LO207 EBMUD

Response to comment LO207-1

Comment noted.

(:_8 EAST BAY | _‘ .
/> MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT ssxsoen s cowe Response tO comment L0207'2
FeLCY 22012 As described in Section 2B of the Draft Program EIR, the Delta

Stewardship Council does not propose or contemplate directly authorizing

LISkty Stowsersm) funcil any physical activities, including but not limited to construction or

930 Ninth Street, Suite 1500

Sacramento, CA 95814 operation of infrastructure. Rather, through the Delta Plan, the Delta
i, Teary Nacmray Stewardship Council seeks to influence the actions, activities, and/or
Dear Ms. Macaulay: projects of other agencies, the details of which would be under the

7 jurisdiction and authority of the agencies that will propose them in the

EBMUD Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report A A i R
For the Delta Plan future and conduct future environmental review. Accordingly, this EIR

makes a good faith effort to disclose the potentially significant

The East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) appreciates the opportunity to comment . !
environmental effects of the types of projects that may be encouraged by

on the Delta Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). EBMUD understands that
developing the Delta Plan is a monumental and unprecedented task for the Delta Stewardshipo207-1

Couneil (Council), and we appreciate the efforts by the Council to involve stakeholders in
this effort. We believe that there are some fundamental weaknesses in the DEIR relating td
the project definition, stated project objectives, and other components of the analysis. This|

the Delta Plan. Impacts on each of the potentially affected resources areas
are analyzed at a program level in Sections 3 through 21 of the DEIR and
RDEIR. Please refer to Master Response 2.

letter elaborates on a few broad concerns below, and we have also attached a matrix that
includes specific technical comments.

. Response to comment LO207-3

Please refer to Master Responses 1 and 2.

The Project Description and Statement of Project Objectives in the DEIR is
Inconsistent and Indefinite:

The “project” at issue is the adoption of a comprehensive, long-term management plan for
the Delta, consistent with the Delta Reform Act. This is stated clearly and accurately on Page
1-13, line 27, of the DEIR (“The discretionary action that will be considered by the Councjl
is the adoption of the Delta Plan.”). There may be alternative means of developing a Della
Plan that is comprchensive and long-term and meets the Delta Reform Act requirements, But, 4,455
it is important to recognize that the development and adoption of the Delta Plan is the actign
that the Couneil is reviewing in the DEIR. Although the DEIR repeatedly notes that the
Couneil has no direct authority to construct, own, or operate any [facilities contemplated in
the Delta Plan, the DEIR provides many details on specific projects that “could” be
implemented by other entities, and further speculates on their impacts. The result is a
confusing document that does not distinguish between actions that will result from
implementation of the Delta Plan versus actions that are independent from approval or
implementation of the Delta Plan.

While all reasonably foreseeable components of a project should be included in the project
description, uncertain future activities and actions that are speculative and dependent on the
independent decision-making of other agencies are not properly part of the project

description. A more clear and precise description of the activity being undertaken by the

—L0207-3
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Council would enhance the uscfulness of the DEIR. Lacking this, it is difficult to discern
underlying objective of the proposed project or alternatives, the physical impacts, or the
means to mitigate those impacts.

The DEIR Improperly States and Evaluates the Project Impacts:

The Council is not empowered to undertake or require other agencies to undertake many off

the actions discussed and cvaluated in the DEIR. As recognized in the document, most of

(—L0207-3

N

these actions will be undertaken by other state and local agencies pursuant to other state laj§g207-4

regardless of whether or not the proposed project — adoption of the Delta Plan — takes placg.

Several of the actions discussed in detail are also already underway. The DEIR confuses

future decisions and actions and “project types™ that will be undertaken by other state and
local agencies pursuant to separate legal authorities and separate decision-making with thg
action that the Council is proposing to undertake. =]

By including many existing and potential projects that the Council has no direct authority
require or cause to occur, the project description language in Section 2 and the impacts
discussion in the sections that follow, overstate the action being considered and as a result,
fail to provide a meaningful analysis of the impacts of the project the Council is considerin
Among other issues, the discussion fails to recognize that the co-equal goals and the
articulated objectives inherent in these goals exist independent of the Delta Plan according
the language of the Delta Reform Act. These are state policies that are to be promoted and
furthered by the Delta Plan, but they are not put in motion by the Council’s actions. The
same is true of existing water quality laws, regulations, and plans, as well as the laws and
regulations promoting conservation, recycling, and other actions.

