation. It should be noted 
that PG&E’s estimates are conservative and based on maximum theoretical load. In 
addition, those estimates also do not recognize the likely incremental nature of the 
increased electricity demand. In other words, under Alternative 1 for example, some 
of the estimated increased demand at the Orinda WTP would be offset by the demand 
eliminated by closing the Lafayette WTP. 

Nevertheless, the little more than 2.3 megawatt increase for Alternative 1 and 
6.3 megawatt increase for Alternative 2 are relatively small and will not result in 
significant secondary impacts, particularly in light of the District’s ability to shift 
peak loads and its commitment to increasing use of renewable energy technologies. 

ORIN-101 In response to this comment and the statement that measures should be more explicit 
in providing quantifiable and enforceable bases for determination that impacts will be 
less than significant, Measures 3.12-4a and 3.12-4b have been revised (refer to 
Section 3.2, Text Revisions, in this Response to Comments document). 

 These changes do not alter the EIR’s conclusions regarding impact significance. 

ORIN-102 This comment raises questions about the basis of the projected average day demand, 
the relationship between average day demand and maximum day demand, and the 
appropriate projection to be considered in the growth inducement analysis. The DEIR 
analyzes the project’s growth inducement potential with reference to the projected 
average day demand which the project has been designed to accommodate, as the 
comment states. The DEIR does not itself project the average daily demand. The 
projected average day demand discussed in Chapter 4 was developed by EBMUD in 
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background studies that provide the basis for the WTTIP, including the Districtwide 
Update of Water Demand Projections Study (Demand Study) (EBMUD and 
Montgomery Watson, 2000) and subsequent pressure zone studies. Chapter 4 (DEIR 
pp. 4-4 through 4-11) describes EBMUD’s land use unit demand (LUD) approach to 
developing the water demand projections based on predicted development over the 
planning period of approved land uses. The projections that were developed include 
adjustments to account for water conservation and recycling. Annual demands for the 
future years in the planning period were forecasted for each pressure zone. The 
average day demand was calculated by dividing the annual demand for each year by 
365 (as noted in Chapter 4).  

Maximum day demand for each pressure zone was calculated by applying a “peaking 
factor” to the average day demand, based on peak demand data from the respective 
pressure zone. The peaking factor is the ratio of maximum day demand to the average 
day demand calculated using the following formula: 

 Gross Maximum Day Demand / Gross Average Day Demand = Demand Study 
Peaking Factor4 

The maximum day demand was obtained from the District’s Operations Network 
System Capacity Improvements Database. The maximum day demand measures 
actual maximum usage in a pressure zone, including unaccounted-for water, and 
represents the highest 24-hour demand occurring in a specified calendar year. The 
Demand Study calculated maximum day demand for a particular pressure zone by 
multiplying the pressure zone’s projected average day demand by the peaking factor 
for that particular pressure zone (EBMUD and Montgomery Watson, 2000).  

 Engineering standard practices specify that facilities be sized to meet maximum day 
(or peak) demand (EBMUD and Montgomery Watson, 2000). The District criteria for 
sizing facilities include industry standards and regulatory requirements and 
recommendations. 

The average daily demand that could be supported by a system designed for a 
maximum-day capacity is the average daily demand, rather than the maximum 
demand, unless actual demand patterns were to change drastically (as postulated 
below) to reduce the difference between average and peak demand. In the Lamorinda 
area, the land uses are primarily residential. The maximum day water demand for 
residences in this area occurs in summer and is directly related to landscape 
irrigation. The system must be designed to meet that maximum day demand, taking 
into consideration a host of other factors (such as time of use for pumps, fireflow 
requirements, and system losses). Based on an analysis of demand for the District’s 

                                                      
4 Gross demand includes unaccounted-for water. As stated in DEIR Chapter 4 (footnote 6) unaccounted-for water is 

the difference between the total water produced at the water treatment plants and the total water consumption 
billed, and includes leaks in the distribution system, water treatment plant process uses, meter errors, unmetered 
construction uses, firefighting, and hydrant flushing. 
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East of Hills Area over three years (1995-1997), demand peaks in summer and 
decreases in winter. Although a system capacity designed to meet the maximum day 
demand could operate at the maximum day capacity for extended periods, operation 
at this level is not sustainable on a year-round basis. The project is not capable of 
supporting greater development because growth beyond the level reflected in the 
projected average day demand would simply result in higher peak demand. That is, 
peak demand would not flatten across the annual demand bell curve and to 
accommodate such additional growth additional capacity would be needed.  

Only with a dramatic change in demand patterns would the maximum-day-demand 
based system capacity accommodate more people than projected and assumed in the 
growth inducement analysis. For example, if all residences in Orinda, Lafayette, 
Moraga and Walnut Creek replaced landscaping with hardscape (i.e., pavement or 
structures), then the difference between the maximum and average day demands 
would decrease and more residents could be served. This is not expected, however, 
and the result of this is uncertain, because either more people could be served or the 
WTTIP could be revised to eliminate many of its projects. Nonetheless, nothing in 
the land use plans of jurisdictions in the Walnut Creek/Lamorinda area supports 
speculation about such drastic land use changes. While the District has programs to 
encourage conservation and other demand reduction methods, the projections already 
assume that these conservation and recycling programs are going to be fully 
implemented (see Table 4-1, DEIR p. 4-6). 

Therefore, as the above discussion indicates, the forecasted average day demand 
referenced in the growth inducement analysis – not the maximum day demand – is 
the appropriate level of demand against which to assess the level of growth that 
would be supported in the project area.  

ORIN-103 The projections of local general plans provide a central point of comparison with the 
WTTIP’s proposed capacity improvements in the growth inducement analysis. (See, 
for example, “Local Planning Agency Projections” ([DEIR p. 4-13 et seq.] and 
Table 4-5.) The analysis also discusses ABAG projections as another point of 
information and comparison, as they reflect the expectations for growth in the area of 
the regional planning agency. In addition, because ABAG projections extend to 2030, 
the WTTIP’s planning horizon, a general comparison of rates of growth over the 
planning period reflected in ABAG projections is presented. A similar comparison 
with general plan projections is not possible because of the differences in planning 
horizons reflected in the various general plans and the WTTIP. For this reason, an 
average annual growth rate was calculated based on the projections in the general 
plans to provide a means of comparison. ABAG projections are presented for 
reference, with the general plan and WTTIP information. 

 The analysis presented in Chapter 4 indicates that the demand projections developed 
by the WTTIP for the Walnut Creek/Lamorinda area are consistent with growth 
anticipated in the local general plans. (As discussed in Chapter 4 and noted in this 
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comment, EBMUD’s land-use based approach to projecting demand is intended to 
ensure consistency between the water demand projections and the approved growth 
in the service area.) The impacts of that planned growth have already been evaluated, 
and measures to reduce or eliminate those impacts have been identified by the 
respective cities and Contra Costa County in the EIRs and Mitigated Negative 
Declarations prepared for their general plans and general plan elements. The growth 
inducement analysis therefore appropriately refers to the impacts and mitigation 
measures identified by the Cities and County themselves, in identifying the effects of 
growth that would, in part, be supported by the WTTIP. 

