
 

9.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

 

 



Chapter 9.0 Cumulative Impacts  

 

9.0-1 

9.0 Cumulative Impacts 

9.1 Introduction 

Cumulative impacts are defined in CEQA Guidelines section 15355 as ―two or more 

individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound 

or increase other environmental impacts.‖   

The need for cumulative impact assessment reflects the fact that, although a project may 

cause an ―individually limited‖ or ―individually minor‖ incremental impact that, by itself, 

is not significant, the increment may be ―cumulatively considerable,‖ and thus 

significant, when viewed together with environmental changes anticipated from past, 

present, and probable future projects.  (CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15064(h) (1), 15065(c), 

15355(b).)  This formulation indicates that particular impacts may be less than significant 

on a project-specific basis but significant on a cumulative basis, because their small 

incremental contribution, viewed against the larger backdrop, is cumulatively 

considerable. 

CEQA Guidelines section 15130(b) indicates that the level of detail of the cumulative 

analysis need not be as great as for the project impact analyses, that it should reflect the 

severity of the impacts and their likelihood of occurrence, and that it should be focused, 

practical, and reasonable.  Under this section of the CEQA Guidelines, to be adequate, a 

discussion of cumulative effects must include the following elements: 

 Either (a) a list of past, present and probable future projects, including, if 

necessary, those outside the agency’s control or (b) a summary of projections 

contained in an adopted general plan or related planning document, or in a 

prior adopted or certified environmental document, which described or 

evaluated regional or area-wide conditions contributing to the cumulative 

impact, provided that such documents are referenced and made available for 

public inspection at a specified location; 

 A definition of the geographic scope of the area affected by the cumulative 

effect and a reasonable explanation for the geographic limitation used; 

 A summary of the individual projects’ expected environmental effects, with 

specific reference to additional information stating where such information is 

available; and 

 A reasonable analysis of all of the relevant projects’ cumulative impacts, with 

an examination of reasonable, feasible options for mitigating or avoiding the 

project’s contribution to such effects. 
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When conducting a cumulative impact analysis, the lead agency should generally 

undertake a two-step analysis.  The first question is whether the combined effects from 

both the proposed project and other projects would be cumulatively significant.  If the 

agency answers this inquiry in the affirmative, the second question is whether the 

proposed project’s incremental effects are cumulatively considerable.  Thus, agencies 

should not merely compare the incremental effect of a proposed project against the 

collective impacts of all other relevant projects, yielding the proposed project’s relative 

impact vis-á-vis the impacts of the other projects.  Rather, in making the first required 

inquiry, the lead agency must add the project’s incremental impact to the anticipated 

impacts of other projects. 

If a project’s incremental impact is ―cumulatively considerable,‖ then the lead agency 

should try to formulate potentially feasible mitigation measures sufficient to eliminate the 

incremental contribution or render it so small that it is no longer cumulatively 

considerable.  CEQA Guidelines section 15130(a)(3) states also that an EIR may 

determine that a project’s contribution to a significant cumulative impact will be rendered 

less than cumulatively considerable, and thus not significant, if a project is required to 

implement or fund its fair share of a mitigation measure or measures designed to alleviate 

the cumulative impact.  For some projects, the only feasible mitigation measures will 

involve the adoption of ordinances or regulations, rather than the imposition of conditions 

on a project-by-project basis.  (CEQA Guidelines, section 15130(c)). 

CEQA Guidelines, section 15130(d) authorizes lead agencies to use previously approved 

land use documents such as general plans, specific plans, and local coastal plans in 

cumulative impact analysis.  Furthermore, pertinent discussions of cumulative impacts 

contained in one or more previously certified EIRs may be incorporated by reference 

pursuant to the provisions for tiering and program EIRs.  ―No further cumulative impacts 

analysis is required when a project is consistent with a general, specific, master or 

comparable programmatic plan where the lead agency determines that the regional or 

area wide cumulative impacts of the proposed project have already been adequately 

addressed, as defined in section 15152(f), in a certified EIR for that plan.‖  (See also 

CEQA Guidelines, section 15130(e).) 

This chapter of the EIR addresses the potential cumulative impacts of the proposed 

project.  These potential cumulative impacts associated with the proposed project include 

impacts related to diverting water from the American River watershed and impacts 

associated with the beneficial use of this diverted water.  The areas that could potentially 

be served with water made available by the project are identified herein as the proposed 

project service areas.  For purposes of this EIR, it is anticipated that growth and 

development within the areas served by the proposed project will be consistent with 

growth and development allowed under the County’s General Plan Update as approved in 
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2004.  As such, this EIR incorporates by reference and relies to some degree on the 

setting information and impact analyses presented in the El Dorado County General Plan 

EIR (2004) for indirect impacts.  Where necessary to adequately meet requirements for 

CEQA compliance, that information and analysis has been supplemented and/or updated.  

This referenced document, and other documents referenced in the analysis below, is 

available for review at the offices of the El Dorado County Water Agency located at 3932 

Ponderosa Road, Suite 200, Shingle Springs, CA 95682. 

9.2 Past and Present Actions  

Significant projects have shaped the physical, natural, and socioeconomic environment of 

El Dorado County, various localities and regions of the State as well as the Central 

Valley to date.  Hydrologically, the range of actions that have covered water supply 

(including El Dorado County), Delta conveyance, flood control, water quality protection, 

refuge supply, and coordinated federal/State operations, to name but a few, has been 

significant over the years.  From an infrastructure perspective, new dams and reservoirs, 

water treatment facilities, canals, water intakes, fish screens, and other water purveyor 

facilities have also strongly influenced water resources management throughout El 

Dorado County and the various localities and regions of the State.  Finally, 

environmentally, the range of past actions is equally large, with Biological Opinions, 

joint watershed agreements, river restoration projects, SWRCB minimum flow standards, 

in-river temperature control, along with a whole suite of other environmental 

improvement efforts.  

To fully describe all of the past and present actions defining the hydrologic and 

environmental conditions that make up the CVP/SWP, its operations, as well as Sierra 

Nevada source area hydrology is far beyond the scope of this EIR.  Instead, this EIR 

offers a summary of the context within which the proposed project fits, incorporating 

background information and discussions from other documents by reference where 

appropriate.  In addition, analytical simulations, through system-wide hydrologic 

modeling, attempt to capture the primary aspects of these operations as a means of 

providing an assessment platform to evaluate potential changes to the system.  This 

modeling, through the use of the planning and operation model known as CALSIM II has 

been described previously and, its context within the cumulative impact assessment is 

discussed later in this subchapter. 

For the purposes of analyzing the potentially significant cumulative impacts of the 

proposed project, the discussion provides a brief summary of the salient State-wide 

actions that govern operational control of Folsom Reservoir, the upper American River 

basin, the lower American River, as well as the larger CVP/SWP, including the Delta.   
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9.2.1 El Dorado–SMUD Cooperation Agreement 

During the 1940's and early 1950's, SMUD filed five applications for water rights to 

develop the Upper American River Project (UARP).  Three were for non-consumptive 

hydropower uses, including two that provided for storage at Union Valley, Ice House, 

and Loon Lake Reservoirs.  Two were for consumptive municipal water supply uses.  On 

March 29, 1957, through its Decision 870, the State Water Rights Board issued permits to 

SMUD for the three hydropower applications (licenses were issued in 1965 and 1981).  

On June 28, 1957, SMUD assigned its two consumptive use applications for municipal 

water supply to the City of Sacramento. 

El Dorado County protested SMUD's water rights applications in order to preserve and 

protect its rights to future use of the water in the watersheds tributary to the UARP that 

would be required for ultimate economic development of El Dorado County and the 

future desire to utilize water from the American River and its tributaries for irrigation, 

domestic, municipal, stock watering and power purposes.  El Dorado County also 

protested the Federal Power Commission's issuance to SMUD of a license and 

preliminary permit. 

On July 11, 1957, El Dorado County and SMUD entered into the ―Agreement Between 

County of El Dorado and Sacramento Municipal Utility District‖ (the ―1957 Agreement‖) 

in which, among other things, SMUD agreed to permit El Dorado County to make use of 

certain of its UARP facilities for the provision of water for irrigation, domestic, 

municipal and stock watering purposes within El Dorado County, and the County agreed 

to withdraw its protests to SMUD’s applications for non-consumptive water rights for the 

UARP.  On December 7, 1961, El Dorado County, EDCWA and SMUD entered into the 

―Supplemental Agreement between County of El Dorado, El Dorado County Water 

Agency, and Sacramento Municipal Utility District‖ (the ―1961 Agreement‖), which 

supplemented the 1957 Agreement.  

Effective as of September 27, 1993, El Dorado County and EDCWA transferred and 

assigned their right, title, and interest in, and delegated their duties under the 1957 

Agreement and the 1961 Agreement to EID, and by such assignment, EID agreed to 

exercise the rights and entitlements, and otherwise act in furtherance of developing and 

using the benefits subject to the burdens of the 1957 and 1961 Agreements for irrigation, 

domestic, municipal and stock watering purposes within El Dorado County.  

In September 2005, the El Dorado-SMUD Cooperation Agreement (Cooperation 

Agreement, see Appendix B) was consummated.  The purpose of the Cooperation 

Agreement, among other things, was to recognize the desire of the  El Dorado Water & 

Power Authority El Dorado Water and Power Authority (EDWPA) to receive delivery of 

water from the UARP facilities and to clarify the issues between EDWPA and SMUD 
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concerning the potential impacts of the project on SMUD’s UARP operations, each of the 

parties’ respective rights under the 1957 Agreement and 1961 Agreement, and other 

matters pertaining to the pending Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) UARP 

relicensing process.   

The Cooperation Agreement required that EDWPA first enter into good faith negotiations 

with the City of Sacramento to consummate a partial transfer or assignment of water from 

the City’s water right permits 11359 and 11360.  The period of negotiations were 

concluded pursuant to the terms of the Cooperation Agreement, on July 31, 2006, without 

EDWPA and the City reaching an agreement.  EDWPA, consistent with the Cooperation 

Agreement, is seeking the partial assignment of portions of State-Filed Applications 5644 

and 5645.  Pursuant to the terms of the Cooperation Agreement, EDWPA's petitions and 

applications seek to modify the portions of Applications 5644 and 5645 requested for 

assignment to contain provisions authorizing or addressing the diversion, rediversion, 

storage, purpose of use, and place of use to allow water to be transported within the 

UARP system between the points of initial introduction into the UARP until water is 

delivered by SMUD from the UARP to EDWPA.     