Because of the overly broad description of the proposed project in Section 2A, the discuss}

of impacts focuses on projects and environmental impacts that are not a direct or even
indirect impact of the development and adoption of the Delta Plan. Onc example is the
discussion of the North Bay Alternative Intake Project in Section 2.2.3.1. The document

2.

|- Lo207-5
to

on

acknowledges that the Department of Water Resources (DWR) is currently evaluating this| | 5507.5

project and that DWR will likely make a determination separate from any recommendation.
included in the Delta Plan. The impacts of the intake project thus are not a direct or indireg

S
t

impacts will be evaluated and alternatives considered regardless of the adoption of the Delta

Plan.

Most of the treatment plants and other projects discussed in Section 2 will similarly proceg
depending on their need, feasibility, and economic viability. While these decisions and thd
determinations regarding the need for these projects and the feasibility or desirability of
alternatives may be guided by the Delta Plan, the determinations as to whether to undertak
these projects will be made separately from any recommendations in the Delta Plan,
particularly since the adoption of the Delta Plan will not provide a direct source of funding
for these projects and the Council’s role will be limited to that of an appellate body. As a

impact of the adoption of the Delta Plan and, as with other actions discussed in the DE[R,‘+he

td

—L0207-7

Response to comment L0207-4

Please refer to Master Response 2.

Response to comment LO207-5

This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.

Response to comment LO207-6

Please refer to Master Response 2.

Response to comment L0207-7

Please refer to Master Response 2.
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result, the DEIR’s discussion of these projects in Section 2 and the sections that follow is
misleading. il
With respect to projects to promote local and regional reliance, the DEIR appears to presufne
that many planned recycling and conservation projects may not occur absent the adoption
and implementation of the Delta Plan, even though there are existing statutory and regulatpry
provisions prompting these actions. This presumption that the projects would not occur

absent the adoption of the Delta Plan allows the DEIR to conclude that the “influence” of (&®207-8
Delta Plan and its policies and recommendations will result in the undertaking of these
projects, and that will result in reduced reliance on the Delta. This questionable logic is
present throughout the DEIR as it refers to the Delta Plan’s likelihood of influencing and
“nudging” projects forward (see, e.g., page 2B-2, lines 4-27). ul

A more conservative approach to CEQA would avoid overstating the influence of the Del

Plan. The unsupported conclusions regarding the impacts of the adoption of the Delta PI

make it difficult to understand both the environmental effects that can be expected to result if

the action at issue is undertaken, and the proper means for the Council or other entities to | p207-9
mitigate the effect of the action. This type of unwarranted speculation is discouraged und

CEQA because it does not present a meaningful program-level evaluation that allows eith¢r

the action agencies or the public to understand and evaluate potential environmental

consequences,

The DEIR Improperly Describes the No Project Alternative and Its Impacts:

On page 2A-67, the DEIR states that the No Project Alternative includes physical
activitics/projects that are permitted and funded at this time, and the list of projects includés
new intakes/diversions for the Freeport Regional Water Authority. The Freeport Regional [~+0207-10
Water Project is permitted and completed, and use of this project by the Freeport Regional
Water Authority members is properly part of the baseline. As recognized in the DEIR, it wi
continue in existence under the No Project Alternative scenario, but this is because it is a
permitted and completed project.

There is no clear differentiation between the projects included in the discussion of the No
Project Alternative and those included in the discussion of impacts and the discussion of
cumulative effects. The discussion and evaluation of the No Project Alternative should be
addressing many of the plans and projects discussed in the impacts section as those are likgly
to advance even without the adoption of the Delta Plan, particularly over the 30-year
timeframe of the DEIR. While the projects eliminated from the No Project discussion may
not be included in existing, short-term plans, evolving regulatory requirements and other
factors still make it likely these projects could be pursued even without the adoption of the
Delta Plan. The impact of the No Project Alternative is that there will not be a
comprehensive, long-term plan to guide actions and decision-making by other agencies with
regard to the Delta and projects undertaken in the Delta. It does not mean, however, that the
actions to promote water quality, enhance local supplies, or otherwise further the co-equal

—L0207-11

Response to comment LO207-8

For purposes of disclosing the potentially significant environmental
impacts of the Delta Plan, this EIR conservatively assumes that the
indirect impacts of projects or types of projects encouraged by the Delta
Plan will occur. Please refer to Master Response 2.