ORIN-104 Section 5.2 of the DEIR presents the collective impacts of all project-level and 
program-level projects included in the WTTIP. This collective impact discussion 
provides a synthesis of impacts described in DEIR Chapter 3 (Volume 2) and 
indicates the potential for overlapping impacts or synergistic effects from multiple 
projects within the overall program. The section is not intended to repeat the project 
impacts previously analyzed and described in DEIR Chapter 3. 

 The collective impacts are examined by environmental resource topic, and the 
potential for overlapping impacts or synergistic effects depends on the geographic 
scope. 

 As explained in Section 5.2 of the DEIR, for many resource areas (including land 
use, planning, visual, geology, cultural resources, operational noise, and hazardous 
materials), the environmental impacts are site specific and limited to the immediate 
vicinity at individual project sites, with no potential for overlapping effect or 
synergistic effects. In these cases, the environmental effects of the WTTIP as a 
whole, or the collective impact, is the same as all of the project-level and program-
level impacts described in Chapter 3 and is not repeated. However, as described in 
Section 5.2, there could be potential for overlap or synergistic impacts in the areas of 
recreation, water quality, biological resources, traffic, air quality, construction noise, 
wildland fire, and public services. These impacts are discussed and analyzed for the 
potential for the WTTIP projects, with mitigation, to determine whether they could 
result in a cumulatively considerable impact. In these cases, it was determined that 
the individual mitigation measures for particular facilities, coupled with the District’s 
ongoing coordination and scheduling of overall WTTIP implementation activities, 
were deemed sufficient to reduce the potential collective impacts of the WTTIP 
project as a whole to less-than-significant levels, and no additional mitigation 
measures would be required. 

ORIN-105 As described under Impact 3.9-2 (DEIR p. 3.9-25), exposure of sensitive receptors 
(homes, schools, playgrounds, etc.) to diesel exhaust particulates along haul routes 
was analyzed. However, because of the variability of actual truck emissions and the 
presence of people, it is not feasible to prepare an accurate impact assessment for 
exposure for all WTTIP project components, and thus a screening level approach was 
used with 600 one-way truck trips as a threshold. The analysis determined that 
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individual projects as well as the WTTIP as a whole would be unlikely to exceed this 
threshold, particularly when projects were occurring on the same haul route and within 
the same time frame. Nevertheless, diesel exhaust control measures would be required 
under Measure 3.9-1c (DEIR pp. 3.9-24 – 3.9-25). In addition, as described in 
Response ORIN-82, EBMUD would consider requiring contractors to use soot 
filters on construction equipment exhaust for WTTIP projects where diesel 
equipment would operate in proximity to sensitive receptors. This would 
substantially reduce the diesel exhaust emissions and any associated potentially 
adverse temporary health impacts.  

ORIN-106 As described on DEIR p. 5-11, the collective impact analysis identifies the potential 
for increased fire risk in Orinda, particularly where WTTIP projects are in areas of 
wildland fire risk and share a major access route. Individual project-level mitigation 
would require specific fire protection restrictions and precautions for these projects. 
In addition, Measure 3.8-5 will require contractors to reduce access impacts, and 
Measure 3.12-1e will require notification to local fire departments. The District will 
conduct ongoing coordination and scheduling of WTTIP implementation activities in 
order to minimize disruption to local communities. When final WTTIP construction 
schedules are developed, the District will maintain ongoing coordination and 
notification with local agencies during construction in these jurisdictions, including 
coordination and notification of local fire services. Please also refer to Section 2.1.3, 
Master Response on EBMUD Obligations to Comply with Local Ordinances and 
Obtain Local Agency Approvals for further response to the issues raised by this 
comment. 

ORIN-107 Section 5.2.11 of the DEIR describes the potential, collective energy impact of the 
WTTIP as a whole. As indicated in Impact 3.12-2 (DEIR p. 3.12-17), the District is 
pursuing strategies to increase use of renewable energy technologies within its 
service territories, installing a solar photovoltaic system at the Sobrante WTP, and 
considering purchase of renewable energy from offsite facilities. Therefore, it can be 
expected that renewable energy resources would provide a significant portion of the 
increased energy demand. The nature of the specific need for construction of 
additional electricity distribution facilities cannot be determined at this time, but the 
DEIR has predicted that the long-term increase in energy demand would not be 
significant. Refer also to Responses ORIN-78 and ORIN-99. The indirect 
environmental effect associated with overall implementation of the WTTIP is 
discussed under Impact G-1, secondary effects of planned growth, and under 
Impact 3.9-6, secondary emissions at power plants. 

ORIN-108 As discussed in Section 5.2.11 of the DEIR, the estimated range of total estimated 
solid waste that would be generated by the sum of all WTTIP construction activities 
is from 230,000 to 376,000 cubic yards. In the WTTIP vicinity, active landfills 
include Keller Canyon Landfill and Altamont Landfill with 68,279,670 and 
124,400,000 cubic yards remaining estimated capacity, respectively (California 
Integrated Waste Management Board, website www.ciwimb.ca.gov/Profiles/county/, 
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2006). The maximum estimated volume solid waste that would be generated by the 
WTTIP as a whole would be less than 0.2% of the remaining capacity of these two 
landfills alone, and there are numerous other active landfills in Contra Costa and 
Alameda Counties that could also be used such that the impact on the capacity of 
these two landfills would be even less. Furthermore, implementation of 
Measures 3.12-4a and 3.12-4b would encourage contractors to recycle and reuse 
materials and reduce solid waste disposal requirements to the extent feasible. 
Therefore, the collective impact of the WTTIP on solid waste and landfill capacity is 
considered less than significant. 

 The fifth paragraph in Section 5.2.11 of the DEIR has been revised (refer to 
Section 3.2, Text Revisions, in this Response to Comments document). 

ORIN-109 Table 5-1 presents a list of over 150 past, present and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects that were deemed to have potential impacts that could compound or 
interrelate with impacts identified for the WTTIP. It includes past projects that were 
completed as far back as 2001 as well as future projects planned as far ahead as 2016; 
there are also numerous projects with unknown construction schedules. This list 
provides a comprehensive and adequate representation of the range and extent of 
other projects in the WTTIP vicinity that could contribute to cumulative impacts.  

 Section 5.3 of the DEIR focuses on describing the potential contribution of the 
WTTIP to the overall cumulative impacts associated with the 150+ projects listed in 
Table 5-1. The section does not attempt to analyze or summarize the specific 
environmental impacts associated with the 150+ cumulative projects, which would 
indeed be extensive and far-reaching, since much of that information is unknown at 
this time and would be speculative to present. Instead, the section provides an 
overview of the scope and type of impact that could occur under each resource area 
based only on a very generalized description of each cumulative project and whether 
the impacts identified for the WTTIP could compound or interrelate with similar 
impacts associated with any of the 150+ cumulative projects. 