9.2.2 Upper American River Project (Project 2101) FERC License 

SMUD owns and operates the Upper American River Project (UARP), a hydroelectric 

facility located on the western slope of the Sierra Nevada (see Chapter 3.4.2.1 of this 

EIR, entitled Upper American River Project, for a detailed description of the UARP 

project).  In 1957, the Federal Power Commission, predecessor to the FERC, granted a 

50-year license to SMUD for the construction and operation of the UARP.  The original 

50-year license expired in 2007.  The UARP is currently operating under an annual 

license issued by FERC. 

The relicensing process began in 2001 and in July of 2005, SMUD submitted its 

application for license to FERC.  The relicensing process is currently expected to 

conclude in fall of 2010 with the issuance of a new operating license.  

9.2.3 El Dorado Hydroelectric Project (Project 184) FERC License 

The El Dorado Hydroelectric Project (known as FERC Project 184) is located on the 

South Fork of the American River and its tributaries, and on Echo Creek, a tributary to 

the Upper Truckee River, in the Counties of El Dorado, Alpine, and Amador, California.  

The El Dorado Hydroelectric Project includes:  

 Four storage reservoirs (Aloha, Echo Lake, Silver Lake, and Caples Lake)  

 Diversion dam and several smaller diversions on tributaries to the SFAR  

 Water conveyance facilities consisting of flumes and tunnels  
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 Forebay, penstock and 20-megawatt powerhouse 

In 1922, FERC issued the initial hydroelectric license for Project 184.  The license, 

issued to Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), was valid for 50 years and expired 

in 1972.  The second FERC license was also issued to PG&E with an expiration date of 

February 23, 2002.  The project was transferred to EID on April 2, 1999, and EID filed 

an application for new license (relicensing), which was published in the Federal Register 

on February 11, 2001.  

On June 26, 2001, a number of interested stakeholders agreed to engage in a public, 

collaborative process with the goal of executing a multiple-party settlement agreement 

that would resolve outstanding issues for the project's relicensing.  FERC prepared a draft 

environmental impact statement (EIS) containing background information, analysis of 

impacts, and support for related license articles.  The EIS was issued on March 7, 2003.  

On April 29, 2003, EID submitted the Comprehensive Settlement Agreement to the 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.  The agreement was signed by the U.S. Forest 

Service, National Park Service, California Department of Fish and Game, County of 

Alpine, Citizens for Water, County of Amador, Friends of the River, the American 

Whitewater Affiliation, and several individuals.  On October 18, 2006, FERC issued a 

new 40-year license for Project 184 which expires October 1, 2046. 

9.2.4 Sly Park Dam and Jenkinson Reservoir Transfer 

The USBR built the Sly Park Dam and Jenkinson Reservoir between 1952 and 1955.  

EID has operated and maintained the facilities since their completion.  The reservoir 

supplies irrigation and drinking water to farms and nearly 100,000 residents in Pollock 

Pines, Shingle Springs, Placerville, El Dorado Hills, and other communities in the 

foothills region.  The annual firm yield of the project is about 21,000 acre-feet.  The safe 

field is approximately 18,000. 

In October of 2000, in accordance with legislation passed by Congress and signed into 

law by President Clinton, Sly Park Dam and Jenkinson Reservoir was authorized to be 

transferred to EID.  In 2003 the USBR transferred Sly Park Dam, Jenkinson Reservoir 

and other lands and facilities to EID.  EID is currently the sole owner and operator of 

these facilities. 

9.2.5 SWRCB Decision No. 893 

In response to several water rights applications for water originating within the American 

River watershed and after receiving and considering over 2,000 protests concerning those 

applications, the State Water Resources Control Board on March 18, 1958 issued 

Decision No. 893 (D 893).  Among other things, D 893 approved the City of 

Sacramento's water right applications to water originating in the watershed tributary to 
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UARP.  The following condition on the City of Sacramento's water rights permits is 

included in D 893. 

"The amounts which may be diverted under rights acquired or to be 

acquired under these permits are and shall remain subject to reduction by 

future appropriation of water for reasonable, beneficial use within the 

American River watershed tributary to permittees's points of diversion." 

D 893 also approved the USBR's water right applications to water originating in the 

watershed tributary to UARP as well as other parts of the American River watershed.   

The following watershed protection considerations regarding the USBR's water rights 

permits are included in D 893. 

"Water Code Section 11460 provides: 

In the construction and operation by the department of any project 

under the provisions of this part a watershed or area wherein water 

originates, or an area immediately adjacent thereto which can 

conveniently be supplied with water therefrom, shall not be deprived 

by the department directly or indirectly of the prior right to all of the 

water reasonably required to adequately supply the beneficial needs 

of the watershed area, or any of the inhabitants or property owners 

therein. 

Water Code Section 11463 provides: 

In the construction and operation by the authority of any project 

under the provisions of this part, no exchange of the water of any 

watershed or area for the water of any other watershed or area may 

be made by the authority unless the water requirements of the 

watershed or area in which the exchanges is made are first and at all 

times met and satisfied to the extent that the requirements would 

have been met were the exchange not made, and no right to the use 

of water shall be gained or lost by reason of any such exchange. 

Any permits of the United States for consumptive use purposes much be 

considered subject to requirements of Water Code Sections 11460 and 

11463."  
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9.2.6 Sacramento Water Forum PSA 

In the early 1990s, the City-County Office of Metropolitan Water Planning formally 

initiated the Sacramento Area Water Forum process.  Bringing together a diverse array of 

business, water industry, government agency, environmental, and public stakeholder 

interests, an agreement was developed based on two co-equal objectives for the long-term 

maintenance and protection of the lower American River and its valued resources.  Long-

term water supply reliability and managed ecosystem protection and restoration were the 

two co-equal goals.  The Agreement was developed around seven elements.  Of particular 

importance to new water allocations from the American River basin was the dry-year 

―wedge‖; purveyor-specific voluntarily imposed cutbacks based on unimpaired inflow 

forecasts to Folsom Reservoir defined into three water-year types.     

The Water Forum Agreement included purveyor-specific agreements (PSAs) for 

numerous water purveyors signatory to the Agreement.  While participating in the Water 

Forum process, EID did not execute a purveyor-specific agreement.  Additionally, as a 

non-purveyor, EDCWA could not enter into a purveyor-specific agreement since, as 

designed, the PSAs were intended to permit water purveyors to divert specific quantities 

under existing rights/entitlements to meet demands based on water year type.  EDCWA 

currently holds no water entitlements.  As such, a PSA for EDCWA would serve no 

useful purpose. 

The dry-year ―wedge‖ of the Water Forum Agreement was, and still is, a significant 

element of the Agreement.  Purveyors have met their obligations under the dry-year 

―wedge‖ provisions of their individual PSAs.   While a benchmark of the Water Forum 

Agreement, the PSAs, and the dry-year "wedge" that provides the operational diversion 

prescriptions have come under increasing scrutiny in recent years.  Faced with the third 

consecutive drought year and with the increasing belief that climatic shifts may be 

occurring, discussions continue as to whether the PSAs need to be re-evaluated.  The base 

hydrology that provided the "wedge" relied upon the historical record to set the 

probabilities for certain water year types; these probabilities were the basis for the water 

purveyors, in many cases, to agree to voluntary cuts in water short years.  With a 

changing base hydrology, probabilities based on a historical record become increasingly 

irrelevant.       
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9.2.7 Interim Re-Operation of Folsom Dam and Reservoir 

In 1996, the Interim Flood Control Plan Diagram for Folsom Reservoir (a.k.a. Interim 

Flood Operations) was developed cooperatively between the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 

and the Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA).  A significant component of 

the Interim Flood Operations is the variable 400,000 to 670,000 AF empty space storage 

requirements for Folsom Reservoir which changed the then authorized storage space 

which was fixed at 400,000 AF.  As a 5-year Interim Agreement, this was intended to 

increase the available flood storage space in Folsom Reservoir to a maximum of 670,000 

AF depending on upstream storage conditions providing ostensibly, greater flood storage 

relief during times of high runoff or reservoir inflow.  Upon expiration in 2000, this 

Interim Agreement was extended for 2-years.  From 2002 to 2004, however, no 

agreement was in place.     

In 2004, a new agreement was negotiated between USBR and SAFCA to continue with 

the 400,000-670,000 AF variable flood storage operation unless and until such time as 

the Corps implemented a new water control manual and associated new flood control 

diagram.  Under this current agreement, the operational criteria (e.g., 400,000-670,000 

AF variable flood storage) will expire in 2018.  As discussed later in Chapter 9.3, the new 

Joint Federal Project will, as part of its mandate, re-assess and permanently affix a new 

flood storage operation for Folsom Reservoir that will include a 400,000-600,000 AF 

variable storage encroachment curve.  

9.2.8 New Shutter Re-Configurations at the Folsom Power Penstock 

Intakes 

USBR’s operational strategies at Folsom Dam are, in part, directed toward water 

temperature preservation (i.e., Folsom Reservoir coldwater pool).  Virtually all water 

released into the lower American River passes through Folsom Dam’s three hydropower 

penstock intake shutters.  USBR has the ability to preferentially access various levels of 

the reservoir at these three hydropower penstock intake shutters.  These were originally 

designed in a 1-1-7 configuration; where the top shutter could be opened independent of 

the others, as could the second shutter, while the remaining 7 shutters could only be 

opened as one unit.  Reconfigured in 1994 under a 3-2-4 ganging configuration, these 

shutters now provide greater control over the depth of intake, and thus, the temperature of 

the water being released from the dam.  USBR also has the ability to ―blend‖ water 

between the three hydropower penstock intakes, adding yet more operational flexibility to 

optimizing coldwater pool management and resultant downstream temperatures.  These 

operations for temperature control and coldwater pool management in the reservoir have 

been instrumental in moderating and protecting lower river thermal regimes during 

critical life stages for anadromous fish species that rely on the lower American River. 
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9.2.9  CVP Long-Term Contract Renewals 

In accordance with Section 3404(c)(1) of the Central Valley Project Improvement Act 

(CVPIA) (Public Law 102-575) (discussed below), USBR must prepare appropriate 

environmental review for renewal of existing long-term water service contracts.  In 

accordance with Section 3404(c)(1), water contracts may be renewed for an interim 

period not to exceed three years and for successive interim periods not to exceed two 

years prior to execution of new long-term contracts.  USBR prepared an Environmental 

Assessment (EA) in December 1994 to evaluate potential impacts of the interim renewal 

of 67 water service contracts that would occur during the period from December 1994 

through February 1998.  The 67 contracts considered in the 1994 EA were reduced to 54 

through consolidation, termination, or assignment.  A FONSI for that action was issued in 

December 1994.  