Response to comment L0207-9

Please refer to Master Response 2.

Response to comment LO207-10

The No Project Alternative considers reasonably foreseeable plans or
projects that have been approved. The Freeport Regional Water Authority
project was not operational at the time of the publication of the Notice of
Preparation in December 2010. Therefore, this project is included in the
No Project Alternative and cumulative analysis, but not the existing
conditions.

Response to comment L0207-11

As described on page 2A-67 and Section 2.3.2 of the Draft Program EIR
and as required by CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(e), the No Project
Alternative, consists of the environment if no Delta Plan is adopted and
assumes that existing relevant plans and policies would continue. The No
Project Alternative also includes physical activities and projects that are
permitted and funded at this time. The analysis of the No Project
Alternative in Sections 3 through 21 of the DEIR and RDEIR assumes all
of these conditions. The No Project Alternative does not include future
projects that would require future studies, environmental documentation,
or permitting, including projects encouraged by the proposed Delta Plan or
one of the alternatives.
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Lo207-11

goals neeessarily will not be undertaken or that policies and regulatory requirements seeking

to promote the co-equal goals will not be carried forward.

The DEIR suggests that the No Project Alternative will result in fewer local conservation find

recycling projects than the Proposed Project alternative, but there is litfle explanation of the
basis for this conclusion. It should be noted that as a result of the enactment and

implementation of SB X7 7, local agencies will sponsor and construct conservation and
recycling projects, regardless of whether or not the Proposed Project alternative is =
implemented. The DEIR mentions this statute, but does not adequately discuss the impact$ 1
will have on its own. To the extent that these projects are not a feasible and cost-effective
means of meeting water demand and complying with SB X7 7, they will not be undertakes,
regardless of the development and adoption of the Delta Plan. We appreciate that the Delta
Plan will promote or encourage these projects, but it will not cause them to oceur.

The DEIR Does Not Sufficiently Discuss Alternative 2:

Alternative 2, as described on pg 2A-69, involves “sharply decreased water exports from th
Delta and its watershed to areas that receive Delta water (limited to a maximum of 3 milliol
acre-feetiyear. . . . It invelves more water supply projects in the form of new or expanded
groundwaler storage, ocean desalination plants, and water treatment plants. It involves mo
water efficiency and conservation.”

The DEIR does not explain or demonstrate how this alternative is feasible or consistent with
the project objectives and the Delta Reform Act, and any detailed evaluation of this

alternative is not possible without a more detailed description. No explanation is provided off

LO207-12
t

L]

how the 3 million acre-feet/year (3 MAF/yr) export limitation would be imposed by area, | 10207-13

water diverter, water year type or over what time. Therefore, impacts simply cannot be
assessed.

Policy ER P1 in the Draft Delta Plan, which calls for the State Water Resources Control

Board to implement revised flow objectives in the Delta by June 2014, presumably would be

the means to effectuate the 3 MAF/yr export limitation. However, no other explanation for

the reason for the action or its feasibility or consistency with the project objectives is offered.

Constructing replacement facilities, such as desalination and water recycling plants to offsef
sharply reduced exports may not be technically feasible in that timeframe. Whether basic
health and safety needs could be met in export areas affected by this limitation and timing ig
unknown. The severity of this alternative must be understood to rationalize impacts, and no
supporting analysis is provided by the DEIR. J

Any Discussion of DCC Operations Should Address Mokelumne Salmonids:

Section 4, page 4-42, discusses impacts of operations of the Delta Cross Channel (DCC) on
Sacramento River juvenile salmonids. The entire discussion is excessively focused on
Sacramento River origin fish, and there is no corresponding discussion of the impacts on

~LO207-14

Response to comment L0207-12

Please refer to response to comment LO207-11. The Delta Stewardship
Council agrees that the Delta Plan will encourage local conservation and
water recycling projects through the proposed policies and
recommendations to reduce reliance on the Delta and improve regional
self reliance, which may indirectly have significant environmental
impacts, but will not directly cause such impacts to occur.

