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Placer County
Water Agency

COMMENT CARD
PLACER COUNTY WATER AGENCY/U.S. BUREAU OF RECLAMATION

PCWA AMERICAN RIVER PUMP STATION AND RIVER RESTORATION PROJECT
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
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Bay Area Trails Preservation Council

November 6, 2001

American River Pump Station Project
Draft EIS/EIR Comments

Surface Water Resources, Inc.

2031 Howe Avenue

Suite 110

Sacramento, CA 95825

I am writing on behalf of the members of the Bay Area Trails Preservation Council.
While the majority of our members reside in counties that make up the greater San
Francisco Bay Area, we actively and routinely frequent recreational areas in the Gold
Country hiking, horseback riding, mountain biking and pursuing various water sports

The Auburn/Cool area is an especially popular destination, being only a couple hours
drive from most Bay Area communities. The news that recreation in this area could
experience severe restrictions due to the proposed project caused us great concern

The presence of the Western States Trail alone draws a large number of individuals.
Many of the participants of both the Western States run and the Tevis Cup ride reside in
the Bay Area. They condition and train on the Westerns States Trail year round.

We urge you to take whatever steps are necessary to minimize any impact on currect A. Please refer to Master Response 3.1.1, Auburn-to-Cool Trail

A recreational opportunities. This is an important and prime recreation destination for a
large part of Northern California.

Most Sincerely\
Al

President

P.0. Box 153
Corte Madera, CA 94076

American River Pump Station Project C2-122
e Response to Comments

June 10, 2002
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Final EIS/EIR

A. Adiscussion of the assumptions, limitations, and simplifications inherent in the modeling
A D G techniques utilized in the fish resources impact analyses can be found in the Draft
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME EIS/EIR (pages 3-57 and 3-58).
nttp:/ ww Agov
@ Modeling represents the traditional approach to analyzing complex, long-term water
distribution issues in California, but the modeling outputs can only serve as planning
tools. The modeling outputs used in the Draft EIS/EIR analyses can be used only for
November 8. 9004 comparative purposes, in which the relative potential impacts of two management
actions (alternatives) can be evaluated. As stated in the Draft EIS/EIR (pg. 357),
modeling outputs used in the analyses are not intended for predicting actual river
T conditions at specific locations at specific times. Therefore, the implication in the
r. ar Maiscr . . . . . " .
okacon o Blrabeic Aliis comment that validation of modeling outputs with actual future river conditions is
Placer C?l-”": ;‘-:”j;f-'Aqr‘-"ﬂ‘:* inconsistent with the intended use of model ouputs solely as comparison of alternative
Auburn, California 95604 operational scenarios.
Dear Messrs. Hall and Miasch B. The PROSIM and the water temperature models utilized in the impact analysis in the
T ke U5 Gl 40 e i PYiosE Colanty WMAer Agenioy Alidoan Draft EIS/EIR use mean monthly flows and water temperatures. The models do not
River Pump Station Project Draft Environmental Impact StatementEnvironmental allow for the quantification of daily flow and water temperature changes. While a model
s it reroe iy A i (s (38 Eowing temal e using daily timesteps may provide a greater degree of sensitivity, at this time, such a
N S _ _ model does not exist. Therefore, the flow and water temperature models are not
e e e e S intended to predict actual conditions which may exist under a project scenario. Rather,
reservoir storage, and the efforts m‘jmese i_:'nangr;es & environmental the PROSIM and water temperature models are employed to provide a “relative index”
0 neters. H syer, there is n SCLS | limitati . . . . . .
el gl hrde el e i ki IO for the potential impacts of two separate project scenarios. Biases are equal among
the influence of modeiing limitations on the conclusions reached about alternatives and therefore allow the public and decision-makers to make meaningful
po! significant project-related impacts, such as changes in water . . . . s
temperature and early-ife stage anadromous fish survival comparisons of alternatives. A description of the model assumptions, limitations, and
A he document should include a discussion of the limitations, simplifications can be found in the Draft EIS/EIR on pages 3-57 and 3-58.
assumptions and simplifications inherent in the models usad.
1f the medels have the capability of reporting potential error, then i
thi Informa e shouikd b Incaded i £ha docuaent along wil The PROSIM and temperature models represent the best tool available and an
luation of the influence of such error on the conclusions accepted method of comparing potential actions and alternatives. For example,
rurapishchoy aabinnliy il pemg o g RRET resource agencies utilize similar monthly timestep models in their analyses of potential
should include a discussion on how the models will be or have impacts when preparing biological opinions. In addition, USFWS recently utilized a
been validatad . . . . . .
i PROSIM modeling technique to evaluate water resources impacts in the Trinity River
Mainstem Fishery Restoration DEIS/EIR.
The use of monthly timestep models is appropriate for the discussion of impacts in a
comparative manner. Creating an entirely new approach, or to have analyzed impacts
. e in an entirely qualitative fashion would not have been sufficient. Absent any suggested
Conserving (aliformia’s Wikdlife Since 1370 better method, the extensive modeling of the project scenarios is adequate for the
NEPA and CEQA-related impact assessments of the Proposed Project and alternatives.
The materials and analysis presented in the Draft EIS/EIR utilize the best available
scientific information and methodologies to assess potential project-related impacts.
American River Pump Station Project C2-123 Response to Comments

June 10, 2002
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z The draft EIS/EIR report evaluates all project-refated changes to water
temperature and water flow in terms of mean monthly values. Mean
maonthly values can obscure potentially significant vanations in both
parameters