USBR completed supplemental EAs in February 1998, February 2000, February 2001, 

February 2002, and February 2004 to evaluate potential impacts from interim renewal 

contracts.  These interim water service contracts provided for an additional two years of 

service from March 1998 through February 2000, an additional one-year from March 

2000 to February 2001, an additional two years from March 2002 to February 2004, and 

an additional two years from March 2004 to February 2006, respectively.  FONSIs for the 

1998, 2000, and 2001, 2002, 2004, and 2006 interim contracts renewals were approved. 

Most recently, 15 existing interim contracts were set to expire in February 2007 before 

long-term contracts could be executed.  This prompted an action by USBR to provide 

continued water delivery to the Central Valley Project (CVP) interim contractor’s party to 

these contracts.  This process has come to involve more CVP contractors.  Overall, it is 

expected that as many as 113 CVP water service contracts, located within the Central 

Valley of California, may be renewed during this negotiation process.  

9.2.10 EID Long-Term Ditch Rights Warren Act Contract 

USBR proposes to enter into a long-term (40-year) Warren Act contract with EID to 

facilitate the delivery of up to 4,560 acre-feet per year of non-CVP water through Folsom 

Reservoir for municipal and industrial uses in the western portion of El Dorado County.  

This action is not a part of and is unrelated to the proposed project.  The sources of the 

non-CVP water fall into two categories: 1) pre-1914 appropriative water rights and 2) 

post-1914 rights licensed by the SWRCB.  The first category is water that EID would 

otherwise be entitled to divert from Slab Creek (Summerfield Ditch), Hangtown Creek 

(Gold Hill Ditch), and Weber Creek (Farmers Free Ditch) under pre-1914 appropriative 

water rights.  These three creeks are tributaries to the South Fork of the American River 

upstream of Folsom Reservoir.  EID proposes to forgo diversion at these ditches and 

allow water to flow downstream to Folsom Reservoir for diversion via EID’s Folsom 
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Lake Raw Water Pump Station (FLRWPS) on the south shore of Folsom Reservoir.  The 

second category of water to be conveyed under the proposed Warren Act contract is 

water stored in and released from Weber Reservoir under a licensed, post-1914 water 

right (License 2184).  

The purpose of executing the proposed Warren Act contract is to allow for the 

conveyance of EID’s water rights water through Folsom Reservoir.  A Warren Act 

contract is needed to: 1) help meet the existing need for additional water supplies in and 

around the El Dorado Hills area, 2) support EID’s ongoing water supply planning and 

conservation activities, and 3) help EID facilitate the implementation of instream flow 

targets for Weber Creek as defined in the proposed Operations Agreement with the State 

of California and memorandum of Understanding between and CDFG.  The Warren Act 

contract process is ongoing. 

9.2.11  American River Pump Station 

The completion of the environmental review and approval for the American River Pump 

Station Project were based on the desire to discard the temporary pumps in favor of a 

permanent pumping plant on the North Fork of the American River.  This project, which 

also included the closure of a tunnel around the site of the prior temporary pump station, 

originally intended to allow construction of a new Auburn Dam at the site, was a 

significant accomplishment for the two partners in the project: USBR and Placer County 

Water Agency (PCWA).  PCWA now has permanent access to its North Fork American 

River diversion location.   

This recently completed project paves the way for GDPUD to also gain access to the 

American River at the location of the American River Pump Station if it chooses to 

pursue this option in the future.   

Design of the pump station included the assumption that GDPUD would share, in part, in 

its capacity needs; in fact, a vacant pumping bay currently is being reserved just for that 

purpose.  Moreover, as part of the design and construction of the project, PCWA 

constructed an under-river caisson which is stubbed at the eastern bank of the river (the 

location where GDPUD could take control of any water diverted at the intake to the 

pump station).  All environmental reviews and permitting associated with the American 

River Pump Station including CEQA, NEPA, and Endangered Species Act (ESA) 

compliance were completed by PCWA in 2003.  The environmental compliance 

documents were reviewed in the course of preparing this analysis.  These documents are 

incorporated herein by reference, and are available for review at the EDCWA offices.  

Based on the information in these documents, and upon further analysis in this EIR, from 

both a feasibility and plausibility perspective, providing GDPUD with a new water 

supply via the American River Pump Station appears reasonable.    
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As noted previously in this EIR, there are several agreements and regulatory provisions 

that GDPUD and PCWA would have to negotiate and initiate in order for GDPUD to 

begin planning its own infrastructure at this location.  A detailed discussion of the 

rationale behind the GDPUD/PCWA potential exchange for this new water right has been 

provided in the project description.  

9.2.12 PCWA Middle Fork Project   

In the mid-1960s, PCWA developed its Middle Fork Project (MFP), a multi-purpose 

water development project designed to use water from the Middle Fork American River 

and Rubicon River for domestic and commercial water supplies and hydroelectric 

generation.  The MFP is operated first to meet required fish flows, then to meet PCWA’s 

water demands, and finally to maximize hydroelectric generation.  Most of PCWA’s 

water is diverted from Folsom Reservoir, and upstream flows are controlled by power 

production operations.  The construction of the MFP has altered the natural flow cycles 

of the Middle Fork American River, the Rubicon River, and the North Fork American 

River.   

9.2.13  American River Basin Cumulative Report 

The American River Basin Cumulative Report (Cumulative Report) was prepared by 

USBR in August 2001, as part of the PCWA American River Permanent Pump Station 

Project Draft EIS/EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 1999062089).  

The Cumulative Report was prepared to supplement the analysis provided in 

environmental impact statements (EIS), environmental assessments (EA), environmental 

impact reports (EIR), and biological assessments for USBR’s identified reasonably 

foreseeable actions within the American River Watershed, and includes the EDCWA P.L. 

101-514 CVP water service contract proceeding under a separate FEIS/FEIR (under 

preparation).  Reasonably foreseeable actions defined in the Cumulative Report were 

defined as federal or other projects/agreements that are likely to take place within the 

same timeframe as the project under consideration.  These actions were evaluated 

collectively for their potential cumulative impacts on environmental resources.  USBR 

and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) participated in several coordination 

meetings to discuss and determine the scope of the cumulative impact analysis for the 

PCWA project and other USBR actions in the American River Basin.
 1

 

The stated purpose of the Cumulative Report was to serve as an integral component of 

NEPA, CEQA, and ESA compliance documentation for USBR’s CVP American River 

Division actions identified as reasonably foreseeable.  The evaluation includes an 

                                                 
1  Placer County Water Agency, PCWA American River Pump Station Final EIS/EIR (SCH #1999062089), June 

2002 (PCWA ARPS EIS/EIR), Appendix C, Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR, Section 3.0, Master 

Responses, Subsection 3.1.14, Cumulative Impact Analysis, p. C1-107. 
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assessment of the diversion-related and service area impacts of past and future water 

diversions, CVP facility operations affecting those diversions, and land-based resources 

of the American River watershed.  The Cumulative Report provides a broad assessment 

of potential environmental consequences that may occur under future (2030) conditions 

based on the best available information at the time the analysis was prepared.  The 

analyses performed and presented in the Cumulative Report go beyond the environmental 

analyses requirements of both CEQA and NEPA.
2
   

Incorporated into the CALSIM II modeling for this EIR are all the past and present 

actions included in the Cumulative Report, CVP water service contracts (new, amended 

and renewal contracts), Warren Act contracts, CVP assignments, and Folsom Dam re-

operation for flood control, that could affect aquatic and terrestrial resources of the 

American River Watershed and places of water use (POU). 

Within the larger CVP/SWP, including the Delta, numerous actions, projects, and 

regulations have been in place for many years and define, to a large degree, the manner 

with which coordinated water resource management is undertaken within this large 

region.  These various actions, projects, and regulations, while not new, represent an 

important foundation and framework in how the multiple uses of water supply, 

hydropower, flood control, recreation, water quality, and fisheries and wildlife issues are 

coordinated within the CVP/SWP waterways and tributaries.  The key actions are 

included below.  

9.2.14  Central Valley Project Improvement Act (CVPIA) 

The implementation of the CVPIA (Public Law 102-575) has significantly changed the 

operations of the CVP.  It directs USBR to give fish and wildlife protection, restoration, 

and mitigation equal priority with irrigation and municipal water uses and power 

generation.  Through its various programs, as noted in other parts of this EIR, it is 

intended to enhance fish, wildlife, and associated habitats throughout the Central Valley 

and Trinity River basins.  It is also directed to increase the water-related benefits 

provided by the CVP by expanding the use of voluntary water transfers and increased 

water conservation practices.  Key among its various provisions is Section 3406(b)(2) 

which calls for the dedication of up to 800,000 AFA of CVP yield on CVP-controlled 

streams to meet the Bay-Delta Plan and also meet Section 3406(b)(1) Anadromous Fish 

Restoration Program (AFRP) target flow goals.  The goal of the AFRP is to ―…develop 

within three years of enactment and implement a program which makes all reasonable 

efforts to ensure that, by the year 2002, natural production of anadromous fish in Central 

Valley rivers and streams will be sustainable, on a long-term basis, at levels not less than 

                                                 
2  PCWA ARPS EIS/EIR, Appendix C, Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR, Section 3.0, Master 

Responses, Subsection 3.1.14, Cumulative Impact Analysis, p. C1-106. 
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twice the average levels attained during the period of 1967-1991.‖  Since 1995, the AFRP 

has helped implement over 195 projects to restore natural production of anadromous fish. 

In 2003, the Department of the Interior issued its Final Decision Accounting of CVPIA 

3406(b) (2).  This guidance defined the metrics to be used in accounting for CVPIA 

operations under 3406(b) (2).  

9.2.15 Coordinated Operations Agreement (COA) and CVP-OCAP 

In 1986, USBR and the Department of Water Resources signed the Coordinated 

Operations Agreement (COA).  This Agreement defined the rights and responsibilities of 

each agency in operating the CVP and SWP facilities.  Adherence to the COA ensures 

that each CVP/SWP project obtains its share of water from the Delta and bears its share 

of the obligations necessary to provide for system-wide beneficial use.  A CVP/SWP 

apportionment of 75/25, respectively, is implemented to meet in-basin demands when the 

Delta is under balanced conditions and when the projects are using storage withdrawals 

to meet the in-basin demands.  When un-stored flow is available for export under 

balanced conditions, the apportionment ratio is 55/45, respectively, between the CVP and 

SWP.  There is no apportionment when the Delta is under excess flow conditions.  The 

COA contains considerable flexibility in the manner with which Delta conditions in the 

form of flow standards, water quality standards, and export restrictions are met.  Since 

that time, these coordinated operations have evolved to reflect, among other things, 

changing facilities, delivery requirements, and regulatory restrictions.  The most recent 

and applicable document addressing how the COA is implemented in light of these 

continually evolving circumstances is the CVP-OCAP.  First prepared in 1992, it has 

been recently revised and updated as of June 30, 2004. 