Response to comment L0207-13

The selection of a reasonable range of alternatives to be analyzed in the
EIR was informed by comments to the Delta Stewardship Council from
agencies, organizations and the public, including several environmental
interest groups. Alternative 2 does not represent one specific proposal.
Alternative 2 assumes that water users located in the area outside of the
Delta that use Delta water will replace the loss of Delta exports by taking
actions to conserve water and to use water more efficiently, by water
transfers, and by developing local and regional water supplies including
recycled water, groundwater treatment, ocean desalination, and/or local
storage facilities. Alternative 2 reduces reliance on Delta water supplies
further than the proposed Delta Plan. However, reduced reliance on Delta
water supplies could increase the need for implementation of new and/or
expanded local and regional water supplies to serve agricultural and
municipal and industrial water users in the San Joaquin Valley, San
Francisco Bay Area, Central Coast, and Southern California areas.
Alternative 2 would have more emphasis than the proposed Delta Plan on
development of water quality objectives and Total Maximum Daily Loads,
and this could result in an increased level of construction of facilities to
meet the developed water quality objectives. Alternative 2 could result in
less levee construction due to floodplain expansion than the proposed
Delta, but more construction activities in the Delta to relocate structures
from the floodplain. Please refer to Master Responses 2 and 3.

Response to comment LO207-14

Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of
impacts and determination of significance.
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—L0207-14
salmonids originating from eastside Delta tributaries, i.e. Mokelumne, Cosumnes, and
Calaveras Rivers. Operation of the DCC gates has the potential to significantly impact
juvenile salmonids originating from eastside tributaries, especially if the DCC is operated a
part of a through Delta conveyance proposal. Any discussion of the project background
involving the DCC operations sheuld include a thorough discussion of impacts on juvenile
salmonids originating from the eastside tributaries, including the Mokelumne River.

The DEIR Should Address Potential Impacts to EBMUD’s Mokelumne Aqueducts:

Even though there is detailed discussion of other related issues, the DEIR does not assess
potential impacts on EBMUD's Mokelumne Aqueducts. To the extent that the DEIR is
assuming that the Delta Plan will cause the actions and impacts discussed in the document|to
occur, impacts to these important water supply structures should be listed and considered.
The alternatives are conceptual and do not provide the level of detail needed to fully assesg if

the alternatives favorably or negatively impact the flood risk to EBMUD’s aqueducts, [ “02071%
Alternative 1A specifically describes improvements to major waterways, presumably thosg in

the vicinity of the aqueducts. Alternatives 1B, 2 and 3 are less clear, and may not include gny
significant improvements. In addition to flood risk impacts, each alternative that might
involve levee improvements in the vicinity of the Mokelumne Aqueducts will likely also
have temporary or permanent impacts to the aqueduct supports, crossings, ete. Although thi
is a program-level EIR, the possibility of such impacts should at least be acknowledged.

@

The primary purpose of CEQA is to inform agencies and the public as to the potential
environmental effects and feasible alternatives of their projects before they commit to them,
so that they can ensure that these impacts are mitigated to the extent feasible. Unfortunately,
the DEIR. fails to provide a basis for the Council, or other state and local agencies and
interested persons, to have any real understanding of what the environmental consequences
of the adoption of the Delta Plan might be. - 1L0207-16

=

EBMUD commends you and your stalT for the work that has been completed. We recognize
the substantial complexily of this task and hope that our comments can help to guide the

process to a more understandable and effective CEQA compliance document. If you have
any questions about the comments in this letter or the attached matrix, please contact Doug
Wallace at (510) 287-1370. =

Sincerely,

M/&-/

Alexander R. Coate
General Manager

ARC:DW:PGS

Amachment

Response to comment L0O207-15

Section 20 of the EIR stated that implementation of the proposed Delta
Plan and the alternatives could result in the unintentional damage to or
disruption of underground utilities as a result of trenching, augering, or
other ground disturbing activity. The specific locations of these activities
are not known at this time.

