














2. Comments and Responses  

2.83  Rebecca Christensen 
RC-1 EBMUD staff is not recommending selection of the Tice Pumping Plant Alternative 

Site. Although selection of sites is undertaken by the decision-making body, EBMUD 
is proposing to design and construct the new Tice Pumping Plant at the preferred site. 

RC-2 Comment noted. 

RC-3 EBMUD met with local residents at the alternative site on September 12, 2006. The 
commenter sent a second letter, Letter RC1, dated September 13, 2006, which 
discusses this meeting. 

RC-4 Refer to Response RC-1. The comment also summarizes issues raised in other 
comments in the letter (refer to responses below). 

RC-5 Consistent with requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the 
District issued a Notice of Availability on June 23, 2006 indicating that the WTTIP 
DEIR had been published. EBMUD generally tries to notify landowners that could be 
affected by District projects. When the District discovered that individual notices were 
not sent to the residents of Freeman Road, an effort was made to contact landowners. 
District staff met with residents on Freeman Road at their request on September 12, 
2006. 

RC-6 Refer to Response AH-2.  Tree issues, including potential damage, were considered in 
the DEIR in Section 3.6, Biological Resources.  Table 3.6-5 (DEIR p. 3.6-31) sets forth 
measures to minimize potential damage trees. 

RC-7 EBMUD staff is recommending the proposed site on the south side of Olympic 
Boulevard for Board approval. Refer to Response AH-2.

RC-8 EBMUD understands that a methamphetamine laboratory was illegally operated at the 
alternative site, and that the laboratory and associated structures have since been 
demolished and removed. The environmental database review conducted for the Tice 
Pumping Plant did not identify the former drug lab referred to in this comment as an 
environmental case. EBMUD has not performed a “Phase 2” environmental screening 
assessment of the soils and groundwater at the site. In the event that EBMUD pursues 
the development of the alternative site, an environmental screening assessment will be 
performed on the on-site soils and groundwater. 

RC-9 See Response AH-2.

RC-10 The Contra Costa County code (Chapter 816-4) prohibits work within the dripline of 
heritage trees without a permit (many of the trees at the alternative site are considered 
heritage trees). This chapter does not require a permit for or prevent trimming, pruning, 
or maintenance of a heritage tree as long as it is not destroyed or substantially changed 
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in form or shape. Please note, however, that pursuant to California Government Code 
Section 53091, EBMUD, as a local agency, is not subject to building and land use 
zoning ordinances (such as tree ordinances) for projects involving facilities for the 
production, generation, storage or transmission of water. It is, however, the practice of 
EBMUD to work with host jurisdictions and neighboring communities during project 
planning and to conform to local environmental protection policies to the extent 
possible. See Response AH-2 for details of the mitigation measures pertaining to 
protected trees included in the DEIR. These measures incorporate many permit 
requirements of Contra Costa County (and other jurisdictions) to minimize impacts to 
heritage and otherwise protected trees. 

RC-11 Please see Response RC-10.

RC-12 Refer to Section 2.1.5, Master Response on Social and Economic Costs, regarding 
property values.  

RC-12a This meeting occurred on September 12, 2006. 

RC-12b Refer to previous responses. 

RC-12c Please refer to Response HOA-9. As a local agency engaged in a project to improve 
water treatment and transmission, EBMUD is not required to comply with local zoning 
for projects like the Tice Pumping Plant. For more information on this issue, refer to 
Section 2.1.3 of this Response to Comments document, Master Response on EBMUD 
Obligations to Comply with Local Ordinances, Obtain Local Agency Approvals and 
Permits, and Pay Local Agency Fees. 

RC-13 Regarding noise impacts at the alternative site for the Tice Pumping Plant, refer to 
Response DGB-3. EBMUD is proposing to design and construct the new Tice 
Pumping Plant at the preferred site. Therefore project specific studies are not currently 
planned for the alternative site. 

RC-14 See Response RC-1, above. 
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2. Comments and Responses  

2.84  Rebecca Christensen 
RC1-1 The commenter’s opposition to the alternative site for Tice Valley Pumping Plant is 

acknowledged. EBMUD staff is not recommending selection of that site. However, 
approval of WTTIP projects and project locations is at the discretion of the EBMUD 
Board of Directors. 

RC1-2  Refer to Response RC-5.

RC1-3 Refer to Response RC-5.

RC1-4 Refer to Response RC-5.

RC1-5 See Response AH-2.

RC1-6 EBMUD staff is recommending the proposed site on the south side of Olympic 
Boulevard for EBMUD Board approval. 

RC1-7 The commenter’s opposition to this alternative location for the Tice Pumping Plant is 
noted. District staff are not recommending this alternative site. As noted in 
Response DGB-3, this pumping plant will not be allowed to exceed the 45-dBA 
nighttime noise limit at the closest residential receptors regardless of the location. See 
Response DGB-3 for more discussion. 

RC1-8 The Tice Pumping Plant alternative site was evaluated in Chapter 6 of the DEIR. Refer 
to Response RC1-1.

RC1-9 See Response MJ-4.

RC1-10 Refer to Response RC1-8. As the alternative site is not being recommended for 
approval, no additional study of soil contaminant impacts will be conducted at this 
time.