 In most cases, the potential for the WTTIP to compound or interrelate with impacts 
from any of the 150+ cumulative projects would depend on whether the WTTIP sites 
were in proximity to any of the cumulative projects’ locations (or haul routes) and if 
the WTTIP construction schedule would overlap with or extend any of the 
cumulative projects’ schedules. This is because in most cases, the WTTIP impacts 
are associated with the construction phase of the projects, particularly in the impact 
areas of traffic, air quality, noise/vibration, hazards, and services/utilities. This 
analysis identifies the potential for impacts to be prolonged, exacerbated or 
intensified as result of the combination of the WTTIP and other projects. In the case 
of long-term impacts, such as visual, geology, water quality, biological resources and 
cultural resources, the cumulative analysis examined a broader scope of potential 
impact, as defined under each resource area.  
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 The cumulative analysis for each resource area determined whether the proposed 
program’s incremental contribution would be considered cumulatively considerable 
and if so, whether the incremental impact would be adequately mitigated by 
identified mitigation measures. In all cases, either the program’s incremental impact 
was not determined to be cumulatively considerable or the mitigation measures 
previously identified for the individual WTTIP projects were determined to 
adequately reduce the incremental impact to levels that were not cumulative 
considerable. This analysis and approach is consistent with CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15130. 

ORIN-110 It is a reasonable assumption that all projects listed in the cumulative impacts 
analysis would be required to comply with applicable laws and regulations, including 
CEQA, and it would be speculative to assume otherwise. While the other projects 
could be adopted with statements of overriding considerations, they would still have 
to comply with applicable laws and regulations. In the case of impacts on water 
quality, air quality and biological resources, there are numerous laws and regulations 
designed to protect these resources, and these laws were developed in consideration 
of a comprehensive application to a wide range of projects and situations. In the case 
of water quality, applicable water quality regulations have been developed on a 
regional basis, as administered in the WTTIP study area by the California Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, such that applicable regulations (e.g., NPDES permit 
requirements) are intended to protect entire watersheds within the region and account 
for cumulative effects of activities within the region; compliance with these 
regulations by definition would be consistent with a regional approach to mitigation. 
Similarly, air quality regulations, as administered in the WTTIP study area by the 
Bay Area Air Quality Management District, are based on protection of entire air 
basins, not on isolated project locations. Regulation of biological resources considers 
species and habitat as a whole and compliance with applicable permits and 
regulations would in large part provide the appropriate level of protection. By 
preparing an EIR that encompasses all the WTTIP projects, the District is in effect 
notifying the resource agencies of the range and extent of potential impacts of the 
WTTIP project elements as a whole, and is conducting an environmental analysis that 
seeks to consider this range. This will allow subsequent permit requirements to 
account for the incremental contribution of the WTTIP to cumulative impacts to the 
affected resource and ensure individual project mitigation.  

 Refer to Response ORIN-109 which describes the basis for determining that the 
WTTIP’s cumulative contribution would be less than significant. The DEIR has 
analyzed the impacts of the WTTIP projects in combination with other projects, and 
the determination that the impacts will not be cumulatively considerable is not based 
solely on the determination that the projects will be individually mitigated to a less-
than-significant level. A number of factors, including the nature of the projects and 
nature of the impacts, have been considered. 
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ORIN-111 Section 5.4.6 of the DEIR analyzes the potential for cultural resources impacts of the 
WTTIP to compound or interrelate with cumulative impacts associated with projects 
listed on Table 5-1 within the context of the two affected counties. The analysis 
determines that the incremental impacts of the WTTIP would not be cumulatively 
considerable, with implementation of Measures 3.7-1 to 3.7-3. This would be true 
regardless of the outcome of surveys along the San Pablo pipeline alignment, since 
Measures 3.7-1 and 3.7-2 provide for contingencies in the event of the discovery of 
an unknown resource. The discussion is not intended to analyze or mitigate the 
cumulative impacts on cultural resources of all the cumulative projects.  

 As described on page 5-38, the District has initiated discussion with Moraga, Orinda, 
Walnut Creek, Lafayette, Oakland, and Contra Costa County, as well as with other 
utility districts and agencies regarding the coordination of WTTIP project 
construction with other planned and proposed projects in the WTTIP study area. As 
project development continues, the District would continue to conduct ongoing 
coordination throughout the design, pre-construction, construction, post-construction, 
and operation stages to help minimize disruption to the local communities. In order to 
provide further assurance of and commitment to ongoing coordination with other 
jurisdictions’ projects, Measure C-7 has been added to the EIR (specifically in regard 
to Impacts C-7 and C-9). The new mitigation measure will commit the District to 
providing regular, ongoing notification and communication (approximately every six 
to twelve months or more often if needed) with local jurisdictions with regard to the 
status, schedule and location of WTTIP projects and associated haul routes and any 
other District projects within that jurisdiction). 

 See Response ORIN-108 regarding cumulative impacts on solid waste disposal. 

ORIN-112 The DEIR acknowledges the potential for significant cumulative traffic impacts to 
occur, indicates that EBMUD is committed to coordinating with other agencies to 
minimize multiple disruptions (see also the new mitigation measure C-7 in Chapter 3 
of this document), and also indicates a means by which the City of Orinda, through 
the encroachment permit process, can further coordination of multiple projects.  

Regarding Miner Road, the DEIR (in Table 5-1) identifies the utility undergrounding 
and Central Contra Costa Sanitary District (CCCSD) projects, both of which would 
overlap spatially, but not temporally, with the Happy Valley Pumping Plant and 
Pipeline project. The utility undergrounding and CCCSD projects are currently 
scheduled to be completed prior to construction of the Happy Valley Pumping Plant 
and Pipeline project. CCCSD is planning to construct the Miner Road trunk sewer 
line project from April to December 2008. EBMUD would construct the Happy 
Valley Pumping Plant and Pipeline project beginning in 2011. The major traffic 
impacts associated with the Happy Valley Pumping Plant and Pipeline are from 
pipeline construction, which is projected to last 18 weeks (the 1-2 year construction 
period is associated with pumping plant and pipeline construction) and would 
proceed from one street segment to the next at a rate of 80 feet per day. Coordination 
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among the utility agencies could provide opportunities to construct linear projects in 
Miner Road at the same time (e.g., the utility undergrounding project and the Happy 
Valley Pipeline) to avoid attenuation of traffic impacts.  

ORIN-113 The concern regarding coordination with fire services is acknowledged. Pursuant to 
Measure 3.8-1, EBMUD will adopt as a condition of project approval the 
commitment to coordinate with emergency service providers regarding construction 
activities and procedures during road closures. 

 See Response ORIN-106. 