9.2.16 Bay-Delta Water Quality Control Plan 

In December, 1994, a Principles of Agreement (Delta Accord) was formulated between 

several agencies including CALFED and representatives from various urban, agricultural, 

and environmental interests.  The groups represented the key interests in the SWRCB 

Hearings to develop a new Bay-Delta Water Quality Control Plan (Bay Delta Plan).  The 

Bay-Delta Plan contains a number of flow objectives for the Bay-Delta, based on water-

year type as well as non-flow measures to be undertaken.  The Bay-Delta Plan was 

adopted in May 1995 and established a number of new Bay-Delta water quality 

objectives, including flow objectives.  The 1995 Bay-Delta Plan recommended habitat 

enhancement projects, modifications of fishing regulations, and plans to control the 

further introduction and proliferation of exotic species.  This plan and effort was ratified 

through SWRCB Order WR 95-06.   
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9.2.17 CALFED Bay-Delta Program 

The CALFED Bay-Delta Program began in May 1995 to address the complex issues that 

surround the Bay-Delta.  The CALFED Bay-Delta Program is a cooperative, interagency 

effort of 18 State and Federal agencies with management or regulatory responsibilities for 

the Bay- Delta.  Several program elements represents the cornerstone of the CALFED 

Bay-Delta Program; these include, Water Supply Reliability Program; Ecosystem 

Restoration and Watershed Program Elements; Levee System Integrity Program; and a 

Water Quality Program.  These program components were described in the document 

entitled California’s Water Future: A Framework for Action, issued on June 9, 2000.  

The California Bay-Delta Authority was created to oversee the program’s 

implementation.  Congress adopted the Bay-Delta Program in 2004.  Much of the 

CALFED Bay-Delta Program has been superseded by new programs and initiatives (see 

Chapter 9.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions/Projects, below).   

9.2.18  Monterey Agreement 

In January 20, 1960, when the Contracting Principles for Water Service Contracts was 

published, Article 18 of the ensuing water supply contracts was intended to address the 

question of how to allocate water during periods of supply deficiencies.  While Article 18 

provisions covered several situations in which SWP water supply shortages might occur, 

Article 18(a) eventually became the most significant provision for allocating SWP water 

in times of insufficient water supply.  During water shortages, Article 18(a) reduces water 

supply for agricultural contractors by a percentage not to exceed fifty percent (50 

percent) in any one year or a total of one hundred percent (100 percent) in a series of 

seven consecutive years before any cut is made in municipal and industrial water 

supplies.  

In 1994, DWR and some of the SWP contractors, meeting in Monterey, executed the 

Monterey Agreement to modify the long-term water supply contracts.  These 

modifications were incorporated into the long-term water supply contracts in what 

became known as the Monterey Amendment.  Through the understanding reached in the 

Monterey Agreement a set of guidelines were produced, known as the Monterey 

Principles, to amend the contracts to resolve some long-standing concerns of SWP 

contractors and provide more flexibility in administering those contracts.  Despite careful 

crafting, the contracts could not easily accommodate the shifts in water policy and 

management that occurred since their execution. 

The Monterey Agreement was the subject of litigation that resulted in a Court of Appeal 

opinion entitled Planning and Conservation League v. Department of Water Resources 

(2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 892, which required further work on the EIR for the project.  
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Pursuant to a settlement agreement reached in the aftermath of that decision, DWR 

prepared a new EIR, which DWR certified in final form in early 2010.  

9.2.19 Lower Yuba River Accord 

The Yuba County Water Agency (YCWA) has developed an innovative set of 

agreements that together form a framework – the proposed Lower Yuba River Accord 

(Yuba Accord) – that will resolve nearly 15 years of controversy and litigation over 

instream flow requirements for the lower Yuba River.  Working with a broad coalition of 

17 agricultural, environmental, and fisheries interests, including state and federal 

agencies, YCWA facilitated a science-based, consensus-oriented process that proposes 

new instream flow requirements for the lower Yuba River that will significantly increase 

protection for the river’s fisheries resources over the long-term.  These requirements will 

range from 260,000 AF in a dry year to over 574,000 AF in a wet year, and are intended 

to improve habitat conditions for the lower Yuba River Chinook salmon and steelhead – 

among the last remaining wild populations in California’s Central Valley. 

9.2.20 SWRCB Revised Water Right Decision 1641 

The State Water Resources Control Board adopted Decision 1641 on December 29, 1999.  

The Decision, intended to provide for operations of the CVP/SWP to protect Bay-Delta 

water quality, implemented flow objectives for the Bay-Delta, approved a petition to 

change points of diversion of the CVP and SWP in the Southern Delta, and approved a 

petition to change places of use and purposes of use of the CVP.  The SWRCB received 

21 timely petitions for reconsideration of D-1641, and on March 15, 2000 the Board 

adopted Order WR 2000-02.  Order WR 2000-02 denies the petitions for reconsideration 

of D-1641, clarifies findings made in D-1641, and amends several conditions of the order 

in D-1641.  Among other matters, the decision amended the permits and licenses of the 

California Department of Water Resources (DWR), the United States Bureau of 

Reclamation (USBR) and other parties to implement certain flow-related water quality 

objectives adopted by the State Water Board for the San Francisco Bay/Sacramento-San 

Joaquin Delta Estuary.  D-1641 resulted in lengthy and complex litigation addressing 

numerous issues.  The litigation concluded after an opinion was issued on February 9, 

2006, by the Court of Appeal, Third District of California.  (See State Water Resources 

Control Bd. Cases (2006) 136 Cal. App. 4th 674.)  The court held that the State Water 

Board must either fully implement the southern Delta salinity objectives as set forth in 

the 1995 Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay / Sacramento-San 

Joaquin Delta Estuary (Bay-Delta Plan) or must duly amend the Plan.  
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9.2.21 Trinity River Record of Decision 

The Trinity River Record of Decision (Trinity ROD) was signed on December 19, 2000.  

It was the result of at least 20 years of studies of the Trinity River and its fisheries.  The 

Trinity River Mainstem Fishery Restoration EIS/EIR (Trinity EIS/EIR) was the 

NEPA/CEQA document upon which the Trinity ROD was based.  The Trinity ROD 

included the following items: a variable flow regime between 369,000 AFA and 815,000 

AFA of water from Lewiston Dam based on 5 water-year types, providing a weighted 

average annual flow of 594,500 AFA.  The net effect of the Trinity ROD was to increase 

flows down the Trinity River and to reduce the amount of Trinity River water exported to 

the Sacramento River watershed via various pipelines that bring such water to Keswick 

Reservoir (south of Shasta) and thence into the Sacramento River itself.  

9.2.22 Miscellaneous Relevant Past and Present Actions 

Other relevant and significant past and present actions considered in this cumulative 

impacts analysis are identified below but are not re-described here since they have been 

previously explained in detail in the various regulatory sections of the relevant resource 

impact chapters and are, furthermore, described again later in the Chapter 13.0 - Related 

Laws, Rules, Regulations and Executive Orders. 

SWRCB – San Francisco Bay-Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary Pollutant 

Policy Statement 

SWRCB – California Inland Surface Water Plan 

USFWS – Biological Opinion for Delta Smelt NMFS – Biological Opinion for 

Winter-run Chinook Salmon – pursuant to the Bay-Delta Accord 

NMFS – Conference/Biological Opinion for Sacramento Splittail – Long-term OCAP 

NMFS – Listing for Spring-run Chinook Salmon and Steelhead 

NMFS – Biological Opinion for Steelhead 

City of Roseville – Pumping Plant Expansion, Water Treatment Plant Expansion 

City of Sacramento – Water Treatment Facilities Expansion, Fish Screen 

Replacement Project 

SJWD – Water Facilities Plan and Water Master Plan 

SCWA – Application to Appropriate Water from the American and Sacramento 

Rivers 
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9.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions/Projects  

Future actions that could affect local area hydrology in Folsom Reservoir, the lower 

American River, the upper American River basin, as well as CVP/SWP operations 

including the delta include a range of initiatives and projects that are either ongoing, in 

the developmental stages, or committed to but not yet initiated.  The notable actions are 

described below.  

9.3.1 CVP-OCAP and Delta Actions (including Delta Vision, new water 

legislation, and BDCP) 

The current operable CVP-OCAP, completed in 2004, was opposed by several 

interveners who challenged the 2005 Biological Opinions that were prepared in support 

of this newly updated OCAP (see, NRDC et al., v. Dirk Kempthorne, Secretary of the 

Interior, California Department of Water Resources, et. al., Case 1:05-CV-01207-OWW-

GSA; and Pacific Coast Federation of Fisherman’s Association/Institute for Fisheries 

Resources et al., v. Carlos Gutierrez, Secretary of Commerce, William Hogarth, National 

Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA, San Luis & Delta Mendota Water Authority et al., Case 

1:06-CV-00245-OWW-GSA).  As part of its response, USBR has voluntarily reinitiated 

consultation on the Long-Term Coordination of the Central Valley Project and State 

Water Project, submitting its final Biological Assessment in August, 2008.  Since then, 

the USFWS has released its final Biological Opinion (on December 15, 2008) and NOAA 

Fisheries released its final Biological Opinion on June 4, 2009 (referred to below as the 

―revised Biological Opinions‖).   

The revised Biological Opinions for the CVP-OCAP represent a significant undertaking 

having the potential to influence the entire State’s water management and operational 

framework.  The revised Biological Opinions required a comprehensive analysis of 

system operations and the modeling relied upon to support those decisions.  The final 

outcome of the collaborative discussions between USBR, the Department of Water 

Resources and the various resource agencies regarding the implementation of the 

Reasonable and Prudent Alternatives described in the revised Biological Opinions, 

provisions of the Incidental Take Statements, associated terms and conditions, and 

conservation measures will determine the long-term viability of these affected listed 

species and may change existing operations of the CVP/SWP.   
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Delta Vision - Pelagic Organism Decline (POD) in the Delta ranks as one of the top 

issues facing California water resources management today.  There is overwhelming 

consensus that the Delta is now critically challenged regarding how best to manage the 

system among numerous competing interests.  The Governor’s Delta Vision Blue Ribbon 

Task Force is a testament to the importance being placed on collaboratively working to 

resolve this long-standing challenge.   