RC1-11 Refer to Response RC1-2.

RC1-12 As part of the CEQA analysis on this complex project, EBMUD must balance a variety 
of competing considerations. The number of neighboring residences was among the 
considerations for this project component.  This is one of the reasons EBMUD staff is 
recommending the proposed site south side of Olympic Boulevard for approval by the 
EBMUD Board of Directors. 

RC1-13 See Response AH-3 regarding the DEIR’s analysis of potential traffic and circulation 
impacts (and associated mitigation measures), and the use of Olympic Boulevard, 
associated with construction of the Tice Pumping Plant (both the proposed and 
alternative sites). 
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RC1-14 See Response AH-3 regarding the DEIR’s analysis of potential traffic and circulation 
impacts (and associated mitigation measures), and the use of Olympic Boulevard, 
associated with construction of the Tice Pumping Plant. As described on DEIR 
pp. 3.8-7 and 3.8-8, the various project facilities (including the Tice Pumping Plant), 
once installed, would only require maintenance activities similar to those needed under 
existing conditions. The level of traffic associated with those maintenance activities 
would be insignificant compared to that of the facility construction, and the impact of 
accessing either the proposed or the alternative site would be less than significant.

RC1-15 Refer to Response AH-2 regarding potential impacts to trees; refer to Response RC-8
regarding the former illegal methamphetamine laboratory; and refer to Section 2.1, 
Master Response on Social and Economic Costs, regarding economic property values. 

RC1-16 Refer to Responses RC1-1 and RC1-2. A meeting was held with residents on Freeman 
Road on September 12, 2006 and a period of over 60 days was provided for comments 
on the DEIR. 

RC1-17 Refer to Response RC1-12.

 Refer to Response AH-2.

RC1-19 Refer to Response AH-2 regarding trees and mitigation of impacts.  

RC1-20 As discussed in the DEIR, the alternative site has sufficient space for a pumping plant 
without adversely affecting the creek. 

RC1-21 EBMUD acknowledges the concerns about visual and noise effects of alternative Tice 
Pumping Plant site. Refer to Responses RC1-7 and DGB-3 for additional discussion. 

RC1-22 EBMUD acknowledges the opposition from residents on Freeman Court and Freeman 
Road.

RC1-23 Comment noted. EBMUD is considering the preferred site and alternatives for the 
Pumping Plant.   

RC1-24 These are the attached signatures of residents. 
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2. Comments and Responses  

2.85  Robert and Clarita Wooldridge 
Many of the comments in this letter are similar to comments in the letter submitted by the City of 
Orinda. Consequently, many of the responses below cross-reference to responses for the Orinda 
letter.

RCW-1 The comments in this letter are submitted on behalf of the owners of the DEIR 
Proposed Happy Valley Pumping Plant site. Please note that District staff is 
recommending that the Board of Directors approve the alternative site for the Happy 
Valley Pumping Plant (on Miner Road) after discussions with the owner of this 
parcel and consideration of other information.  

RCW-2 Refer to Response RCW-1. The need for the Happy Valley Pumping Plant is 
described on DEIR p. 2-74. Refer also to Section 2.1.4, Master Response on the Need 
for and Alternatives to the Happy Valley Pumping Plant and Pipeline project for an 
expanded discussion of the need for this facility.  

RCW-3 The referenced comments were submitted to EBMUD separately and are responded 
to elsewhere in this Response to Comments document.  

RCW-4 Refer to Responses ORIN-1 and ORIN-2.  Refer also to Section 2.1.2, Master 
Response on Benefits to Orinda, and Section 2.1.4, Master Response on the Need for 
and Alternatives to the Happy Valley Pumping Plant and Pipeline, for an expanded 
discussion of the need for this facility and the benefits that the facility will provide.

RCW-5 Refer to Response ORIN-2.

RCW-6 Refer to Response RCW-1 regarding District preference for the Happy Valley 
Pumping Plant Alternative site and subsequent responses presented below regarding 
the adequacy of the DEIR. Section 2.1.4, Master Response on the Need for and 
Alternatives to the Happy Valley Pumping Plant and Pipeline, also provides an 
expanded discussion of the need for this facility. Responses ORIN-11 through
ORIN-14 address alternative treatment technologies. Response ORIN-15 also 
addresses the infrastructure upgrades.

RCW-7 This comment summarizes more detailed comments presented in the letter. As 
indicated in subsequent responses, the DEIR meets CEQA requirements and need not 
be recirculated. Refer to Response RCW-1 regarding District preference for the 
Happy Valley Pumping Plant Alternative site.  

RCW-8 Refer to Responses ORIN-7 and ORIN-8 regarding the project description, as well 
as Section 2.1.1, Master Response on Program- and Project-Level Distinctions. 
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RCW-9 Refer to Response ORIN-6 regarding the DEIR description of the project and its 
objectives, purpose, and need, as well as Section 2.1.2, Master Response on Benefits 
to Orinda. 

RCW-10 Refer to Response ORIN-10.

RCW-11 Refer to Responses ORIN-11a, ORIN-11b, and ORIN-15.