ORIN-114 This comment sets forth CEQA requirements for identifying and analyzing 
alternatives in an EIR (also summarized on DEIR p. 6-1) and asserts that the DEIR’s 
discussion of alternatives does not meet cited standards.  

 Except for the final sentence, this comment is a general summary of certain CEQA 
statutes, regulations, and court decisions. This summary does not take into account all 
relevant language in the CEQA regulations (including Guidelines section 15126.6) 
and court rulings that may apply in specific circumstances, including those involving 
documents such as the WTTIP EIR. Please see Response ORIN-115, which is 
responsive to these assertions. 

ORIN-115 The comment asserts that the alternatives analysis does not satisfy the CEQA 
requirements.  

 As noted on page 6-1 of the DEIR, CEQA requires an EIR to “describe a range of 
reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would 
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or 
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the 
comparative merits of the alternatives.” Guidelines § 15126.6(a). However, “[a]n EIR 
need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a 
reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed 
decision-making and public participation. An EIR is not required to consider 
alternatives which are infeasible.” Guidelines § 15126.6(a).  

 Overall, EBMUD conducted a comprehensive screening of potential WTTIP 
alternatives, including alternative sites, and ultimately considered over 60 
alternatives. (DEIR, Table 6-1 (pp. 6-3 and 6-4).) The sources of these alternatives 
included background reports prepared for the WTTIP project, suggestions made in 
responses to the NOP and at public meetings held for the WTTIP, and the EIR 
preparers (DEIR p. 6-2). Section 6.10 of the DEIR provides a detailed description of 
the alternatives screening process and the eliminated alternatives. 

 Specifically with respect to the Happy Valley Pumping Plant, the primary constraint 
in identifying feasible alternatives is location (refer to the section entitled “Siting 
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Constraints” in Section 2.1.4 in this Response to Comments document regarding the 
need for the Happy Valley Pumping Plant). There are a limited number of potentially 
suitable locations for a pumping plant in this area, particularly without displacing 
existing residences. The impacts cited in the comment (road closures, detours, and 
noise impacts) would occur for either alternative considered in-depth in the EIR and 
indeed for any other potentially feasible alternative, given the geographic constraints 
of the project. 

ORIN-116 The comment specifically questions the adequacy of the alternatives analysis for the 
Orinda-Lafayette Aqueduct. Four potential alternatives were examined and 
eliminated prior to preparation of the draft EIR, including conversion of the existing 
aqueduct and three alternative alignments. All were determined either to be infeasible 
or to involve greater environmental impacts. The comment incorrectly states that 
conversion of the existing Lafayette Aqueduct No. 1 to a eastbound treated water 
facility was rejected based on ability to meet the project objectives. The alternative 
was eliminated based on infeasibility: EBMUD would not have sufficient capacity to 
transmit raw water westbound in dry years. Because of this threshold finding of 
infeasibility, the environmental impacts of this alternative were not examined in 
detail. (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6[c].) Given the constraints in the area and the 
tunnel requirements, this analysis complies with CEQA. (See DEIR, Table 6-1 
[p. 6-3], pp. 6-59 to 6-60.) 

ORIN-117 The comment states that it is improper to defer geotechnical analysis and to reject 
alternatives without site-specific geotechnical information.  

 A substantial amount of information regarding geology and geotechnical conditions 
is available, from the construction of the two previous tunnels near the proposed 
alignment of the Orinda-Lafayette Aqueduct, and was utilized by Jacobs Associates 
in the Draft Lamorinda Water System Improvements Program, Tunnel 
Constructability, Cost and Schedule Report (Jacobs Associates, 2005). Contrary to 
the comment’s assertion that there is no geotechnical analysis available for the 
Orinda-Lafayette Aqueduct, Lafayette Aqueducts No. 1 and 2 essentially represent 
two very long borings that are parallel to and near the proposed alignment for the 
Orinda Lafayette Aqueduct. The engineers and the geologists who worked on 
Lafayette Aqueducts No. 1 and 2 chose to terminate the tunneled portions of those 
aqueducts west of the area where El Nido Ranch Road passes beneath Highway 24 at 
least in part because of the significant overburden in this area. 

ORIN-118 The comment questions the adequacy of the alternatives analysis for the water 
treatment plant (WTP) elements of the WTTIP project. As indicated in DEIR Table 
6-1 (p.6-3), twelve alternatives involving the Orinda WTP were considered. Among 
these twelve, three were retained for evaluation in the DEIR and nine were 
eliminated based on infeasibility, inability to meet the project’s basic objectives, 
inability to reduce project impacts, and/or inability to meaningfully add to the range 
of alternatives.  
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 In addition to Alternatives 1 and 2, analyzed in detail in the DEIR, four other 
potentially feasible alternatives developed by EBMUD were examined but eliminated 
from further study. (DEIR, § 6.10.1.) These four alternatives included supply from 
Walnut Creek WTP (Alternative 3), supply from Lafayette and Orinda WTPs 
(Alternative 4), supply from Lafayette and Walnut Creek WTPs (Alternative 5), and 
supply from Orinda and Walnut Creek WTPs (Alternative 6). (DEIR pp. 6-44 to 
6-52, including Table 6-7.) Alternatives 1 through 6 were then analyzed and 
compared with one another pursuant to 24 screening criteria based on project 
objectives, including environmental factors (described at DEIR p. 6-44 and listed in 
Table 6-9 [p. 6-50]) under five different criteria-weighting scenarios (listed in 
Table 6-10 [p. 6-51]), which generated rankings amongst the six alternatives (listed 
in Table 6-11 [p. 6-51]). As shown in Table 6-11, under the four scenarios in which 
environmental factors were weighted between 20 and 30 percent of the score 
(scenarios A, B, C, and E), Alternatives 1 and 2 were ranked the top two alternatives. 
In the fifth scenario (scenario D), in which environmental factors were only weighted 
at 10 percent, Alternatives 1 and 2 were ranked 1st and 3rd. Given these rankings, 
EBMUD concluded that Alternatives 1 and 2 were the feasible alternatives that could 
best meet the project objectives, including minimization of environmental impacts, 
and therefore excluded Alternatives 3 through 6 from further study and analysis. 
(DEIR pp. 6-44, 6-49 to 6-52.) 

 Moreover, EBMUD also considered three other alternatives that were suggested 
during EIR scoping by this commenter (the City of Orinda) and others, all of which 
involved relocating or decommissioning the Orinda WTP to minimize project 
impacts on the City of Orinda. These alternatives (discussed in the DEIR at pp. 6-52 
through 6-55), included relocation of the Orinda WTP, which was analyzed with 
respect to two alternative sites (Alternative A), elimination of transmission of treated 
water to West of Hills from Orinda WTP (Alternative B), and expansion of Lafayette 
WTP combined with decommissioning of Orinda WTP (Alternative C). Although the 
2003 EBMUD Water Treatment and Transmission Master Plan (WTTMP) concluded 
that the Orinda WTP is essential to existing and future operations based on water 
quality, cost, reliability, and operational flexibility, all of which are project 
objectives, (DEIR, p. 6-53 and Table 6-8), EBMUD conducted an analysis of each of 
these three alternatives, including both alternative sites for Alternative A, and 
eventually concluded that none of them merited further study under CEQA, as they 
were infeasible, unable to meet core project objectives, and did not lessen 
environmental impacts. (DEIR, pp. 6-52 to 6-55.) Significantly, all of these 
alternatives would have resulted in a substantially larger construction cost to 
EBMUD ratepayers (between $1.4 billion and $2.3 billion) than Alternatives 1 or 2 
(between $223 million and $268 million, respectively). (DEIR pp. 2-89, 6-54, 6-55.)  