Established by Governor Schwarzenegger’s Executive Order S-17-06, the Delta Vision 

Blue Ribbon Task Force was created to ―develop a durable vision for the sustainable 

development of the Delta with the goal of ...managing the Delta over the long term to 

restore and maintain identified functions and values that are determined to be important 

to the environmental quality of the Delta and the economic and social wellbeing of the 

people of the state.‖  The Delta Vision’s 12 Integrated and Linked Recommendations 

include efforts to significantly increase: conservation and water system efficiency, new 

facilities to move and store water, and likely reductions in the amount of water taken out 

of the Delta watershed.  The Task Force also recommends a new governing structure for 

the Delta that would have secure funding and the ability to approve spending, planning 

and water export levels.   

In addition, the Task Force recommends several near-term actions.  These actions focus 

on: (1) preparing for disasters in or around the Delta, including emergency flood 

protection and disaster planning, (2) protecting the Delta ecosystem and water supply 

system from urban encroachment, and (3) making immediate improvements to protect the 

environment and the system that moves water through the Delta. 

Many of the recommendations of Delta Vision Blue Ribbon Task Force found their way 

into landmark water legislation enacted in a special legislation session in the fall of 2009.  

That legislation is described below. 

2009 Water Legislation -- Senate Bill 1 (SBX7 1 or SB 1) from the Extraordinary 

Legislative Session of the fall of 2009 establishes a statutory  framework intended to 

achieve the co-equal goals of providing a more reliable water supply to California and 

restoring and enhancing the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta ecosystem.  The co-

equal goals will be achieved in a manner that protects the unique cultural, recreational, 

natural resource, and agricultural values of the Delta.  Specifically, SB 1: 

 Creates the Delta Stewardship Council, consisting of seven members with diverse 

expertise providing a broad statewide perspective.  The Chairperson of the Delta 

Protection Commission is a permanent member of the Council.  The Council is 

also tasked with: 
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-  Developing a Delta Plan to guide state and local actions in the Delta in a 

manner that furthers the co-equal goals of Delta restoration and water 

supply reliability; 

-  Developing performance measures for the assessment and tracking of 

progress and changes to the health of the Delta ecosystem, fisheries, and 

water supply reliability; 

-  Determining if a state or local agency’s project in the Delta is consistent 

with the Delta Plan and the co-equal goals, and acting as the appellate 

body in the event of a claim that such a project is inconsistent with the 

goals; and 

-  Determining the consistency of the Bay-Delta Conservation Plan (BDCP) 

with the co-equal goals. 

 Ensures that the Department of Fish and Game and the State Water Resources 

Control Board identify the water supply needs of the Delta estuary for use in 

determining the appropriate water diversion amounts associated with BDCP. 

 Establishes the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Conservancy to implement 

ecosystem restoration activities within the Delta.  In addition to the restoration 

duties the Conservancy is required to: 

-  Adopt a strategic plan for implementation of the Conservancy goals; 

-  Promote economic vitality in the Delta through increased tourism and the 

promotion of Delta legacy communities; 

-  Promote environmental education about, and the public use of, public 

lands in the Delta; and 

-  Assist in the preservation, conservation, and restoration of the region’s 

agricultural, cultural, historic, and living resources. 

 Restructures the current Delta Protection Commission (DPC), reducing the 

membership from 23 to 15 members, and tasks DPC with the duties of: 

-  Adopting an economic sustainability plan for the Delta, this is to include 

flood protection recommendations to state and local agencies; 

-  Submitting the economic sustainability plan to the Delta Stewardship 

Council for inclusion in the Delta Plan. 

 Appropriates funding from Proposition 84 to fund the Two-Gates Fish Protection 

Demonstration Program, a project in the central Delta which will utilize operable 

gates for protection of sensitive species and management of water supply. 
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The following are key legislative findings from SB 1, now found in various provisions of 

the Water Code: 

85002.  The Legislature finds and declares that the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta 

. . .  is a critically important natural resource for California and the nation.  It 

serves Californians concurrently as both the hub of the California water system 

and the most valuable estuary and wetland ecosystem on the west coast of North 

and South America. 

 85004.  The Legislature finds and declares all of the following: 

(a) The economies of major regions of the state depend on the ability to use water 

within the Delta watershed or to import water from the Delta watershed.  More 

than two-thirds of the residents of the state and more than two million acres of 

highly productive farmland receive water exported from the Delta watershed. 

(b) Providing a more reliable water supply for the state involves implementation 

of water use efficiency and conservation projects, wastewater reclamation 

projects, desalination, and new and improved infrastructure, including water 

storage and Delta conveyance facilities. 

85020.  The policy of the State of California is to achieve the following objectives 

that the Legislature declares are inherent in the coequal goals for management of 

the Delta: 

   (a) Manage the Delta's water and environmental resources and the water 

resources of the state over the long term. 

   (b) Protect and enhance the unique cultural, recreational, and agricultural 

values of the California Delta as an evolving place. 

   (c) Restore the Delta ecosystem, including its fisheries and wildlife, as the 

heart of a healthy estuary and wetland ecosystem. 

   (d) Promote statewide water conservation, water use efficiency, and 

sustainable water use. 

   (e) Improve water quality to protect human health and the environment 

consistent with achieving water quality objectives in the Delta. 

   (f) Improve the water conveyance system and expand statewide water storage. 

   (g) Reduce risks to people, property, and state interests in the Delta by 

effective emergency preparedness, appropriate land uses, and investments in 

flood protection. 
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   (h) Establish a new governance structure with the authority, responsibility, 

accountability, scientific support, and adequate and secure funding to achieve 

these objectives. 

The legislation also recognizes, however, that Southern California should do more going 

forward to make the most of regionally available water resources: 

 85021.  The policy of the State of California is to reduce reliance on the Delta in 

meeting California's future water supply needs through a statewide strategy of 

investing in improved regional supplies, conservation, and water use efficiency.  

Each region that depends on water from the Delta watershed shall improve its 

regional self-reliance for water through investment in water use efficiency, water 

recycling, advanced water technologies, local and regional water supply projects, 

and improved regional coordination of local and regional water supply efforts. 

Bay-Delta Conservation Plan - The Bay Delta Conservation Plan (BDCP) is being 

prepared as a habitat conservation plan and a natural community conservation plan for 

the Delta pursuant to the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and the Natural Community 

Conservation Planning Act (NCCPA).  Notably, Senate Bill 1, discussed above, 

contemplates the ultimate completion of the BDCP as part of the Delta Plan to be 

completed by the newly created Delta Stewardship Council.  The formulation of the 

proposed goals and objectives of the BDCP is under the direction of the Steering 

Committee, though the BDCP itself ultimately must be approved (after environmental 

review under CEQA and NEPA) by the Department of Fish and Game (NCCP) and the 

United States Fish and Wildlife Service and NMFS (HCP).  The BDCP Steering 

Committee agrees that a phased implementation of key elements of the long-term 

approach will be necessary.  Key elements of the Framework include:  

 Habitat Restoration and Enhancement;  

 Water Conveyance Facilities;  

 Water Operations;  

 Other Conservation Actions;  

 Adaptive Management and Monitoring;  

 Scientific Input;  

 Cost and Funding; and  

 Implementation Structure and Decision Making.  

Notably, the final version of the BDCP may well include a new isolated conveyance 

facility diverting Sacramento River water from a point of diversion somewhere in the 
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north Delta.  Such a facility, likely either an underground pipeline or a surface canal, 

would allow USBR and DWR to reduce their current dependence on export pumps in the 

south Delta, which are currently causing unacceptable environmental harm, most 

particularly to the Delta smelt.  Although a second round of scoping for the BDCP was 

conducted during the first part of 2009, it is unclear when a public draft EIR/EIS for the 

project will be ready.  Current estimates vary from late 2010 to early 2011.  Notably, 

Senate Bill 1 contemplates completion by the Delta Stewardship Council of the Delta 

Plan by January 1, 2012.  Observers disagree as to whether a completed BDCP must be 

part of the Plan ready for adoption by that date or whether the BDCP may trail the 

original Plan adoption by some period of time.   

9.3.2 Joint Federal Project/Spillway and WCM 

As part of the joint federal effort between USBR and the Corps of Engineers to 

implement long-term flood damage safety and flood damage reduction for Folsom 

Reservoir and its operations, the Corps will be developing an Updated Flood 

Management Plan and Flood Control Manual (e.g., a new flood control diagram) for the 

reservoir.  As noted previously, the current interim operating agreement regarding 

Folsom Reservoir encroachment space is 400,000-670,000 AF.  The Updated Flood 

Management Plan and Flood Control Manual will re-assess long-term operational flood 

protection in Folsom Reservoir, given the new auxiliary spillway and ongoing 

downstream levee improvements.  The spillway portion of the Joint Federal Project 

completed its environmental EIS/EIR in 2007 and is now under construction.   

9.3.3 Sacramento River Water Reliability Study 

Authorized under P.L. 106-554, Appendix B, Division B, USBR is to conduct a 

feasibility study for a new Sacramento River diversion project that is consistent with the 

principles and requirements of the Water Forum Agreement.  The purpose of the 

feasibility study is to develop a plan to implement the Water Forum Agreement 

objectives to pursue a Sacramento River diversion to meet the water supply needs of the 

Placer-Sacramento region and to preserve the lower American River.  The four local cost-

sharing partners for the SRWRS were the City of Sacramento, the City of Roseville, the 

Placer County Water Agency, and the Sacramento Suburban Water District.  The new 

diversion structure, which would serve all four of these agencies, must consider the 

following:  (1) consolidation of several of the Natomas Central Mutual Water Company’s 

diversions; (2) upgrade fish screens at the consolidated diversion; (3) provide for the 

diversion of 35,000 acre feet of water by the PCWA; (4) provide for the division of 

29,000 acre feet of water for delivery to the Northridge Water District (now Sacramento 

Suburban Water District); (5) provide the potential to accommodate other divisions of 

water from the Sacramento River, subject to additional negotiations and agreement 
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among Water Forum signatories and potentially affected parties upstream on the 

Sacramento River; and (6) establish a new inter-tie between the diversions referred to in 

paragraphs (3), (4), and (5) with the Sacramento Suburban Water District’s pipeline that 

delivers water from the American River.   