RCW-12 The DEIR discussion and documents referenced in the DEIR describe the need for 
the new infrastructure. Refer to Section 2.1.4, Master Response on the Need for and 
Alternatives to the Happy Valley Pumping Plant and Pipeline project for an expanded 
discussion of the need for this facility.  

RCW-13 Refer to Section 2.1.4, Master Response on the Need for and Alternatives to the 
Happy Valley Pumping Plant and Pipeline project for an expanded discussion of the 
need for this facility. Please also reference the documents cited in the DEIR and 
discussions of anticipated development. 

RCW-14 Refer to Section 2.1.4, Master Response on the Need for and Alternatives to the 
Happy Valley Pumping Plant and Pipeline project for an expanded discussion of the 
need for this facility. Response ORIN-15 also addresses the need for infrastructure 
upgrades.

RCW-15 Refer to Section 2.1.4, Master Response on the Need for and Alternatives to the 
Happy Valley Pumping Plant and Pipeline project for an expanded discussion of the 
need for this facility. As noted in the DEIR, the proposed plant and pipeline would 
meet existing and anticipated future demand. 

RCW-16 Refer to Section 2.1.4, Master Response on the Need for and Alternatives to the 
Happy Valley Pumping Plant and Pipeline project for an expanded discussion of the 
need for this facility.  

RCW-17 This comment summarizes CEQA requirements for impact analyses and then asserts 
that the DEIR fails to meet these requirements based on subsequent comments. 
Please refer to subsequent responses and responses to the City of Orinda, detailing 
why the DEIR complies with CEQA. 

RCW-18 Refer to Response ORIN-25.

RCW-19 Refer to Responses ORIN-25 and ORIN-26. Section 3.2.3 of the DEIR evaluates 
whether proposed project components would conflict with adjacent existing land 
uses.

RCW-20 Refer to Response ORIN-26.

RCW-21 Refer to Responses ORIN-28 and ORIN-29.
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RCW-22 Refer to Response ORIN-30.

RCW-23 Refer to Response ORIN-30.

RCW-24 Refer to Response ORIN-31.

RCW-25 Refer to Response ORIN-32.

RCW-26 Refer to Response ORIN-38.

RCW-27 Refer to Response ORIN-42. Compliance with the permits would be expected to 
ensure that discharges will not violate water quality standards, result in substantial 
erosion or siltation, or 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. 

RCW-28 Refer to Response ORIN-43.

RCW-29 Refer to Response ORIN-45.

RCW-30 Refer to Response ORIN-45.

RCW-31 Refer to Response ORIN-47.

RCW-32 Refer to Response ORIN-48. The DEIR proposes, and EBMUD has committed to 
implementing, a range of mitigation measures designed to minimize potential impacts 
to these resources. 

RCW-33 Refer to Response ORIN-49. The measures will ensure that impacts to water quality 
will be less than significant. 

RCW-34 Refer to Response ORIN-50.

RCW-35 Refer to Response ORIN-54.

RCW-36 Refer to Response ORIN-55.

RCW-37 Refer to Response ORIN-56.

RCW-38 Refer to Response ORIN-57. The discussion in DEIR Section 3.6 and Appendix D 
presents information on the life cycles and habitat requirements of sensitive species. 

RCW-39 Refer to Response RWC-1 which states that District staff is recommending that the 
Board of Director’s approve the alternative site for the Happy Valley Pumping Plant. 
Should this occur, no protected trees on the Woddridge property will be removed. 
However, the DEIR states that damage may occur to protected trees at the proposed 
Happy Valley Pumping Plant site and sets forth measures to minimize these potential 
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impacts (see Table 3.6-5, DEIR p. 3.6-31). These measures include: Measure 3.6-1a, 
Tree Protection Measures During Construction; Measure 3.6-1b, Protected Tree 
Pruning and Replacement; Measure 3.6-1c, Protected Tree Monitoring; and Measure 
3.6-1d Replacement Tree Monitoring Program. These measures provide for, among 
other things, the mapping of trees to be removed or retained at each project site; the 
identification and protection of retained trees; the use of special construction 
techniques, such as hand equipment for trenching and/or allowing only one pass 
through a tree’s dripline, when proposed development or other site work must 
encroach upon the dripline of a preserved tree; all pruning of preserved trees to be 
performed by a certified arborist and no more than 25 percent of a tree’s canopy to be 
removed; removal of protected trees native to the local area, such as valley oak and 
coast live oak, to be compensated for at a 3:1 ratio and non-native protected trees to 
be replaced at a 1:1 ratio with a non-invasive tree species. 

 Furthermore, EBMUD will guarantee the health of all trees to be preserved within 
and adjacent to the construction corridor of project-related pipeline and facility sites 
for three years. If the District constructs or installs improvements or performs 
approved mechanical excavation within the dripline of any tree, the guarantee period 
for a tree will be five years. The District will replace any retained tree that dies as a 
result of construction activities during the guarantee period with a tree of the same 
species. EBMUD will also implement a five year tree monitoring program that will 
apply to all replacement plantings. These mitigation measures will minimize damage 
to trees in or near construction areas and will therefore minimize the potential for tree 
death.