Response to comment LO207-16

Comment noted.
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East Bay Municipal Utility District Comments
Delta Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report

Remmmt-ndnd l‘{|l|b

| | Starting on this ine and throughout the DEIR, replace ‘recycled
| waslowater” with “recyeled waler”,

| Discussion

| “Recycled water” is the term commanly refurenced: u%%

| wastewater” 1$ nol wrlmmnl) il:ud

Recommend (ltkun;, the fulluwmg Many-urhan-conmunitieshave | This stalement |saj,cncmllz¢tmn abou specific typedof recycled |

been-rehuetintto-mplomentreoveling-om-larze-scale-due o the

eostandeomtinity opinions about-he reuse-of wistewter

Pg2A-2l

waler projects - primarily indireet potable water use,

To the extent that a delailed discussion is included, Section 2.2.1.5

| should be modified to separate the discussion of recycled water

| .
projects and slormwaler projects,

|
PQWI
.Tuhluﬁ-i
| Pa2A92
| fines I-] ]1
Pg, i) ’
lines 30 - 11
anil
fontnotes |
&2

PgIlL |
lincs4 & 5
Pe3ds, |
lines 243

P,
ling 4

| Edit text o indicate that the F reeport Rummul Water Project “w,
completedin 2011

The discussion of recycled water projects should be separale
from the discussion of stormwater projects. [is conflsing lo

L0207-18|

lump the two types of projeets together as the regulatpnb @307-19
these types of projects and the infrastructure to implegient them
are different.

Delee he Freeport Regional Water Autharity project from the

| Table 2-5.

| Delee the Freeport Regionsl Water Authority }"roy,c | from (his
| seetion.

| considered & part of the baseline,
| The Freeport project was completed in 2011 and shou dt}bm 51

l"&zm 0

The Freeport project was completed in 2011 and shorld

considered & part of the baseline,

[ Delete the ollow ing sentence and associate footnotes | and 2

" Agcncws undertaking covered actions must incorporate these
measures' into their projects or plans in order for any such covered
action o be consisient with the Delta Plan "

Similar o noncovered actions, the DSC lacks the aul ity to
require other agencies to adopt any particular miigatipn |
measures even for covered actions, particularly to thejgxtent that
potential inypacts have been nitigated to & level that i less than
significant. The Delta Reform Act does not autherize fhe DSC fo
develop a Delta Plan Policy requiring incarporation o%«iinmlﬂi
miligation messures into covered actions in order for fhe covered |
detion 1o be congistent with the Delta Plan.

This section should be revised to acknowledge that th
appropriate lead agency would implement mitigation easures
for projects as required under existing law.

Revise the second sentence (o delete the term “major.” (ie. “ltisa
major tributary to the Delta,”)

The Freeport project was fully completed and operat mw o7- 23i
2011,

The Mokelumne River generally contributes = 2.5%df Delta
inflows, a small contribution as compared to the Sacrfmento
River (62% of Delta inflow) or the San Joaguin Riverj U267 -24
Delta inflow). (Sacramento San Joaguin Delta Atlas, [DWR,

1993)

Inser the following text: “owned and operated by PGAE'”

L0207-25

Response to comment LO207-17

The term "recycled wastewater" was used throughout the Draft Program
EIR to distinguish between the term "recycled stormwater." Both water
supplies could be considered to be in total, "recycled water."

Response to comment L0207-18

Comment noted. Many of the recent Urban Water Management Plans
submitted to DWR indicate that there is a reluctance to implement large-
scale recycled water programs due to cost; however, the requested change
would not affect the evaluation of impacts and determination of
significance.

Response to comment LO207-19

Due to the programmatic approach of this analysis in the EIR, the
discussion of both recycled wastewater and recycled stormwater were
combined.

Response to comment LO207-20

The Freeport Regional Water Authority project was not operational on
December 10, 2010, when the Notice of Preparation for this Program EIR
was published; therefore, the Freeport Regional Water Authority project
was not part of the existing conditions.

Response to comment L0207-21

Please refer to response to comment LO207-20.

Response to comment L0207-22

This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.

Response to comment LO207-23

Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of
impacts and determination of significance.

Response to comment L0207-24

Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of
impacts and determination of significance.



Response to comment L0207-25

Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of impacts
and determination of significance.