The authorizing legislation for the potential new Sacramento River diversion project 

requires a feasibility study for the new diversion that must include – (1) the development 

of a range of reasonable options; (2) an environmental evaluation; and (3) consultation 

with federal and State resources management agencies regarding potential impacts and 

mitigation measures.  The study shall include a range of alternatives, all of which would 

investigate options that could reduce to insignificance any water supply impact on water 

users in the Sacramento River watershed, including Central Valley Project contractors, 

from any delivery of water out of the Sacramento River.  In evaluating the alternatives, 

the study shall consider water supply alternatives that would increase water supply for, or 

in, the Sacramento River watershed.  The study should be coordinated with the CALFED 

program and take advantage of information already developed within that program to 

investigate water supply increase alternatives.  Where the alternatives evaluated are in 

addition to or different from the existing CALFED alternatives, such information should 

be clearly identified.  

Although at one time the environmental review for the SRWRS was anticipated to occur 

in 2009 or earlier, the project was recently put on hold indefinitely due to the economic 

slow-down, which has reduced the previously anticipated demand for new water to serve 

new development.  Although the City of Sacramento, with its recently updated General 

Plan, may not pursue the project when it is revived in the future, the Placer County Water 

Agency does anticipate pursuing the project again at some point, with or without all of 

the original cost-sharing partners. 

9.3.4 Lower American River Flow Management Standard 

A notable new action for the American River is the proposed lower American River – 

Flow Management Standard (or LAR FMS).  Resulting from one of the seven elements 

of the Water Forum Agreement, the LAR FMS is the culmination of several years of 

continued work on developing a fish-friendly flow pattern for the lower American River; 

its predecessors included several iterations during the development of the Water Forum 

Agreement (e.g., F-Pattern).   

As background, in 1990, the SWRCB stated its conclusions that, ―the existing flow 

requirements do not provide an adequate level of protection to the uses in the lower 

American River,‖ and set forth a work plan to modify relevant water right permits 

(SWRCB Work Plan – Review of Water Rights on the American River, August, 1990).  

The existing flow requirements, which would be subject to modifications imposed by the 
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SWRCB, are embedded in USBR’s water right permit(s) for the lower American River 

and were prescribed in 1958 by SWRCB Decision 893 (D-893). 

The Water Forum Agreement, executed in January 2000, includes the signatories’ 

commitment to ―actively endorse permanent implementation of an Improved Pattern of 

Fishery Flow Releases from Folsom Reservoir.‖  (Water Forum Agreement, pg. 75).  

Following execution of the Water Forum Agreement, the Water Forum embarked on the 

process of developing the LAR FMS jointly with USBR, and with participation of the 

USFWS, NOAA Fisheries, and CDFG.  The intent of the process was to reach consensus 

on the substance of the LAR FMS to be included in a joint petition to the SWRCB to 

amend USBR’s water right permit(s) as they are embodied in D-893.  

In October, 2004, USBR, the Water Forum and the USFWS entered into a Memorandum 

of Understanding (MOU) documenting the parties intent to work together to reach 

agreement on a new LAR FMS that would be the subject of a petition to be filed with the 

SWRCB.  A schedule in the MOU provided that USBR would file a petition with the 

SWRCB on September 15, 2005.  The discussion among the participants resulted in 

consensus on the LAR FMS, described in a technical report titled, Lower American River 

Flow Management Standard, dated July 31, 2006.  

In the ensuing years, the Water Forum and USBR worked on draft language to the new 

LAR FMS petition; by the spring of 2008, USBR and the Water Forum agreed to pursue 

the approach of entering into a contract for implementation of the LAR FMS.  An 

updated version of the July 2006 technical report was made available at the same time.  

Subsequent to meetings and discussions between USBR and the Water Forum, including 

publicly-noticed contract negotiation sessions, USBR stated that, because of the 

uncertainty regarding the pending CVP-OCAP Biological Opinions, USBR considered 

substantive work on the LAR FMS to be impractical.  Discussions to reach agreement on 

a contract and/or petition to the SWRCB embodying the LAR FMS were delayed until 

the final NOAA Fisheries Biological Opinion on the CVP-OCAP was released in June, 

2009 (see discussion regarding revised Biological Opinions in Chapter 9.3.1, above).  

The Water Forum has initiated the environmental studies necessary to support 

implementation of the LAR FMS.  This work is consistent with the LAR FMS as agreed 

to by USBR in 2006, with appropriate modifications that have been discussed with, but 

not yet agreed to by USBR.  The Water Forum has completed its definition of the LAR 

FMS program, which includes various studies, alternatives, modeling scenarios, and 

environmental impact review including an EIR which is currently under preparation.    
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9.3.5 EID Temperature Control Device at Folsom Reservoir  

EID is currently pursuing the Folsom Lake Intake and Pump Station (FLIPS) with 

temperature control function which will allow withdrawal of water from Folsom 

Reservoir while minimizing impact to, and preserving, the cold water pool at the bottom 

of the reservoir for downstream listed temperature sensitive fish species.  These facilities 

consist of a structure capable of drawing water from three separate elevations within the 

warm upper reaches of the reservoir.  The FLIPS purpose is to allow EID to selectively 

withdraw water from different elevations in the reservoir based on water temperature.  

The FLIPS will allow EID to select the temperature of the drinking water that EID uses, 

thereby preserving the cold water pool in the reservoir for controlled releases by the 

USBR.  The FLIPS will replace EID’s existing raw water pumping facilities, which will 

be demolished and the site restored to its natural state.  The FLIPS is expected to be 

completed in the next few years. 

9.3.6 EID Long-Term Warren Act Contract (Permit 21112) 

Permit 21112 water consists of a partial assignment of State Filed Application 5645 water 

totaling 17,000 acre-feet per year of water originating from Project 184 sources approved 

by the SWRCB in 2001.  EID is currently preparing an Environmental Assessment in 

support of a new Permit 21112 Long-Term Warren Act contract.  This Warren Act 

contract will facilitate the delivery of up to 17,000 acre-feet per year of the Permit 21112 

water (non-CVP water) through Folsom Reservoir for irrigation, municipal and industrial 

uses in the western portion of El Dorado County.  The Warren Act contract process is 

expected to be completed in mid 2011. 

9.3.7 U.S. Bureau of Reclamation/El Dorado County Water Agency 

New CVP M&I Water Service Contract Authorized under P.L. 101-514 

The El Dorado County Water Agency and USBR have been preparing a joint EIS/EIR of 

the congressionally authorized new CVP Municipal and Industrial (M&I) water service 

contract of up to 15,000 AF per year, to be diverted from Folsom Reservoir or points 

upstream.  The two beneficiaries will be EID and GDPUD.  The El Dorado County Water 

Agency will hold the master contract with USBR and enter into subcontracts with both 

EID and GDPUD for equal portions of the 15,000 AF.  A draft EIS/EIR was released on 

August 17, 2009, with the final EIS/EIR expected in mid 2010.  Currently, the proposed 

action is completing its section 7 requirements under the federal ESA and USBR and the 

El Dorado County Water Agency are working closely with FWS and NOAA Fisheries.  

The final EIR is anticipated by the end of 2010. 
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9.3.8 In-Delta Improvements and Related Actions  

Several actions are pending related to operations affecting the Delta including, but not 

limited to, maximum allowable diversions at the Banks Pumping Plant, South Delta 

Improvement Program (SDIP), Delta-Mendota Canal/California Aqueduct Intertie, Long-

Term Environmental Water Account (EWA), and new and renewed long-term CVP water 

service contracts.  These actions are pending final rulings by the U.S. District Court, 

Eastern District of California in the matters of NRDC et al., v.  Dirk Kempthorne, 

Secretary of the Interior, California Department of Water Resources, et. al., Case 1:05-

CV-01207-OWW-GSA; and Pacific Coast Federation of Fisherman’s 

Association/Institute for Fisheries Resources et al., v. Carlos Gutierrez, Secretary of 

Commerce, William Hogarth, National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA, San Luis & 

Delta Mendota Water Authority et al., Case 1:06-CV-00245-OWW-GSA.   

Two other large, State-wide water actions that are being developed have an entirely 

different level of potential future impact and, while not definitively known at this time, 

are receiving considerable debate and public exposure.  These include a new Peripheral 

Canal (or some version of it) and new offsite storage reservoirs at Sites and Temperance 

Flat.  As noted earlier, a new isolated conveyance facility, either an underground pipeline 

or a surface canal, may well be a part of the Bay Delta Conservation Plan, described 

earlier. 

9.3.9 Climate Change Impacts on California’s Water Resources 

The potential threat of climate change and the various activities and actions to address 

this challenge continues to receive wide and strong support throughout California.  A 

significant focus continues to be on GHG emissions and virtually all of the regulatory and 

legislative focus has been in this area.  Insofar as water resources are concerned, at 

present, all efforts have been and continue to be investigative in nature, meaning that they 

have addressed (or are addressing), to varying degrees, the potential effects of variable 

climate forces on specific attributes of California’s water resources.  These have included 

the Sierra Nevada snowpack, Delta and San Francisco Bay water levels, CVP/SWP 

operations, flooding frequency, purveyor water supplies, hydropower generation, and 

some of the important socioeconomic considerations associated with changes to each of 

these resources or operations.  While there is general consensus over the likely broad-

scale and long-term trends, significant temporal and spatial refinements are still 

necessary.  Improved techniques for Global Climate Model (GCM) downscaling to 

managed watershed scales are urgently needed.  More effort is needed to better refine the 

atmospheric couplings between the troposphere and lower levels, especially as it relates 

to low-level cloud dampening effects.  
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The manner with which climate change ultimately is incorporated into operational 

planning at the CVP/SWP level is, at this time, still uncertain.  An exhaustive review of 

the current science, its relevance to California water resources, and the latest modeling 

results on water supply effects, and the potential implications and uncertainties was 

thoroughly discussed previously in Chapter 8. 

9.3.10  Miscellaneous Relevant Future Actions 

Other future actions, some of which are pending, while others are more distant, are not 

influenced by the present proposed action.  Some are already captured hydrologically by 

current modeling of the future cumulative condition, while others do not influence 

system-wide hydrology above what has already been assessed.  These various actions 

under the latter category include the following: 

 Freeport Regional Water Project 

 City of Folsom Joint Conveyance Project 

9.3.11 CALSIM III 

At the same time that the CVP-OCAP and its support modeling are being refined, work is 

also underway at USBR and the Department of Water Resources on the next version of 

CALSIM (i.e., CALSIM III).  Currently, this effort remains in the developmental stage, 

but will likely continue to gain interest over the next year.  A thorough documented 

analysis of the differences between it and the current CALSIM II model is not yet 

publicly available.  No means of incorporating a vested and approved CALSIM III 

modeling platform currently exists.  