RCW-40 Refer to Responses ORIN-63, and ORIN-9 and ORIN-10. The DEIR has included 
information stating why the project is necessary. 

RCW-41 Refer to Response ORIN-64 regarding traffic assumptions.  

RCW-42 Refer to Response ORIN-65 regarding traffic assumptions. 

RCW-43 Refer to Response ORIN-66 regarding measures to ensure traffic impacts will not be 
significant.

RCW-44 Refer to Response ORIN-67 regarding pipeline projects along affected roads. 

RCW-45 Refer to Response ORIN-68. EBMUD has ensured that these measures will be 
implemented. 

RCW-46 Refer to Response DS-9.

RCW-47 Refer to Response ORIN-106. 

RCW-48 Refer to Response ORIN-83.
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RCW-49 Refer to Response ORIN-84.

RCW-50 Refer to Response ORIN-87.

RCW-51 Refer to Response ORIN-88.

RCW-52 Refer to Responses ORIN-89 and ORIN-90.

RCW-53 Refer to Response ORIN-93.

RCW-54 Refer to Response ORIN-114 and ORIN-115.

RCW-55 Refer to Response ORIN-115 and Section 2.1.4, Master Response on the Need for 
Alternatives to Happy Valley Pumping Plant and Pipeline. 

RCW-56 Please refer to Section 2.1.4, Master Response on the Need for and Alternatives to 
the Happy Valley Pumping Plant and Pipeline project.  

RCW-57 As stated in Response RCW-1, District staff is recommending that the Board of 
Directors approve the Happy Valley Pumping Plant Alternative Site. Section 3.4 of
this Response to Comments document presents supplemental information on the 
Happy Valley Pumping Plant Alternative site (e.g., visual simulations) prepared in 
response to comments, and while the magnitude of some impacts at the alternative 
site (namely, trees and visual quality) would be less than characterized in the DEIR, 
neither site is clearly environmentally superior to the other. 

RCW-58 The comment is correct that construction of the new pumping plant at the alternative 
location would shorten the distance that trucks and equipment would have to travel 
from Camino Pablo during (and after) construction of the pumping plant, lessening 
the magnitude of disruption to the Sleepy Hollow area (e.g., impacts to traffic flow, 
noise along haul routes, and traffic safety impacts). Section 6.8.2 of the DEIR 
acknowledges that some volume-sensitive impacts (e.g., traffic, noise, and air quality) 
would be incrementally less (relative to impacts of the proposed site) because the haul 
route would be shorter and less pipe would be constructed with the alternative site. 
Construction impacts would still occur along Miner Road and Lombardy Lane during 
the installation of the pipeline, and while the alternative site can be accessed via 
Miner Road and Camino Sobrante, the preferred site can be accessed via Lombardy 
Lane and Happy Valley Road.  

RCW-59 Refer to the previous response. Community disruption impacts are discussed in detail 
in Sections 3.8 and 3.10 of the DEIR. Section 3.8 of the DEIR, Traffic and 
Circulation, describes the projected traffic, disruption of traffic flows and street 
operations, and other potential impacts due to project construction activities on the 
proposed site. The maximum trip generation of about 34 one-way vehicle trips per 
day (see Table 3.8-5) would represent an increase of about 0.6 percent of the average 
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daily volume of about 6,140 vehicles on Miner Road (see Table 3.8-1); this would be 
a less-than-significant impact. Although the added traffic could represent a noticeable 
percent increase, on lower-volume Lombardy Lane, the 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 road. Pursuant to Measure 3.8-1, EBMUD will 
address access to the Sleepy Hollow Elementary School in traffic control plans as a 
condition of project approval (refer also to Response ORIN-147).

RCW-60 Refer to Response RCW-1. Note that EBMUD seeks to acquire land from willing 
sellers rather than exercising the power of eminent domain where possible. The focus 
of the EIR, however, is on environmental impacts. 

RCW-61 Refer to Response RCW-1. Note that the focus of the EIR is on environmental 
impacts, not project costs. 

RCW-62 These comments regarding site characteristics are noted. Refer to Response RCW-1.

RCW-63 The commenter’s understanding of the pipeline is correct. 

RCW-64 The comment suggests that the DEIR fails to consider a reasonable range of 
alternatives for the Happy Valley Pumping Plant and Pipeline. 

 The commenter is correct that CEQA requires project proponents to explore a 
reasonable range of alternatives. However, as discussed on DEIR p. 6-2, an EIR need 
not consider every conceivable alternative but must consider a reasonable range to 
identify ways that significant environmental effects can be reduced or avoided.  The 
‘rule of reason’ governs the selection and consideration of alternatives, requiring that 
an EIR set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice with an 
emphasis on alternatives that are feasible, can attain most basic project objectives, 
and can substantially reduce significant environmental impacts. With regard to the 
Happy Valley Pumping Plant and Pipeline, Table 6-1 on DEIR p. 6-4 discloses five 
alternatives that were either considered and rejected as infeasible, or are still being 
considered, including the preferred site and the alternative site. The three alternatives 
that were rejected as infeasible include: expanding the capacity of existing pumping 
plants and not building the Happy Valley Pumping Plant or Pipeline; constructing a 
larger Happy Valley Pumping Plant and decommissioning the Sleepy Hollow 
Pumping Plant; and constructing the Happy Valley Pumping Plant at site #1 located 
on 1 Miner Road (see DEIR pp. 6-61 and 6.62 for further discussion of these 
alternatives).  These alternatives were rejected for the reasons described in the 
document. The DEIR also analyzes the site near the Miner Road/Camino Sobrante 
intersection, and, as noted by the commenter, this alternative would lessen some 
impacts, including volume sensitive impacts such as traffic and noise. Refer also to 
Master Response 2.1.4 on the Need for and Alternatives to the Happy Valley 
Pumping Plant and Pipeline project for an expanded discussion of the need for this 
facility. 
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RCW-65 The comment says that there is insufficient discussion in the DEIR regarding feasible 
alternatives and mitigation measures. 