 Please also refer to Section 2.1.3, Master Response on EBMUD Obligations to 
Comply with Local Ordinances and Obtain Local Agency Approvals for further 
response to the issues raised by this comment. 
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ORIN-119 The comment asserts that the DEIR “omits information that would assist the public 
and decision-makers in assessing the environmental benefits and costs of various 
alternatives” and cites an example. 

 DEIR Chapter 6 provides a summary of the Lamorinda Water Systems Improvements 
Program Facilities Plan. (See DEIR section 6.10.1 and Table 6.7). The purpose of the 
Facilities Plan was to identify, analyze and screen alternatives involving the water 
treatment plants, thereby allowing one or more alternatives to be selected for further 
development and environmental review. The draft Facilities Plan was also provided 
to the City of Orinda very early in the process and prior to publication of the DEIR. 
The nine-page summary of the Facilities Plan in the DEIR presents information to 
allow the reader to understand (a) the alternatives considered; (b) the screening 
process used; (c) the results of the screening process; and (d) the reasons certain 
alternatives were eliminated from further study. Note that DEIR Table 6-11 provides 
raw scores for each alternative for each weighting scenario. The raw scores are in 
parentheses next to the ranking of each alternative. Table 6-9 describes the project 
objectives, the 24 screening criteria, and points associated with each criterion.  

 The comment states that the DEIR does not explain why the “particular weighting 
scenarios were chosen or what balance of criteria they were designed to elicit.” As 
stated on DEIR p. 6-44: 

 Weighting factors were developed to measure the relative importance of the 
different categories of project objective: reliability, regulatory and water 
quality, operations, environment, and economics. The District established five 
different weighting scenarios to evaluate the sensitivity of the alternative 
ranking to the weighting scenario, as shown in Table 6-10. In each scenario, 
different weighting factors were applied to each category.  

 Table 6-10 (DEIR p.6-51) identifies the specific weighting percentages assigned to 
each category of objectives for each of the five weighting scenarios. For example, 
under Weighting Scenario A, Economics (cost) is assigned the highest percentage. 
Under Weighting Scenario B, Implementation is assigned the highest percentage. 
Table 6-11 then presents the results of the alternative rankings by weighting scenario. 

 See Response ORIN-115 for a general discussion of alternatives. 

ORIN-120 The Mokelumne Aqueducts convey water directly from the Pardee Reservoir on the 
Mokelumne River to the Orinda, Lafayette and Walnut Creek WTPs. Because of the 
high quality of the Mokelumne source water, these WTPs require less treatment. The 
treatment process at these WTPs is referred to as in-line filtration. The commenter 
asserts the DEIR did not explore whether water from the Mokelumne Aqueducts 
could feasibly be delivered to an alternative treatment plant, which would require 
only in-line, rather than conventional, filtration. 
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All newly constructed water treatment plants were assumed to require conventional 
water treatment processes. This conservative approach maximizes a plant’s 
operational flexibility and reliability under a wide variety of raw water quality 
conditions. However, construction of an in-line filtration WTP instead of a 
conventional WTP under Alternative A – WTP Near Briones Dam is potentially 
feasible since this plant is situated so that it can receive direct supply from the 
Mokelumne Aqueducts. Construction of an in-line water treatment plant rather than 
conventional water treatment plant in Alternative A – WTP Near Briones Dam would 
reduce the cost of the alternative by approximately $350 million. As noted in the 
DEIR, however, this alternative would require the construction of additional large 
diameter pipelines from the treatment plant on Bear Creek Road to the Orinda WTP. 

Under Alternative A – WTP in Scow Canyon the Moklumne Aqueducts would be 
discharging into San Pablo Creek which also receives lower quality local runoff. 
Alternative A – WTP in Scow Canyon requires a conventional water treatment plant 
because the source water would come from San Pablo Reservoir. An in-line plant at 
this location would require the construction of a raw water supply transmission 
system to serve this water treatment plant from the Mokelumne aqueducts. Due to the 
distant location of Alternative A – WTP in Scow Canyon relative to the termination 
of the Mokelumne Aqueduct raw water transmission system at the current site of 
Orinda WTP, the additional cost to extend the raw water supply transmission piping 
to serve this water treatment plant would be approximately $450 million. Thus, 
replacing the conventional water treatment plant with an in-line water treatment plant 
would reduce the cost of the water treatment plant by approximately $350 million. 
However, the cost savings would be more than offset by the necessary raw water 
transmission system at a cost of approximately $450 million and the additional 
environmental impacts. Both of the variations of Alternative A were rejected due to 
cost and environmental impacts. 

Construction of an in-line water treatment plant rather than conventional water 
treatment plant in Alternative B would reduce the cost of the alternative by 
approximately $350 million. However, as noted in the DEIR, the new water treatment 
plant for Alternative B would have to be located at or very near the Claremont 
Center. The Claremont Center is surrounded by residences and a school. EBMUD 
could not build a WTP near the Claremont Center without acquiring multiple 
residential properties, which probably would not be feasible nor prudent. The 
alternative was rejected due to cost, environmental impacts, and 
feasibility/implementation concerns. 

Although Alternative C would use water from the Mokelumne Aqueducts, the 
alternative proposes a membrane filtration plant rather than in-line filtration plant due 
to space limitations. Alternative C would treat Mokelumne Aqueduct water at the 
Lafayette WTP and then convey treated water to Orinda and the West of Hills area 
via the existing Lafayette Aqueducts and Claremont Tunnel. This alternative would 
also require a new aqueduct to convey raw water to and from Briones Reservoir. As 
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noted in the DEIR, this alternative was rejected due to uncertainties with regard to the 
feasibility/implementation of the technology for a plant of this size, cost and potential 
environmental impacts. 

Other alternatives for treating water directly from the Mokelumne Aqueducts, 
including alternative locations, would not be feasible because of land use constraints 
along the aqueducts and the significantly higher costs and increased environmental 
impacts associated with a new water treatment plant and the required additional raw 
water and treated water transmission pipelines and tunnels. 