Pg, line # Recommended Exit

Pgd-25,

Jing §

Pgd25,
[ne?
[P35,
| line 8

Py 305,
lines 9-12

Pe3 s,
line 7

P 3-35,
lin: 7

Insert the following sentence afler "began operation in 1963
*Salt Springs is the larges! single compannit of a network of

reservoirs in the upper Mokelumne River thal an L FLd
operated by PGEE. The re mmg_rmnrmm the PG&E system

| have an additional capacity ol 80400 aero-feet”

Textshould be conectd as follows: “Pardee, completed in 1929,

| has a licensed storage capacity of 209.909 209,950 aere-feet,”

—— RIS

Discussion

Although Salt Springs reservoir is PG&E's largest servoir n s |
nétwork of upper Mokelumne reservoirs, PG&E's 1gtal reservoir

storage capacity on the upper Mokelumne is nearly 22,360 i
feet,

=

Although the physical wp.ﬂ.ih of areservoir hﬁy 135
time, the lieensed storage capacity of Pardee is 209950, i‘I.CI’VILLl. .

Text should be corrcted as follows: “Camanche Reservoir, with a
current storage capacity of 436860 417,120 acre-foet, is
| downsream of Pardee Dam.”

Camanche Reservoir was originally constructed wi 3 ,l,lomy.
capacity o 431,500 acre-foel, bl s curren! storagercbAdRy 28
417,120 gere-feet,

Moify the ex! as follows: “Water s exported from the Mokehumne

Pardee Reservoir to provide water su

and obligations 1o downstre; rean diverters.”

The aqueducts should be correetly identfied as the Wokelumne |

average, supplies more than 90 percent...

River watershed to the EBMUD serviee area via the Mokelumne | Aqueducts, not the “Mokelunine River Aqueduet.” [Also the
River Aqueducts, which receives water direatly draw from Pardee | revised text provides areater clarity and detail with fespect fo
Reservoin, Water ts-relensed-fronrComanche Reservoirto-maintain | how and why the Pardee and Camanche Reservoirs s operated.
downsireamwater requirements and-o-provide-fload proteetion-on L 1020720
the-Mokebumne-River. Camanche Reservor is operated jointly with
benefits while
maintaining downstream obligations, including stream flow
| tegulation, wafer for Iiglm'mu!um[ign habitat, flood control,
| Insert (e l‘o]lnwmg underined ex:: “Thc Mokelurine River, o1 ]
=10207-30
Edit the sentence as follows: “.. serving almestover |3 million T
~10207-31

people.”

L]

Response to comment L0207-26

Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of
impacts and determination of significance.

Response to comment LO207-27

Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of
impacts and determination of significance.

Response to comment LO207-28

Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of

impacts and determination of significance.

Response to comment L0207-29

Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of
impacts and determination of significance.

Response to comment LO207-30

Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of
impacts and determination of significance.

Response to comment LO207-31

Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of
impacts and determination of significance.



| Paf line | Recommended Edits Discussion
Pg335, | The entire paragraph should be deleted and replaced as follows: | The exisling lextis outdated and incomect, The recdmmended
lines 34-39 | A-jointconjunetive-use and-grondwaler hanking projestisbeing | revision provides a current summary of the project,

A

A (04 4 aniagea] gidt s avn aanalydod she A
tes-aresis-suible-forrechirge-und-recovery-of groundwater:
:“-'-':"'- :-\":"-:-'.C:‘.'.:'.Z‘.."Z.'I.:': i
feasibility-of this project.
“an Joaquin County, throush its Mokelumne River Water and
Power Authorily, is investigating the feasibility of a conjunetive use
project involving the storape of flood (lows & sourced from the
Mokelurane River and storing said flows i the Faster San Joaguin
Groundwater Basin (that project is temmed “The MORE WATER
Project”). The study has no formal partner ggencics, although fands
have been provided by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation to further
various feasibility efforis, Other regional-partner efforts, such asa
proposed Integrated Regional Conjunctive [se Project that includes
s participants EBMUD, various San Joaguin County waler
providers, along with Amador and Calaveras Counly water
providers, have been discussed as means (o bank wet vear flows
from the Makelumne River in the Faste 1in Groundwat
Basin. Those ¢fforts are highly concepiual in nature,”

=L

020732

Pg 351,
lines 3839

The sentence “"EBMUD cureently supplies the highest amount of
recycled water in the Bay Avea” should be replaced with the
fiollowing:

“EBMUD is currenily one of the larges! recyeled waler suppliers in
the Bay Area.”

suppliers currently, and at some times South Bay
Recyeling produces more tecyeled water than ERM

EBMUD and South Bay Water Recyeling are the I:/E:
Lt

0207-33

Response to comment L0207-32

Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of
impacts and determination of significance.