 As discussed in DEIR Chapter 6, the WTTIP is the result of a six-year planning effort 
that entailed consideration of over 60 alternatives. Sources of the alternatives 
considered included background reports prepared for the WTTIP (described in 
Section 6.10 of the DEIR), suggestions made in response to the notice of preparation, 
at public meetings held for the WTTIP, and by the EIR preparers.  Table 6-1 lists the 
alternatives considered, indicates whether the alternatives were evaluated in the EIR 
or were eliminated, and the source of the alternative.  Numerous alternatives were 
eliminated from consideration based on inability to meet most of the project’s basic 
objectives, infeasibility, or inability to reduce the project’s environmental impacts. 
Those alternatives retained for consideration (in addition to Alternatives 1 and 2) are 
presented in Sections 6.3 through 6.9 of the DEIR. The alternatives screening 
process, alternatives eliminated and the reasons for their elimination are discussed in 
Section 6.10 of the DEIR. 

 With regard to mitigation measures, CEQA requires that an EIR “shall describe 
feasible measures which could minimize significant adverse impacts…” Guidelines 
§ 15126.4(a)(1). Chapter 3 of the DEIR identifies measures to mitigate impacts that 
could result from implementation of the WTTIP projects. This chapter also describes 
the physical and regulatory setting of the WTTIP and identifies the criteria to be 
applied for determining impact significance. Table S-10 provides a summary of 
mitigation measures by impact. 

RCW-66 Refer to Section 2.1.4, Master Response on the Need for and Alternatives to the 
Happy Valley Pumping Plant and Pipeline project for an expanded discussion of the 
need for this facility.  

RCW-67 Refer to Section 2.1.4, Master Response on the Need for and Alternatives to the 
Happy Valley Pumping Plant and Pipeline project for an expanded discussion of the 
need for this facility.  

RCW-68 For reasons stated throughout this Responses to Comments Document, EBMUD staff 
believes the DEIR adequately meets CEQA requirements and need not be 
recirculated.

RCW-69 As noted in Response RCW-3, the referenced comments attached to this comment 
letter were submitted to EBMUD separately and are responded to elsewhere in this 
Response to Comments document.  
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2.86  Robert and Clarita Wooldridge 
RCW1-1 Please note that District staff is recommending that the Board of Directors approve 

the alternative site for the Happy Valley Pumping Plant (on Miner Road) after 
discussions with the owner of this parcel. The approval of this project is subject to 
the discretion of the Board of Directors. 

RCW1-2 The opinion regarding the merits of the Happy Valley Alternative site is noted. 
Commenter is correct regarding the owner of the Happy Valley Pumping Plant 
Alternative Site (see Response TU-1). Refer also to Response RCW1-1.

RCW1-3 See Responses DS-4 and DS-5 for discussion of operational noise levels at the DEIR 
Proposed Happy Valley Pumping Plant site. Table 3.10-8 (DEIR p. 3.10-42) 
estimates noise levels from the transformer to be 23 dBA (Leq) at the closest 
residence to the east, while pump noise is estimated to be 53 dBA (Leq) at this same 
residence. Addition of these two noise levels would yield the same noise level of the 
pump, 53 dBA (Leq), due to the large difference in the two noise levels. The addition 
of two noise levels (when there is a difference of 16 dB or more) does not increase 
the higher noise level. 

 The DEIR acknowledges the hum component of transformer noise in Table 3.10-8, 
footnote c (p. 3.10-42), where a 5 dB penalty is added to the Lafayette nighttime 
noise limit for transformer noise. This reduces the Lafayette nighttime noise limit to 
48 dBA (Leq) for transformer noise, while the Orinda nighttime noise limit for all 
mechanical equipment (regardless of hum component) is still lower, at 45 dBA (Leq). 
Both standards are listed in Table 3.10-8 and pumping plants will need to be designed 
to meet these standards. 

RCW1-4 This response expands on information presented on DEIR p. 6-37. In brief, the 
magnitude of noise impacts at the Happy Valley Pumping Plant Alternative site 
would be less than at the Lombardy Lane site (and mitigable) because ambient noise 
is higher and there would be fewer receptors near the noise sources at the plant (the 
vent and transformer). Refer also to Section 3.4 in the Response to Comments 
document.  