The District’s objectives on DEIR p. 2-22 were used to develop and evaluate 
alternatives in the Lamorinda Water Systems Improvement Program Facilities Plan 
and the DEIR. In developing and evaluating alternatives the District focused on 
alternatives that maximize the direct use of the higher quality Mokelumne River 
Water to meet the District’s regulatory and water quality objectives as efficiently as 
possible. The District also focused on alternatives that maximized the use of the 
existing configuration of the very large raw water and treated water transmission 
lines and the water treatment facilities to meet the District’s implementation, 
environmental, and economics objectives. 

ORIN-121 For reasons stated throughout this Responses to Comments Document, EBMUD staff 
believe the DEIR adequately meets CEQA requirements and need not be recirculated. 

ORIN-122 See Response ORIN-39 and Responses ORIN-123 through ORIN-128. 

ORIN-123 As described in Response ORIN-39, geologic conditions were characterized at each 
project site using several sources, including published reports and maps, site 
reconnaissance, and geotechnical investigation reports prepared for existing facilities. 
These sources are cited throughout the section. The selection and range of geologic 
sources used are appropriate for the purposes of describing and analyzing geologic 
and seismic conditions in this EIR.  

The description of regional geologic information, as noted by the commenter, is 
included in the section in accordance with the requirements of CEQA; regional 
geologic and seismic information is necessary to fully describe the existing 
conditions. In addition to the regional setting description, as described in 
Response ORIN-39, there is site-specific geotechnical information for each project 
site. As an example, the DEIR (p. 3.4-28, Impact 3.4-4) addresses the potential 
impact associated with liquefaction at each project site. The impact analysis discusses 
the type of subsurface materials and groundwater conditions based on the 
geotechnical impact assessment performed by AGS, Inc., liquefaction mapping 
conducted by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), liquefaction 
mapping using California Geological Survey (CGS) and US Geological Survey 
(USGS) sources, and site-specific subsurface data. These sources together were used 
to determine whether a potentially significant impact could occur. 
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Many of the projects, such as the improvements to the various water treatment plants, 
are located on developed properties with a known history of slope and seismic 
stability. Geologic findings and geotechnical recommendations previously reported 
for these sites were considered in this EIR and provide adequately detailed 
information on the underlying geology and slope stability. While the mitigation 
measures provided in Section 3.4 of the DEIR would still require an updated 
geotechnical evaluation for the proposed project elements, these previous 
investigations provide an adequate basis for determining a range of potential geologic 
and soil hazards. 

DEIR Figures 3.4-2 through 3.4-5 depict potential geologic, seismic, and soil hazards 
at the various sites. These maps were not used as the basis for analysis of impacts but 
merely to provide the reader a graphical summary of the geologic and seismic 
hazards at each project site and the distribution of these hazards throughout the 
project area. To present the information schematically, the scale is appropriately 
small (approximately 1 inch = 2000 feet) and the potential hazard at each site is 
clearly indicated by a letter and number code. Because these maps were intended to 
provide a graphical schematic, the boundaries of the hazard areas are intentionally 
not defined. The criteria used to determine the particular hazard at each site are 
described in the text; the hazard rating used on the maps is considered in the 
assessment of overall impacts.  

ORIN-124 Response ORIN-39 describes the approach to the impact assessment analysis. Each 
impact discussion, including the projects at the Orinda Water Treatment Plant, 
includes a project-level analysis (DEIR pp. 3.4-22, 3.4-29, 3.4-32 and 3.4-33). In 
addition, site-specific data for soil properties (DEIR p. 3.4-3), peak ground 
acceleration calculations (DEIR p. 3.4-11), and distance to major active faults (DEIR 
p. 3.4-11) are also considered. Geologic information for the Orinda area was obtained 
from data compiled by the ABAG, CGS, and the USGS as well as site-specific data 
that were contained in a previous geotechnical investigation for the Orinda Water 
Treatment Plant, titled Orinda Filter Plant Washwater Control Facilities Phase II – 
Geotechnical Investigation Report, 1987, as referenced in AGS Geotechnical Impact 
Assessment, 2005. These data were consistent with other resources (ABAG, CGS, 
USGS) and together provided adequate information on potential geologic impacts for 
the proposed projects in Orinda.  

ORIN-125 Potential discharges of groundwater during construction of the Orinda-Lafayette 
Aqueduct are discussed on DEIR p. 3.5-33. As noted by the comment, this discharge 
could contain sediment, traces of hydraulic oil, cement, and metals. Without proper 
precautions, discharge of this water could cause adverse water quality effects in the 
receiving water. The groundwater treatment system for this discharge could include 
sedimentation basins and tertiary treatment to remove oil. However, specific details 
of the design of the treatment system are not set forth in the DEIR because, as 
discussed in Impact 3.5-2, the discharge would be subject to NPDES permitting 
requirements. As discussed in Response ORIN-42, the NDPES permit for discharge 
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of the groundwater would establish discharge limitations and the contractor would be 
required to conduct self monitoring to demonstrate compliance with permit 
requirements and to take corrective action should permit limitations be exceeded. 
Therefore, permit compliance would ensure compliance with water quality 
regulations as well as the plans, policies, and water quality objectives and criteria of 
the Basin Plan.  

 As discussed in Impact 3.5-2, methods for discharge of groundwater would be 
addressed in a water control and disposal plan submitted to EBMUD and would 
comply with regulations of the RWQCB, CDFG, county flood control districts, and 
any other regulatory agency having jurisdiction as specified in Section 01125 of the 
EBMUD construction specifications. With implementation of these requirements, 
water quality impacts related to discharge of groundwater during construction of the 
Orinda-Lafayette Aqueduct would be less than significant. 

ORIN-126 As discussed in Response ORIN-39, the measures prescribed to mitigate potential 
impacts of the Orinda-Lafayette Aqueduct are adequate because, as revised in this 
Response to Comments document, they 1) commit the District to complete the 
appropriate geotechnical study; 2) establish parameters for the performance standard; 
3) are tied to recognized guidelines, where applicable; and 4) provide a range of 
options to achieve the stated performance standard.  

 The analysis of the proposed aqueduct was based largely on a tunneling feasibility 
report (Jacobs Associates, 2005) that considered conditions and tunneling details 
encountered at the two tunneling projects (existing Lafayette Tunnels No. 1 and 2 
located on either side of the proposed Orinda-Lafayette Aqueduct, as well as the 
BART Tunnel). The geologic information and tunneling data from these completed 
projects provide adequate data to predict the conditions that could be encountered 
during construction of the Orinda-Lafayette Aqueduct. Furthermore, the potential 
geologic and seismic hazards identified as potentially significant impacts, as well as 
the challenges of tunnel engineering in this region, are inherent in typical tunneling 
projects and do not present insurmountable engineering difficulties. The prescribed 
mitigation in conjunction with the knowledge gained during two nearby major 
tunneling projects is sufficient to analyze potential impacts in this EIR. 