Response to comment LO207-33

Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of
impacts and determination of significance.



[l
| Pg3-31,
lines 39-4]

P31,

[ line 44

—t

B35,
[ lines 31-32

g3

lines 36-40

Pg3s
| Table 310

Pg3ss,

Table 3-10

Py 353,
Table 310

Recommended Edits

Discussion

Revise as follows:
“In 2010, approximately 38,000 acre-feat per year of recyeled water
was produced... Recyeled water production eould expand up to

| 80,000 acre-feet per year in 2015,
Revise as follows:
“The Bay Area Integrated Regional Water Management Plan
(IRWMP) was developed as part of this effort. Bay Area agencies
have also received federal funding for water recyeling projects as

om

part of Reclamation’s..”

The souree for these I||1dalo{lil|;l.ll:-1l|bur; i;*, the mucull)'-&)mpll;lud
tecycled water Bay Area survey completed by the Bay i\[ﬁ'bm-z i
Clean Water Agencies in November 2011,

Tth..yArca 'R'r}gibﬁa! Rccyc!iné-i';rﬁﬁinh] {as referegeed) 0|
longer exists,
=L0207-35

| Delete “EBMUD and the Cily of Napa are investigating
| opporiuities for graundwater banking "

This statement implies that EBMUD end the City of Napa are
considering a joint groundwater banking project. Thig L0207-36
incorrect. EBMUD is not investigating groundwater Hanking
opportunities with the Cityof Napa,

| Consider eliminating the discussion of interties in this section and
the subsequent table (Table 3-10). Tt would be clearer if the
diseussion and teble were limited to iransfer and cxchange

| dgrements,

Ts paragraph and the following table (Table 3-10)
confising because they intermingle the concepls of exthaas, -
agreements and intertics, Many of the interties referented are
intended for emergency use only.

Underthe “CCWD and CCWDY's Wholesale Costome Interies”
category, delete the following: “Emergency interties-inehuding one
wtv-water intertte-with-ERMUB-anctreated water interties
between,..”

| Also, delete the last "CCWD-EBMUD" reference in this section.

being referenced here are already correctly referenced|farther
own in the chart under the category of “EBMUD-CCHE0207-3§
Interlies.”

EBMUD 15 not a CCWD wholesele customer and the Ecﬂics

Under the “EBMUD-CCWD Intertics” category, replace the
existing text with the following:

*CCWD and EBMUD have three interties. The CCWD/EBMUD
Interconneetion Facility is a raw water intertie connection between
the Los Vaqueros Pipeline and Mokelunne Aqueduct that can
convey up to 100 mgd. Two other small treated water interties

| conncefing the CCWD and EBMUD disteibution systems can
deliverup to 10 mgd of treated water.

linsert the underlined text:

“Emergency 30-mpd trented water infertic between EBMUD and
SFPUC (via City of Hayward),

The existing fext is not accurate and should be correcthd with the |
text pravided here.

Hayward". These two small interties do exist betwee
and the City of Hayward, bul they are improperly refe
as an EBMUD-CCWD intertie

The existing fext also refers to “two small interties wi j; 'Jﬂ
EBMU

nced here

1L

F=L0207-40

Response to comment LO207-34

Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of
impacts and determination of significance.

Response to comment L0207-35

In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this
FEIR.

Response to comment LO207-36

Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of
impacts and determination of significance.

Response to comment LO207-37

In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this
FEIR.

Response to comment LO207-38

In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this
FEIR.

Response to comment LO207-39

In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this
FEIR.