 Development of the Happy Valley Pumping Plant Alternative site would locate the 
pumping plant and transformer approximately 50 feet from the existing home to the 
north and 150 feet from the existing home to the south. At such proximities, noise 
levels associated with construction and operation of a pumping plant at the alternative 
site would be similar to those described for the DEIR Proposed site for the closest 
residences to the east and west (see DEIR pp. 3.10-25 and 3.10-46). Noise 
measurements taken at the alternative site1 confirm that the magnitude of noise 

                                                     
1 Noise measurements were taken at the Happy Valley Pumping Plant Alternative site in November, 2006. 
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impacts at the Happy Valley Pumping Plant Alternative Site would be less than at the 
DEIR Proposed site (and mitigable). The measurement taken at the alternative site for 
existing noise levels was 54 CNEL, which is 2 dB higher than the measurement taken 
at the DEIR Proposed site (52 CNEL). 

 Like at the DEIR Proposed site, noise impacts at the alternative site also would be 
considered less than significant with mitigation. The same construction-related noise 
controls and operational design measures (orienting vents away from the residences to 
the north and south) would be required (see discussion in Table 6-5 of the DEIR). 
However, there appear to be fewer residential receptors close to the alternative site, 
and ambient noise levels are slightly higher than the Lombardy Lane site due to 
traffic on Miner Road. At the alternative site, this would provide more options for 
locating vents away from sensitive receptors, and there would be fewer receptors 
potentially affected by the location of pumping plant vents or openings. 

RCW1-5 Refer to Responses RCW-58 and RCW-59.

RCW1-6 Refer to Responses RCW-58 and RCW-59.

RCW1-7 See Response RCW-39.

RCW1-8 A 10-inch coast live oak would likely be removed from the western edge of the 
Happy Valley Pumping Plant Alternative Site (See Figure 22).  EBMUD intends to 
keep the existing coast live oaks along the border with Miner Road, and the 18-inch 
coast live oak on the southern edge of the site.  DEIR p. 6-36 assumed that all of the 
trees along Miner Road would need to be removed in order to construct the Happy 
Valley Pumping Plant at the alternative site; that assumption was incorrect. 
Therefore, impacts to trees at the alternative site would not be as great as assumed in 
the DEIR. 

RCW1-9 The comments regarding the owner’s willingness to sell the property site are noted.  
Please see Response RCW1-1.

RCW1-10 The comments regarding the alternative parcel are noted. Please see 
Response RCW1-1. EBMUD would negotiate fair market value for any property it 
would acquire. 

RCW1-11 Please see Response RCW1-1.

RCW1-12 Please see Response RCW1-1.
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Comment Letter RJ



2. Comments and Responses  

2.87  Robin Jones 
Many of the comments in this letter are similar to comments in the letter submitted by Ann Sharf. 
Consequently, many of the responses below cross-reference to responses in Ms. Sharf’s letter. 

RJ-1 Please see Response AS-1.

RJ-2 Please see Response AS-2 and Section 2.1.2, Master Response on Benefits to Orinda. 

RJ-3 Please see Response AS-3.

RJ-4 Please see Response AS-4, BM-2, and BM-11.

RJ-5 Please see Response AS-5.

RJ-6 Please see Response AS-6.

RJ-7 Please see Response AS-7.

RJ-8 Please see Responses ORIN-118 through ORIN-120, and Response BM-9.

RJ-9 Please see Response AS-9.

RJ-10 EBMUD acknowledges the concerns regarding property values. Refer to Section 2.1.5, 
Master Response on Social and Economic Costs.   

RJ-11 Please see Response AS-11.
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Comment Letter RL1



2. Comments and Responses  

2.88  Richard Lee 
RL1-1 EBMUD staff is not recommending selection of the Tice Pumping Plant alternative 

site. However, approval of WTTIP projects and project locations is at the discretion of 
the EBMUD Board of Directors. 

RL1-2 The commenter’s opposition to this alternative location for the Tice Pumping Plant is 
noted. District staff is not recommending the alternative site for approval. 

RL1-3 Refer to previous response and to Response AH-2 regarding measures to reduce 
potential damage to trees.

RL1-4 As noted in Response DGB-3, should this alternative ultimately be selected (not 
recommended by District staff), this pumping plant will not be allowed to exceed the 
45-dBA nighttime noise limit at the closest residential receptors. The 45-dBA nighttime 
noise limit is equivalent to the strictest noise limit imposed by any municipality 
connected with the WTTIP project (see Table 3.10-1, DEIR p. 3.10-4, Footnote “a” for 
more details). See Response DGB-3 for more discussion. 

RL1-5 EBMUD staff is recommending the proposed site on the south side of Olympic 
Boulevard for Board approval.  
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2. Comments and Responses  

2.89  Richard Ronnow 
RR-1 The preliminary design for the Tice Pumping Plant includes three 300 horsepower 

pumps for a total pumping capacity of approximately 10 million gallons per day (mgd). 
This information is shown on DEIR p. 2-11. There is not a required width for the 
service area in front and on the side of the facility; although EBMUD generally tries to 
keep the access road to a minimum width of about 15 feet. By “depth”, EBMUD is 
assuming that the commenter is referring to the overall width of the development in the 
horizontal plane, not the excavation depth into the subgrade. The final width would be 
based on many constraints including property easements, new landscaping, access road 
widths, creek offsets, tree canopy offsets, hiking trail offsets, overhead power line 
clearances, and the required width of the structure. 