B hidr, g s Stk -begh e St s B C. Clarification regarding the impact and environmental protection measures
OfF potential project Impac . . . X R R
gl b summary table is provided in the Final EIS/EIR, Chapter 2.0, Description of
P e . . . .
it should be used to evaluate and compare Alternatives. This change does not alter the conclusions presented in the
and conclusions about project cts on th
critical life stages of the .e._nc‘;‘ic.-s of coﬁcerr‘-!.ec e e Draft EIS/EIR
R ’:ﬁa:,E':éo;j;;j.;’::.?s‘;‘;’;';jﬁf:f_if;gr‘zf‘:;’;‘: D. The goal presented in the Draft EIS/EIR (pg. 3-16, paragraph 1) is not
c do as incucing all easonably foreseeabie fuure actons correct. The actual goal of the lower American River Flow Management Plan
a probable future projects. The term should be defined here

is to increase the minimum release requirement for the river in conjunction

A o with establishing an adaptive management process for Folsom Reservoir and
goal is to develop a flow release pattern . . . H

, matches the needs of anadromous fish, which need lower American River operations, geared toward the protection and

S| water in the fall and are not present in the American River in

D 1% ol enhancement of fish species of priority management concern. Chapter 3.0,
Steelhead are present in the rive round. This fact should be i i | i
byt e o it Section ?).3.2.1, Hydrologlc Eramewgrk, Lower American River, (pages 3-15
salmon, to 3-16) includes this correction. This change does not alter the conclusions
Fage 3-43, paragraph 2. "PCWA return flows at the confluence between presented in the Draft EIS/EIR

American and SHLFGIHEHIO R:W\r would alter the water balance
Y result in a reduction of required Folsom Reservoir

E
/A return flows are via the Natomas East Main Canal to the . . s . .
Natomas Cross Canal, which retums to the Sacramento River just E. Information regarding PCWA'’s return flows has been corrected in the Final
Downstream of her River r ) i i - . .
wnetream ofthe Feather River not the American River confluence. EIS/EIR, Chapter 3.0, Section 3.4, Water Supply. This change does not
alter the conclusions presented in the Draft EIS/EIR.
American River Pump Station Project C2-124 Response to Comments
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Mr. Rod Hall

Mr. Einar Maisch
November 8, 2001
Fage 3

auestions about these comments or require additional information,
Vyverberg, Engineering Geologist-Fisheries Engineering Program, at

Sincerely,

M s

Larry \.":')eek. Chief
Native Anadromous Fish and Watershed Branch

The Resources Agency
Tim Ramirez
1416 Ninth Street, Suite 1311
Sacramento, Ca. 95814

Department of Fish and Game
Sacramento Valley and Central Sierra Region
Banky Curtis
John Hiscox
1701 Nimbus Road
Rancho Cordova, Ca. 95670

Depariment of i ish and Game
Headquarters
Diana Jacobs, Directorate
Gail Newton, NAFWB
Jim Steele, NAFWB
Kris Vyberberg, NAFWB
1418 Ninth Street, 12" Floor
Sacramento, Ca. 85814

Department of Parks and Recreation
Goldfields District
Jim Michaels
1416 Ninth Streat
Sacramento, Ca. 95814

American River Pump Station Project
Final EIS/EIR

C2-125

Response to Comments
June 10, 2002
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Mr. Red Hal

Mr. Einar Maisch
November 8, 2001
Page 4

Department of Water Resources
HMeadguarte

Jonas

nton, Deputy Director

F.0. Box 942835
Sacramento, Ca. 84514

American River Pump Station Project

Final EIS/EIR

C2-126

Response to Comments
June 10, 2002
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State of California * The R Agehry Gray Davis, Governor

' DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION Rusty Areias, Director

Gold Fields District

7806 Folsom Aubum Road

Folsom, CA 95630

(916) 988-0205, FAX (916) 988-9062

November 9, 2001

Red Hall, Environmental Specialist
Bureau of Reclamation

7794 Folsom Dam Road

Folsom, CA 95630-1799

Einar Maisch, Director of Strategic Affairs
Placer County Water Agency

144 Ferguson Road

Auburn, CA 95604

Re: American River Pump Station Project — Draft EIS/EIR Comments
Dear Sirs,

The Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) has reviewed the draft EIS/EIR for the
American River Pump Station Project. The Department supports the Proposed Project,
the Mid-Channel Diversion, which meets all three of the project purposes. Those
purposes are: 1.) Installing a permanent pump facility for Placer County Water Agency
(PCWA); 2.) Eliminating the hazard of the diversion tunnel; And 3.) allowing for all pre-
Auburn Dam construction beneficial uses of the de-watered section of river by restoring
the river to it's historic channel.

The Department does have some specific concerns regarding the proposed project and
the information and analysis in the draft EIS/EIR. Attached are the specific and detailed
comments DPR has regarding this project and document. DPR has worked closely with
the lead agencies on this project to date and looks forward to working with these
agencies and the project consultants in addressing public concerns raised in the review
of this document. Please contact the District Planner Jim Micheaels at (916) 988-0513 if
you have guestions regarding these comments. Thank you.

Sincerely,

3 y&?ﬂuafi«a@ 6! M

‘J/acquline Ball
District Superintendent
Gold Fields District

American River Pump Station Project C2-127 Response to Comments
Final EIS/EIR June 10, 2002