9.3.12  GDPUD Expanded Water Treatment 

GDPUD is investigating how to improve its drinking water facilities and has considered 

construction and operation of a new water treatment plant (WTP) located at Greenwood 

Lake and a treated water pipeline approximately three miles in length connecting the 

proposed treatment plant to the existing GDPUD treated water distribution system.  Due 

to high cost associated with the project, GDPUD is alternatively considering upgrading 

the Auburn Lake Trails WTP and is working with US EPA to reallocate the Greenwood 

Lake grant funding to the Auburn Lake Trails plant. 
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9.4 Diversion-Related Cumulative Impacts Analysis 

9.4.1 Introduction 

This Chapter of the EIR (Chapter 9.4) presents an analysis of the potential proposed 

project cumulative effects on diversion-related cumulative impacts.  It includes an 

analysis of the future cumulative condition based on established assumptions on future 

demands, operations, facilities, and regulatory controls, based on all available 

information regarding past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future actions 

described above.  These actions, together with the proposed project, define the future 

cumulative condition.  The analysis is based on a comparison of the future cumulative 

condition to the existing or Base Condition.  Where such cumulative impacts are deemed 

significant, a further analysis was undertaken to determine the significance of the 

incremental contribution of the proposed project to that future cumulative effect.  

CALSIM II and ResSim hydrologic modeling was relied upon to develop the hydrologic 

scenarios and cross-comparisons between the established future cumulative condition and 

current conditions and perform the numerical mass balance differential comparisons.    

9.4.2 Water Supply 

This chapter describes the potential future cumulative impacts on purveyor water supplies 

and includes discussion of the effects of delivery allocation to the CVP and SWP 

contractors and purveyors of the Water Forum Agreement.  The proposed new water 

rights entitlement is evaluated in the context of its potential effects on pumping at the 

Federal and/or state pumps for annual delivery to South of Delta contractors and 

considers if operations are inconsistent with the existing or anticipated long-term 

coordinated operation of the CVP/SWP or COA. 

Potential cumulative impacts to water supplies can be identified and characterized using 

the same impact thresholds as those identified for the direct impact analyses discussed in 

Chapter 6.0 of this EIR.  Such impacts to various contractors (water purveyors) were 

assumed to be equally representative of the potential cumulative impacts to water 

supplies.  The difference in this context is that, rather than inquire whether the proposed 

project, by itself, would exceed the specified thresholds, the relevant inquiry here is 

whether the project, taken together with past, present, and probable future projects, would 

exceed the thresholds.  If the answer is in the affirmative, then next inquiry is whether the 

project’s incremental contribution to the total impact is itself ―cumulatively considerable‖ 

and thus significant.  The following discussions of potential cumulative impacts were 

therefore modeled on similar impact categories discussed in that analysis of the proposed 

project’s direct impacts.  
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9.4.2-1 Effects on delivery allocations to CVP contractors. 

With expected increasing demands across the system, available water supplies would 

likely become more limiting, relative to current conditions.  Additionally, increasingly 

stringent regulatory requirements will likely be in place.  These future actions have been 

identified and described previously in Chapter 9.3, above.  As a result of these 

foreseeable changes, delivery impacts to CVP contractors in the future would likely be 

more constrained than they are presently; with increasing deficiencies and shortfalls from 

full contractual entitlements more prevalent.  This analysis addresses cumulative impacts 

to CVP M&I contractors first, and then addresses impacts to CVP agricultural 

contractors. 

Impacts to CVP contractors located north of the Delta: 

Table 9.4.2-1 illustrates the modeled differences in anticipated allocations (in percent) to 

CVP Municipal and Industrial (M&I) contractors north of the delta under the Future 

Cumulative Condition, relative to the Base Condition.  Additionally, to show the 

incremental effect of the proposed project on the Future Cumulative Condition, the 

Future without the proposed project is also presented and their differences computed.   

The modeling results show that future long-term average percent allocations to CVP M&I 

contractors north of the delta would be reduced by 4 percent, relative to today.  A 

decrease from 88 percent to 84 percent would occur based on the modeling.  Maximum 

year reductions, relative to current conditions would be 16 percent.  During dry years, 

these shortfalls are particularly notable (see Table 9.4.2-2). 

Table 9.4.2-1 

 

Percent Allocation Differences of CVP M&I Contractors (North of the Delta) 

Between the Base Condition and Future Cumulative Condition 

And Future Without Proposed Project Condition (%) 

 

Base 

Condition 

Allocation 

Future 

Cumulative 

Condition 

Allocation 

Future 

Without 

Proposed 

Project 

Allocation 

Absolute 

Difference
1 

Future 

Cumulative 

Condition 

Allocation 

Absolute 

Difference
1 

Future 

Without 

Proposed 

Project 

Allocation 

Mean 88 84 84 -4 0.0 

Median 97 92 92 -5 0.0 

Min. 63 47 47 -16 0.0 

Max. 100 100 100 0.0 0.0 

Note:  Based on 82-year hydrologic period of record used in CALSIM II. 
1Absolute Difference is the difference between the long-term means, not the average of the individual year absolute differences 
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Modeling results from Table 9.4.2-2 show the magnitude of change between the Base 

Condition and the Future Cumulative Condition during two selected dry year sequences.  

CVP M&I contractors north of the delta during these years would experience total 

reductions ranging between 10 and 16 percent.  Given current M&I contractor deliveries 

north of the delta, such reductions could amount to 80,000 AF during these types of water 

years.  Such an impact on CVP M&I contractors north of the delta would be considered a 

cumulatively significant impact.   

As reflected in Table 9.4.2-1, however, the incremental contribution of the proposed 

project, as a component of the impacts imparted under the Future Cumulative Condition, 

would be less than significant.  As described at length in Chapter 6.1, the specific project 

increment of effect under current hydrologic conditions is small, but notable.  

Accordingly, potentially significant impact determinations were made for several CVP 

contractor categories (see Chapter 6.1) under current conditions (i.e., Base Condition).   

 

Table 9.4.2-2 

 

Percent Allocation Differences of CVP M&I Contractors 

Individual Year Comparisons for Two Historic Dry Periods 

Between the Base Condition and Future Cumulative Condition (%) 

Year 
Base Condition 

Allocation 

Future Cumulative 

Condition Allocation 

Absolute Difference
1
 

Future Cumulative 

Condition 

1928 99 84 -15 

1929 67 55 -12 

1930 78 68 -10 

1931 66 59 -7 

1932 77 64 -13 

1933 66 54 -12 

1934 63 67 4 

1988 63 57 -6 

1989 73 69 -4 

1990 63 47 -16 

1991 74 64 -10 

1992 71 74 3 

Note:  Based on 82-year hydrologic period of record used in CALSIM II. 
1Absolute Difference is the difference between the long-term means, not the average of the individual year absolute differences 

 

Under the Future Cumulative Condition, however, based on applied hydrologic 

modeling, there is no numerical difference between this future cumulative condition and 

the condition without the proposed project included.  While it is intuitive that any further 

depletion on CVP yield could have some effect on CVP contractors, and that some of 
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those effects depending on their magnitude and frequency could be considered 

cumulatively considerable, the available hydrologic modeling output does not provide the 

quantitative basis to make that determination.   

Table 9.4.2-3 shows the percent allocations under the Future Cumulative Condition for 

CVP agricultural contractors north of the delta, relative to current conditions.  

Modeling results indicate that under the Future Cumulative Condition long-term mean 

percent allocations to CVP agricultural contractors north of the delta would be reduced 

by 4 percent.  During dry years and dry year sequences, the difference between the Base 

Condition and the Future Cumulative Condition would be greater than those modeled for 

CVP M&I contractors; the reductions would indeed be larger.  Such reductions, relative 

to current conditions would represent a cumulatively significant impact to CVP 

agricultural contractors north of the delta.   

 

Table 9.4.2-3 

 

Percent Allocation Differences of CVP Agricultural Contractors (North of the 

Delta) Between the Base Condition and Future Cumulative Condition 

And Future Without Proposed Project Condition (%) 

 

Base 

Condition 

Allocation 

Future 

Cumulative 

Condition 

Allocation 

Future 

Without 

Proposed 

Project 

Allocation 

Absolute 

Difference
1 

Future 

Cumulative 

Condition 

Allocation 

Absolute 

Difference
1 

Future 

Without 

Proposed 

Project 

Allocation 

Mean 71 67 67 -4 0.0 

Median 83 80 78 -3 -2 

Min. 12 0 0 -12 0.0 

Max. 100 100 100 0.0 0.0 

Note:  Based on 82-year hydrologic period of record used in CALSIM II. 
1Absolute Difference is the difference between the long-term means, not the average of the individual year absolute differences 

 

As reflected in Table 9.4.2-3, however, the incremental contribution of the proposed 

project, as a component of the impacts imparted under the Future Cumulative Condition, 

would be less than significant.  As described at length in Chapter 6.1, the specific project 

increment of effect under current hydrologic conditions is small, but notable.  

Accordingly, potentially significant impact determinations were made for CVP 

agricultural water allocations (see Chapter 6.1) under current conditions (i.e., Base 

Condition).  Under the Future Cumulative Condition, however, based on applied 

hydrologic modeling, there is no numerical difference between this future cumulative 
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condition and under mean conditions as compared to the condition without the proposed 

project included.  While it is intuitive that any further depletion on CVP yield could have 

some effect on CVP agricultural water allocations, and that some of those effects 

depending on their magnitude and frequency could be considered cumulatively 

considerable, the available hydrologic modeling output does not provide the quantitative 

basis to make that determination.   

Table 9.4.2-4 shows the percent allocation differences under the Future Cumulative 

Condition for settlement contractors north of the delta, relative to current conditions 

(Base Condition).  The results of the CALSIM II modeling show that settlement 

contractors north of the delta would experience increased allocations, relative to current 

conditions.  Modeling assumptions under the Future Cumulative Condition pre-suppose 

that established Settlement Contractors would experience higher allocations, relative to 

current or existing conditions, based on conditions contained in long-standing negotiated 

agreements.  There would be no impact to this category of CVP contractor in the future, 

relative to existing conditions. 