Response to comment LO207-40

Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of
impacts and determination of significance.



| Pgit, line | Recommended Edits Discussion |
Pg3-101 | Add the EBMUD Urhan Water Management Plan 2010 a5 a The EBMUD UWMP 2010 includes information o substaglale
i | reference documenl, the recomtended edits, as well as other relevant information.
Pg4-42, | This scetion should be expanded to include a discussion of impacts | This section addresses impacts on juvenile salmonids fesulting
lines 33-35 o juvenile salmonids originating in thecastside Delatributares, | from operation of the Delta Cross Chamel, Howeveryitonly |
i.¢,, Mokelurne, Cosumnes, and Calaveras rivers. discusses impacts on Sacramento origin fish. Operatigm hP207-42
DCC gates during the spring can have significant advdrse impacls
) | oneastside tributary juvenile salmonids.
| Prd-d6, | Suggest deleting “Stcelhead are now maintained in the river by Although this section s largely true because historicallnative
[ lings 30-31 | hatchery releases.” runs of salmonids were climinated by toxic wastes, stdelhiead in
the river are not necessarily maintained by the fish hatthery. A
matk and recapture population survey in the river fou »—EW!XS
[ unmarked O mykiss populations, indicating that they werc not
| being “maintained” by the hatchery (all haichery steelhead are
mrked with adipose fin ¢hps). These papulations arclstill
e ‘ = considered part of the CV steelhead distinet populatigh segment.
Pad47, | Suggest contacting the Cosumnes River Preserve to determine
| ines 3140 | whether o not the lsser sandhillcrane is also known to nhabit the - L0207-44
| | Preserve and editing (he document accordingly. al
| Pg 2025, | Suggest revising the references to the Bay Area’s Regional This section references three different desalination prejects. Both
| Table 22-1 | Desalination Project (RDP), including the description in Table 22-1 | Huntinglon Beach and Carlsbad have completed EIRsfand
I and the references in the comulative impacts sections of the chapler. | Carlshad is in the construction phase. In contrast, the Ba [ﬁfﬁy-dﬁ
g RDP is still m the study phase and has not vt been idgntified as a
; project, The text should be revised to note that the RDP is in very
. carly planning skages.
| Pg. 2317, | Seet. 23.3.53.1 - Through Delia Conveyance Concepis, Diverting | The concept of diverting water “from the Mokelumne River into
| lngs 36-39 | waler “from the Mokelumne River o a tunnel under the San afunnel under the San Joaquin River to convey water flirectly 1o

Joaquin River to convey waler directly lo Middle River” requires a
| discussion of impacts and necessary miligations,

Middle River," and thence to the SWP and CVP pumping plents
would likely result in significant adverse mpacts to o nrﬁs}%ﬂ ¢
Estly |

|

Juvenile salmonids from the Mokelumne River and ad
impact the ahility of returning adult salmon to locate the
Mokelumne River, These impacts should be identified in the
DEIR and mifigaied.

Response to comment LO207-41

Comment noted. This document was not specifically used in preparation
of the EIR. However, all Urban Water Management Plans posted on the
Department of Water Resources website during preparation of the EIR
were reviewed.

Response to comment L0207-42

Please refer to response to comment LO207-14.

Response to comment LO207-43

Please refer to response to comment LO207-14.

Response to comment L0207-44

Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of
impacts and determination of significance.

Response to comment LO207-45

Comment noted.

Response to comment LO207-46

Please refer to Master Response 1.



Recommended Fdits

o line # i Discussion |
Po23-18, | Sect23.353.1 - Through Delta Conveyance Concepts. The “Delta | DEIR states; “Water would be conveyed through (i lower
lines 8-12 | Corridors" proposal is not accurately described in the DER with | Mokelumne River system and across (he San Joaqujn River fo

respect to the Mokehumne River, The Delta Corridors concept
included a connection from the Mokelumne River to the
Sacramento River in the North Della to allow Mokelumne River
fish fo migrate via the Sacranento River instead of the South and
North Forks of the Mokelumne River, (“The Delta Carridors Plan
and Its Potential Benefits”, ICF Jones & Stokes, Russ Brown, Nov.
2009,

www Jeliacouncil cagovisites/default/les/documentsfiles/ Brown_
Attachment].pd ()

Mkelumne River to mitigate fishery impacts. See
Map 9, Peint 11 onpg, 5, and point 10 on pg. 34,
Sacramento River upstream of Locke,

The DEIR should be revised fo reflect this compon
Delta Comidors proposal.

il of the

Response to comment LO207-47

The Delta Corridors Plan was described as defined in the BDCP
documents included as references in Section 23 of the EIR.
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