RR-2 Refer to Response DGB-3 regarding the distance to the house nearest the Tice 
Pumping Plant alternative site. Note that District staff is not recommending the 
alternative site for approval.  

RR-3 See Response AH-2.

RR-4 See Response AH-3 regarding the DEIR’s analysis of potential traffic and circulation 
impacts (associated mitigation measures), and the use of Olympic Boulevard, 
associated with construction of the Tice Pumping Plant (both the proposed site and 
alternative site). 

RR-5 The commenter’s opposition to the Tice Pumping Plant alternative site is noted. Refer 
to Section 2.1.5, Master Response on Social and Economic Costs. Also, note that 
District staff is not recommending the alternative site for approval.  

RR-6 The commenter’s opposition to this alternative location for the Tice Pumping Plant is 
noted. District staff are not recommending this site. As noted in Response DGB-3, this 
pumping plant will not be allowed to exceed the 45-dBA nighttime noise limit at the 
closest residential receptors. See Response DGB-3 for further discussion. 

RR-7  The DEIR characterizes impacts to residences near the proposed Tice Pumping Plant 
site in Chapter 3. EBMUD staff is recommending the proposed site on the south side of 
Olympic Boulevard for Board approval.  

RR-8 Please see Responses HOA-1 and HOA-8.

RR-9 Comment noted. EBMUD does not construct fully buried pumping plants due to 
concerns regarding surface water drainage. Generally, buried pumping plants still rise 
above grade by approximately two to four feet. The “third site” mentioned by the 
commenter was considered by EBMUD, and is shown as Site #1 on the Tice Pumping 
Plant Alternative Sites figure found in Appendix J of the DEIR.  
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2. Comments and Responses 
Individual Comments and Responses 

RR-10 Consistent with requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the 
District issued a Notice of Availability on June 23, 2006 indicating that the WTTIP 
DEIR had been published. It is District practice to notify landowners impacted by 
District projects. When the District discovered that individual notices were not received 
by residents of Freeman Road, an effort was made to contact these landowners. 
Comments on the project were accepted until September 18, 2006. Seven public 
meetings on the project were held at various locations. In addition, District staff met 
with residents on Freeman Road at their request on September 12, 2006.  

RR-11 This attachment is Assessors Map 238 Page 01 showing the proposed pumping plant 
site.

RR-12 This attachment is Assessors Map 185 Page 22 showing the alternative pumping plant 
site.

RR-13 This attachment is DEIR Figure 3.3-TICEPP-3. 

RR-14 This attachment is a Google Earth satellite photo showing the proposed and alternative 
sites with heritage Valley Oaks and Freeman Road residences. 
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2. Comments and Responses  
 

2.90  Richard Sypriano 
Please note that the New Leland Pressure Zone Reservoir is examined at program level of detail 
in the WTTIP EIR. EBMUD is committed to engaging in a project-level EIR at an appropriate 
date in the future. Refer to Section 2.1.6, Master Response on the New Leland Pressure Zone 
Reservoir Alternatives, for more information. 

RS-1 The comment regarding the reservoir site is noted. See responses below. 

RS-2 The comment regarding the reservoir site is noted.  

RS-3 The commenter suggests that the District build a single access road to the New Leland 
Pressure Zone Reservoir. As stated in DEIR p. 2-86, four potential construction access 
routes are being considered.  

RS-4 The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has informed EBMUD in a letter 
dated September 22, 2005 that the State’s Park and Ride lot was not designed to handle 
heavy loads and traffic. They are also concerned that construction access through the park 
and ride would disrupt the operation of the lot and therefore, informed EBMUD that a 
separate access road is required. 

RS-5 Proceeding along the side of the freeway until the road reaches the current proposed 
Caltrans access road is not feasible. The only flat space between the travel lanes of 
Highway 680 and the adjacent slope is the shoulder of the highway. It is unlikely, given 
safety concerns that Caltrans would consent to operating the freeway without a shoulder.  

 There is also not enough space between the traveled lanes of the freeway and the access 
road for trucks to make that turn up the access road. Vehicles that are traveling north on 
the freeway only have to make a 45 degree turn to exit the freeway and head up the 
access road. This is a feasible maneuver and is the route contemplated in the DEIR for 
route C. Vehicles that would be traveling south on a road parallel to the freeway would 
have to make a 145 degree turn to head up the access road. The type of trucks required to 
haul dirt from the site require a 60 foot turning radius that is not available between the 
freeway and the existing access road.   

RS-6 Caltrans has informed us that access to and from the site via I-680 is prohibited. 
Subsequent discussions indicate that there could be some flexibility with vehicles leaving 
the freeway. Negotiations with Caltrans are ongoing. 