ORIN-127 The analysis for the proposed Orinda-Lafayette Aqueduct and the potential for 
squeezing ground on the project is discussed on DEIR p. 3.4-32. Squeezing ground is 
a common problem encountered when tunneling in rock. Measure 3.4-5 describes a 
standard engineering practice that has been used in many tunneling projects to reduce 
the potential of the squeezing ground conditions to compromise the structural 
integrity of the tunnel. EBMUD engineers and consultants have expertise in 
tunneling developed through constructing and upgrading the Claremont Tunnel and 
tunneling in the Orinda/Lafayette/Berkeley area, coupled with information and 
lessons learned during the BART tunneling project. With this expertise, conditions 
and hazards associated with the Orinda-Lafayette Aqueduct tunnel projects (i.e. 
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squeezing ground, combustible gas, and dense cemented rock) can be readily 
predicted and strategies to mitigate the hazards can be developed and incorporated 
into project specifications. The long-standing performance of these tunnels provides 
ample data for estimating construction methods, challenges, and duration to complete 
the proposed Orinda-Lafayette Aqueduct. It is unlikely that a site-specific 
geotechnical investigation (especially an investigation for a linear, deep tunnel 
project) would yield additional or more applicable information than is available 
through actual experience with tunneling in the project vicinity. Even with a detailed 
site-specific investigation, actual conditions encountered may vary from what can be 
estimated through exploratory borings. Furthermore, the problems related to 
squeezing ground, combustible gas, and dense cemented rock are common in 
tunneling and are accounted for in developing engineering approaches and 
construction schedules during the final design phase of the project.  

 The potential for encountering combustible gas in the tunnel is discussed on the 
DEIR p. 3.11-30 in Section 3.11 of the DEIR, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. The 
construction records for Tunnel No. 1 and No. 2 indicate limited occurrence of gas; 
nevertheless, EBMUD will be required to adhere to the requirements of the Division 
of Industrial Safety designed to ensure that potential impacts of combustible gas 
remain less than significant. 

 In accordance with industry standards, the tunneling feasibility report prepared by 
Jacobs Associates included a detailed analysis of anticipated ground behavior and 
provided rock classifications according to Terzaghi’s Rock Mass Classification 
System for the various formations to be encountered along the proposed aqueduct 
route. The analysis of proposed tunnel construction by Jacobs Associates indicates 
that blasting would not be necessary because the anticipated bedrock materials can be 
excavated with the tunnel-boring machine described on DEIR p. 2-63. 

ORIN-128 As described in Response ORIN-39, the measures provided in the DEIR are 
adequate under CEQA to mitigate the potential geologic impacts of the projects, 
including those in Orinda. The projects in Orinda cannot be accurately compared to a 
highway grading project, where the work occurred within a single project area and 
was limited to grading and roadway construction. The DEIR contains an appropriate 
level of detail and analysis as required by CEQA for the projects described. The 
mitigation measures have been developed in response to the varying environmental 
conditions and would result in geologically and seismically stable facilities. 

ORIN-129 The High-Rate Sedimentation Unit is a program-level element. The box on DEIR 
Figures D-OWTP-1 and D-OWTP-2 shows the overall scale and potential location of 
the facility. If and when that facility is required (due to future water treatment 
requirements including source water quality considerations), EBMUD will engage in 
environmental review, develop conceptual design plans, conduct project-level 
review, and consult with the City of Orinda. The facility will not be located in the 
right-of-way of Manzanita Drive. 
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ORIN-130 Measures 3.10-1a through 3.10-e (DEIR pp. 3.10-30 through 3.10-33) present the 
detailed controls that EBMUD would adopt as conditions of project approval to 
attenuate noise generated during project construction. As noted in Measure 3.10-1a 
EBMUD would abide by the daily and hourly restriction in the City’s Noise 
Ordinance “except during critical water service outages or other emergencies and 
special situations, ” the text in Measure 3.10-1b (DEIR p.3.10-31) has been revised to 
indicate that EBMUD would coordinate with City staff for construction work that 
needs to occur after 6:00 p.m. and before 7:00 a.m. (refer to Section 3.2, Text 
Revisions, in this Response to Comments document). 

ORIN-131 The offsite parking location for construction workers’ vehicles has not yet been 
selected. EBMUD will notify the City of Orinda when the location is selected. The 
Orinda WTP is a possible parking location. 

ORIN-132 The reviewer is correct in noting that the Orinda-Lafayette Aqueduct tunnel shaft exit 
would be on East Altarinda Rd near St. Stephens Drive. This location is “near the St. 
Stephens Drive/El Nido Ranch Road intersection” as noted on p. 3.2-6 of the DEIR. 
The first sentence of the first paragraph under the Orinda-Lafayette Aqueduct 
heading on DEIR p. 3.2-6 is revised (refer to Section 3.2, Text Revisions, in this 
Response to Comments document). 

 In response to this comment, DEIR p. 3.2-6, paragraph 3 has been revised (refer to 
Section 3.2, Text Revisions, in this Response to Comments document). 

ORIN-133 As stated on page 3.2-14 of the DEIR, the proposed Sunnyside Pumping Plant would 
be a relatively small, compact facility that would not disrupt or divide the local 
community. Regarding the commenter’s statement about the need to widen Happy 
Valley Road to provide a left turn lane at the site access, EBMUD understands that 
the turning lanes are currently under construction. 

ORIN-134 Construction along the asphalt trail along the north side of Camino Pablo could occur 
as a result of program-level elements north of Manzanita Drive, depending on (for 
example) the alignments of pipelines like the San Pablo Pipeline. Program-level 
elements require additional, project-specific review under CEQA prior to approval 
and implementation. As part of that review, EBMUD would evaluate the potential for 
impacts to the asphalt trail to occur.  

Truck traffic from project-level improvements at the Orinda WTP is a concern with 
regard to pedestrian safety, especially when children are walking to and from the 
Wagner Ranch Elementary School in the morning and afternoon. The addition of 
truck traffic at those times would heighten the need for drivers, school personnel, 
parents, and children to be alert. The last bullet on DEIR p. 3.8-14 (part of 
Measure 3.8-1) has been revised (refer to Section 3.2, Text Revisions, in this 
Response to Comments document). 
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ORIN-135 The exit shaft site is an undeveloped grassy area adjacent and upslope of 
Highway 24. The visual character of the site is of marginal value because of its size, 
location, and orientation relative to sensitive viewpoints (views of the site are very 
limited; the elevation of the site is such that it is not visible from Highway 24). No 
trees would be removed for shaft construction. With construction of the Orinda-
Lafayette Aqueduct (not part of the preferred Alternative 1), a 30-foot diameter 
concrete slab would replace an equivalent area of the undeveloped grassy area. The 
net change in visual character at the exit shaft site would not be significant. The 
concrete slab would be very low profile and would not impede any views. 
Construction of the exit shaft cover at the site would not generate significant visual 
impacts. 

ORIN-136 Refer to previous response. 