RS-7 EBMUD will need to negotiate with Caltrans to purchase the portion of the reservoir site 
that is owned by the State of California. Purchasing the land and enlarging the park and 
ride area will be investigated with Caltrans. Please also refer to Section 2.1.3, Master 
Response on EBMUD Obligations to Comply with Local Ordinances, Obtain Local 
Agency Approvals and Permits, and Pay Local Agency Fees for additional response 
pertinent to this comment. 
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2. Comments and Responses 
Individual Comments and Responses 

RS-8 Site-specific traffic issues will be evaluated in a separate project-level EIR to be prepared 
for the New Leland Pressure Zone Reservoir. Preparation of a traffic control plan would 
be a mitigation measure in that EIR and could be developed during the construction phase 
of the project. With implementation of mitigation measures similar to Measure 3.8-1 in 
the DEIR, identified for the project level elements, impacts to traffic and circulation 
could be reduced. 

RS-9 Implementation of mitigation measures similar to Measure 3.8-7 (DEIR p. 3.8-23) would 
require road conditions to be documented for all routes that will be used by project 
related vehicles. Roads damaged by construction will be restored to equal to their 
condition before the construction began. 
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                                    Via Email @ wttip@ebmud.com and nharlow@ebmud.com & U.S. Mail 
 
 
September 8, 2006 
 
Ms. Nora Harlow, Community Affairs Rep. 
Ms. Judy Zavadil, Senior Project Manager 
WTTIP, MS #701. EBMUD 
P.O. Box 24055 
Oakland, CA 94623 
 
Subject: Proposed Access to the New Leland Reservoir  
 
Dear Ms. Harlow & Ms. Zavadil, 
 
As a resident and owner at 11 Sugarloaf Terrace, Alamo, CA (corner house between Sugarloaf 
Drive and Sugarloaf Terrace), we are quite disturbed to learn, upon receipt of your notification 
letter on August 27th, 2006, that EBMUD inadvertently omitted notifying our neighborhood that 
our streets (Route B) are being considered as one of the construction access route for the new 
reservoir. 
 
The thought of heavy construction vehicles, reservoir’s building equipment/supplies, construction 
workers’ vehicles, etc. on our narrow streets for this possible two-year project is unacceptable to 
us.   We would be very concerned for the safety of the five year old in our household and other 
young children in our neighborhood going out to the front of the house to bike, play, or walk to 
and from school because of the dangers that will be imposed upon them on a daily basis from the 
construction trucks and other vehicle traffic. 
 
The Sugarloaf Streets are private roads and our neighborhood is responsible for the maintenances 
of its streets.  The constant construction traffic, estimated at over 170 vehicles per day, 
comprising of heavy construction trucks, vehicles, etc., over a possible two-year span, will 
eventually cause premature wear and tear and damages to our roads.  Along with this, the safety 
concerns for all the neighborhood children, the neighborhood’s ingress and egress to and from 
work, our narrow streets will not be able to accommodate this nightmarish construction truck 
traffic situation.   
 
In addition to the above, environmentally, we cannot tolerate the fact that our clean and peaceful 
ambience of this upscale neighborhood will be disrupted by the noise, dust and debris from the 
construction traffic.  
 
Please let it be known that as part of the Sugarloaf residence, we hereby deny any and all 
permission for construction access to our streets (Route B) now and in the future. 
 
Yours very truly, 
 
 
Richard & Susan Yau 
Owners  
11 Sugarloaf Terrace 
Alamo, CA  94507 
(925) 935-6853 
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2. Comments and Responses  
 

2.91  Richard and Susan Yau 
Please note that the New Leland Pressure Zone Reservoir is examined at program level of detail 
in the WTTIP EIR. EBMUD is committed to engaging in a project-level EIR at an appropriate 
date in the future. Refer to Section 2.1.6, Master Response on the New Leland Pressure Zone 
Reservoir Alternatives, for more information. 

RSY-1 The comment notes that EBMUD failed to directly notify Sugarloaf area residents of 
the public meetings for the proposed Leland Pressure Zone Reservoir Project.  

 EBMUD acknowledges that the Sugarloaf area residents were not individually notified 
of the public meeting for the proposed Leland Pressure Zone Reservoir Project, along 
with many other landowners, and regrets that this occurred. After this lack of individual 
notice was discovered, a letter describing the proposed project was sent to the 
Sugarloaf area residents on August 24, 2006.  Although it is not required by CEQA, 
EBMUD endeavors to individually notify landowners directly impacted by District 
projects where possible.  EBMUD places great value on community involvement. 

RSY-2 The commenter indicates that the Sugarloaf neighborhood roads are private roads unfit 
for use as access routes for construction of the New Leland Pressure Zone Reservoir in 
accordance with Option B (DEIR p. 2-86). The comment also notes that construction 
impacts would result in premature wear on road surfaces and for these reasons says that 
permission for construction access will be denied.  

 The New Leland Pressure Zone Reservoir is discussed at a program level of analysis in 
the DEIR (see Table S-2, DEIR p. S-5). The reservoir construction and the associated 
construction access routes will be analyzed in-depth subsequent in a later project-level 
EIR. EBMUD will consider these comments indicating that Option B may not be a 
feasible access route to the preferred reservoir site as part of the analysis in that EIR. 

RSY-3 See Response RSY-2. 

RSY-4 See Responses RSY-2 and DCAY-5. 

RSY-5 See Response RSY-2. 
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