ORIN-137 The Setting section of Section 3.5 of the DEIR, Hydrology and Water Quality is 
organized by watershed to facilitate evaluation of water quality impacts. The 
referenced text on DEIR p. 3.5-5 describes that portion of the Orinda-Lafayette 
Aqueduct in the Las Trampas Creek watershed. Water bodies in Orinda are located 
within the San Pablo Creek watershed and are discussed on DEIR p. 3.5-3. 

ORIN-138 See Response ORIN-133 regarding the suggested roadway improvements on Happy 
Valley Road associated with the Sunnyside Pumping Plant. Please also refer to 
Section 2.1.3, Master Response on EBMUD Obligations to Comply with Local 
Ordinances and Obtain Local Agency Approvals for further response to the issues 
raised by this comment. 

ORIN-139 The corrected name of East Altarinda Drive and the corrected spelling of Ellen Court 
are acknowledged. See Response ORIN-132 regarding the location of the exit shaft. 

ORIN-140 As shown in Table 3.8-3 (DEIR p. 3.8-8), the project-generated truck trips would 
have a less-than-significant impact on roadways used to access the work sites for the 
Orinda WTP, Orinda-Lafayette Aqueduct, and Sunnyside Pumping Plant, and 
Measure 3.8-7 is not applicable. This impact determination is based on consideration 
of roadway design (i.e., the projects’ impacts to roads designed to handle a mix of 
vehicle types, including heavy trucks, are expected to be negligible), and 
project-generated truck trips (see Table 3.8-5, page 3.8-12, and Appendix B, in the 
DEIR). 

ORIN-141 See Response ORIN-130 regarding the work hours for project construction and the 
City of Orinda Noise Ordinance. No additional trip generation analysis is needed. 

ORIN-142 The corrected name of East Altarinda Drive is acknowledged. 

ORIN-143 The corrected name of East Altarinda Drive is acknowledged. 
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ORIN-144 In response to this and other comments, EBMUD has added measures to 
Measure 3.8-1 (DEIR p. 3.8-13) to further reduce the impact of road closures. 
Regarding the need for the Happy Valley Pumping Plant and Pipeline Project, refer 
to Section 2.1.4 of this Response to Comments document. Regarding the expected 
duration of construction along Miner Road and Lombardy Lane, refer to 
Response ORIN-67. Regarding construction corridor widths required for pipeline 
construction, refer to Figure 2-9 (DEIR p.2-38). 

ORIN-145 Text is added to the list of project facilities where full onsite accommodation of 
parking demand would not occur (page 3.8-19 of the DEIR) (refer to Section 3.2, 
Text Revisions, in this Response to Comments document). 

ORIN-146 Note that construction of a clearwell at the ballfield area is a program-level element, 
requiring additional supplemental, quantitative evaluation of traffic and parking 
impacts at a project-level. However, the ballfield area itself and adjacent parking lot 
provide ample staging space for construction of a clearwell at that location. 

ORIN-147 Text is added as the fourth sentence in the second paragraph under Impact 3.8-5, 
page 3.8-20 of the DEIR (refer to Section 3.2, Text Revisions, in this Response to 
Comments document). 

Impact 3.8-5 addresses potential impacts to access to land uses and streets adjacent to 
pipeline installation. Access for the Wagner Ranch Elementary School on Camino 
Pablo (where no pipeline would be installed) would not be adversely affected by 
pipeline construction of project-level elements (refer to Response ORIN-134). 
Section 3.12 of the DEIR, Public Services, also discusses effects on other schools in 
the vicinity of the project.  

ORIN-148 See Response ORIN-69 regarding the commenter’s concern about the project’s 
effects on school bus service on affected roads. 

ORIN-149 See Response ORIN-140 regarding the project’s less-than-significant impact on 
pavement conditions on roadways used to access the Orinda WTP. 

ORIN-150 The context of the comment is not clear because Table 3.9-6 (on page 3.9-27 of the 
Air Quality section) does not contain any reference to Moraga Way, and the 
commenter does not provide the existing number of trucks per day on Moraga Way 
(per data collected by the City of Orinda). However, pertaining to the commenter’s 
statement about the effect of project-generated truck trips, as described on DEIR 
pp. 3.8-22 and 3.8-23 (in Section 3.8, Traffic and Circulation), major arterials such as 
Moraga Way are designed to handle a mix of vehicle types including heavy trucks, 
and the project’s impact is expected to be negligible. 

ORIN-151 As stated on DEIR p. 3.10-31, Measure 3.10-1b states that, “Construction at the 
WTTIP project sites will be restricted to the hours of operation specified by each 
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jurisdiction’s noise ordinance (as listed in Table 3.10-1, including restrictions 
provided in footnotes and any other ordinance exceptions and provisions in effect at 
the time of EIR publication), except during critical water outages or other 
emergencies and special situations. Any equipment operating beyond these hours will 
be subject to the day and night noise limits of each jurisdiction (as listed in 
Table 3.10-1) for various activities in single-family residential zones.” 

 The text in Measure 3.10-1b (DEIR p.3.10-31) has been revised (refer to Section 3.2, 
Text Revisions, in this Response to Comments document). 

ORIN-152 In response to this comment, Table 3.12-3 has been revised (refer to Section 3.2, Text 
Revisions, in this Response to Comments document). 

ORIN-153 The finding of no collective traffic (and traffic-related) impacts on El Nido Ranch 
Road due to the proposed project is based on the fact that the schedules for 
construction of the tunnel portion of the Orinda-Lafayette Aqueduct under 
Alternative 2 and the Sunnyside Pumping Plant would not overlap (as stated on DEIR 
p. 5-7). The DEIR analyzes the impacts of individual project facilities in Chapter 3. 

ORIN-154 This comment refers to the copy of the Regionwide General NPDES Permit for 
Discharges from Surface Water Treatment Facilities for Potable Supply included as 
an attachment to the City of Orinda comments. The applicability of this permit is 
addressed in Responses ORIN-43, ORIN-44, and ORIN-51. Please also refer to 
Section 2.1.3, Master Response on EBMUD Obligations to Comply with Local 
Ordinances and Obtain Local Agency Approvals for further response to the issues 
raised by this comment. 

ORIN-155 This comment refers to the copy of the July 15, 2006 article regarding discharges of 
chloraminated water by EBMUD included as an attachment to the City of Orinda 
comments. Discharges referred to in this article are discussed in Response ORIN-51. 

ORIN-156 The text identified is referenced in support of an earlier comment. See 
Response ORIN-71. 

ORIN-157 The text identified is referenced in support of an earlier comment. See 
Responses ORIN-72, ORIN-73, ORIN-74, and ORIN-76. 

ORIN-158 The text identified is referenced in support of an earlier comment. See 
Responses ORIN-80 and ORIN-81. 

ORIN-159 The text identified is referenced in support of an earlier comment. See 
Responses ORIN-80 and ORIN-81. 

ORIN-160 The text identified is referenced in support of an earlier comment. See 
Responses ORIN-80 and ORIN-81. 