Table 9.4.2-4 

 

Percent Allocation Differences of Settlement Contractors (North of the Delta) 

Between the Base Condition and Future Cumulative Condition 

And Future Without Proposed Project Condition (%) 

 

Base 

Condition 

Allocation 

Future 

Cumulative 

Condition 

Allocation 

Future 

Without 

Proposed 

Project 

Allocation 

Absolute 

Difference
1 

Future 

Cumulative 

Condition 

Allocation 

Absolute 

Difference
1 

Future 

Without 

Proposed 

Project 

Allocation 

Mean 81 89 89 8 0.0 

Median 82 92 92 10 0.0 

Min. 57 78 78 21 0.0 

Max. 100 100 100 0.0 0.0 

Note:  Based on 82-year hydrologic period of record used in CALSIM II. 
1Absolute Difference is the difference between the long-term means, not the average of the individual year absolute differences 

 

CVP wildlife refuges north of the delta account for approximately 300,000 AF in the 

Sacramento River Basin service area and are intended to provide maintenance, 

enhancement, and restoration of habitat.  Table 9.4.2-5 shows the anticipated percent 

allocations to CVP refuges north of the delta under the Future Cumulative Condition.  No 

changes in the long-term percent allocations to these refuges were evident from the 

modeling results.  Potential future cumulative impacts to CVP refuges north of the delta, 

therefore, would be less than significant.  
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Impacts to CVP contractors located south of the Delta: 

South of delta CVP contractor impacts under the Future Cumulative Condition are 

presented in the following discussions.  Table 9.4.2-6 shows the expected percent 

allocations to CVP M&I contractors under the Future Cumulative Condition, relative to 

today.  The long-term mean and median percent allocations from the modeled output 

increase in the future.  A two percent (2 percent) overall, long-term increase in allocation 

would translate into approximately an additional 6,000 AF, given current annual delivery 

entitlements to CVP M&I contractors.  As described previously throughout this EIR, the 

varied step functions characteristic of CALSIM II and the manner with which the model 

"moves" water around the CVP/SWP as a result of these rules must be taken into account 

when assessing the veracity of such quantities.  Small changes in modeled comparative 

hydrology such as this can just as easily imply that no changes would have occurred.  As 

noted previously (see Chapter 5.2.2; CALSIM II), the resulting data trend does not appear 

to imply a shortfall.  The increases in modeled allocations, relative to current conditions, 

indicate that there would be no impact to this category of CVP contractor south of the 

delta in the future. 

Table 9.4.2-5 

 

Percent Allocation Differences of CVP Refuges Contractors (North of the Delta) 

Between the Base Condition and Future Cumulative Condition 

And Future Without Proposed Project Condition (%) 

 

Base 

Condition 

Allocation 

Future 

Cumulative 

Condition 

Allocation 

Future 

Without 

Proposed 

Project 

Allocation 

Absolute 

Difference
1 

Future 

Cumulative 

Condition 

Allocation 

Absolute 

Difference
1 

Future 

Without 

Proposed 

Project 

Allocation 

Mean 95 95 95 0.0 0.0 

Median 98 99 99 0.0 0.0 

Min. 73 73 73 0.0 0.0 

Max. 100 100 100 0.0 0.0 

Note:  Based on 82-year hydrologic period of record used in CALSIM II. 
1Absolute Difference is the difference between the long-term means, not the average of the individual year absolute differences 
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Table 9.4.2-6 

 

Percent Allocation Differences of CVP M&I Contractors 

(South of the Delta) 

Between the Base Condition and Future Cumulative Condition 

And Future Without Proposed Project Condition (%) 

 

Base 

Condition 

Allocation 

Future 

Cumulative 

Condition 

Allocation 

Future 

Without 

Proposed 

Project 

Allocation 

Absolute 

Difference
1 

Future 

Cumulative 

Condition 

Allocation 

Absolute 

Difference
1 

Future 

Without 

Proposed 

Project 

Allocation 

Mean 83 85 85 2 0.0 

Median 84 90 92 6 2 

Min. 53 55 50 2 -5 

Max. 100 100 100 0.0 0.0 

Note:  Based on 82-year hydrologic period of record used in CALSIM II. 
1Absolute Difference is the difference between the long-term means, not the average of the individual year absolute differences 

 

Table 9.4.2-7 reveals the anticipated future impacts to CVP agricultural contractors south 

of the delta, relative to existing conditions.  The Future Cumulative Condition simulation 

is compared against the established Base Condition.  The modeling results show that 

allocations to agricultural contractors south of the delta would not change appreciably in 

the future.  The long-term mean percent allocations (based on an 82-year modeled record) 

would be identical.  The variance, however, around that mean would change as reflected 

in comparative differences in the median and minimum values of the dataset.  In dry 

years especially, these differences would be noticeable.  Single year reductions during 

these periods can exceed 10 percent; equating to approximately 210,000 AF out of the 2.1 

MAF allocated to south of delta CVP agricultural deliveries.  Reductions of this 

magnitude would represent a cumulatively significant impact. 

As reflected in Table 9.4.2-7, however, the incremental contribution of the proposed 

project, as a component of the impacts imparted under the Future Cumulative Condition, 

would be less than significant.  As described previously for Impact 9.4.2-1 above, the 

specific project increment of effect under current hydrologic conditions is notable.  

Accordingly, potentially significant impact determinations were made for CVP 

Agricultural contractors (see Chapter 6.1) under current conditions (i.e., Base Condition).  

Under the Future Cumulative Condition, however, based on applied hydrologic 

modeling, there is virtually no numerical difference between this future cumulative 

condition and the condition without the proposed project included.  While it is intuitive 

that any further depletion on CVP yield could have some effect on CVP contractors, and 
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that some of those effects depending on and their magnitude and frequency could be 

considered cumulatively considerable, the available hydrologic modeling output does not 

provide the quantitative basis to make that determination.   

Table 9.4.2-8 shows the anticipated allocations to CVP settlement/exchange contractors 

south of the delta under the Future Cumulative Condition.  Changes are reported, relative 

to the Base Condition or existing conditions.  No change in the long-term expected 

deliveries to CVP settlement/exchange contractors were modeled.  Accordingly, no 

impact to this category of CVP contractor is expected to occur. 

Future anticipated delivery allocations to CVP refuges south of the delta were modeled 

and the results shown in Table 9.4.2-9.  No changes were recorded in the long-term 

expected delivery allocations.  Accordingly, there would be no impact expected to CVP 

refuge deliveries in the future.   

 

 

Table 9.4.2-7 

 

Percent Allocation Differences of CVP Agricultural Contractors (South of the 

Delta) Between the Base Condition and Future Cumulative Condition 

And Future Without Proposed Project Condition (%) 

 

Base 

Condition 

Allocation 

Future 

Cumulative 

Condition 

Allocation 

Future 

Without 

Proposed 

Project 

Allocation 

Absolute 

Difference
1 

Future 

Cumulative 

Condition 

Allocation 

Absolute 

Difference
 

Future 

Without 

Proposed 

Project 

Allocation 

Mean 58 58 59 0.0 1 

Median 61 66 67 5 1 

Min. 12 0 0 -12 0.0 

Max. 100 100 100 0.0 0.0 

Note:  Based on 82-year hydrologic period of record used in CALSIM II. 
1Absolute Difference is the difference between the long-term means, not the average of the individual year absolute differences 
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Table 9.4.2-8 

 

Percent Allocation Differences of CVP Settlement/Exchange Contractors 

(South of the Delta) 

Between the Base Condition and Future Cumulative Condition 

And Future Without Proposed Project Condition (%) 

 

Base 

Condition 

Allocation 

Future 

Cumulative 

Condition 

Allocation 

Future 

Without 

Proposed 

Project 

Allocation 

Absolute 

Difference
1 

Future 

Cumulative 

Condition 

Allocation 

Absolute 

Difference
1 

Future 

Without 

Proposed 

Project 

Allocation 

Mean 96 96 96 0.0 0.0 

Median 100 100 100 0.0 0.0 

Min. 77 77 77 0.0 0.0 

Max. 100 100 100 0.0 0.0 

Note:  Based on 82-year hydrologic period of record used in CALSIM II. 
1Absolute Difference is the difference between the long-term means, not the average of the individual year absolute differences 

 

Table 9.4.2-9 

 

Percent Allocation Differences of CVP Refuges Contractors 

(South of the Delta) 

Between the Base Condition and Future Cumulative Condition 

And Future Without Proposed Project Condition (%) 

 

Base 

Condition 

Allocation 

Future 

Cumulative 

Condition 

Allocation 

Future 

Without 

Proposed 

Project 

Allocation 

Absolute 

Difference
1 

Future 

Cumulative 

Condition 

Allocation 

Absolute 

Difference
1 

Future 

Without 

Proposed 

Project 

Allocation 

Mean 96 96 96 0.0 0.0 

Median 100 100 100 0.0 0.0 

Min. 73 73 72 0.0 -1 

Max. 100 100 100 0.0 0.0 

Note:  Based on 82-year hydrologic period of record used in CALSIM II. 
1Absolute Difference is the difference between the long-term means, not the average of the individual year absolute differences 

 

9.4.2-2   Effects on delivery allocations to SWP contractors. 

Future anticipated delivery allocations to SWP contractors would be expected to be 

reduced, relative to current conditions.  Modeling output comparisons of the Future 

Cumulative Condition, relative to the Base Condition are shown in Table 9.4.2-10.  The 



Chapter 9.0 Cumulative Impacts  

 

9.0-38 

results indicate that in the long-term, mean percent allocations to SWP contractors would 

be one percent (1 percent) less in comparison to current allocations.  Variances around 

the mean do occur.  The minimum year percent allocation would also decrease by four 

percent, relative to existing conditions.  Dry year periods illustrate the extent to which 

inter-year variability affects SWP contractors in the future. 

As reflected in Table 9.4.2-10, however, the incremental contribution of the proposed 

project, as a component of the impacts imparted under the Future Cumulative Condition, 

would be less than significant.  As described previously for Impact 9.4.2-1 above, the 

specific project increment of effect under current hydrologic conditions is notable.  

Accordingly, potentially significant impact determinations were made for SWP 

contractors (see Chapter 6.1) under current conditions (i.e., Base Condition).  Under the 

Future Cumulative Condition, however, based on applied hydrologic modeling, there is 

virtually no numerical difference between this future cumulative condition and the 

condition without the proposed project included.  While it is intuitive that any further 

depletion on SWP yield could have some effect on SWP contractors, and that some of 

those effects depending on and their magnitude and frequency could be considered 

cumulatively considerable, the available hydrologic modeling output does not provide the 

quantitative basis to make that determination.   

 

Table 9.4.2-10 

 

Percent Allocation Differences of SWP Contractors 

(South of the Delta) 

Between the Base Condition and Future Cumulative Condition 

And Future Without Proposed Project Condition (%) 

 

Base 

Condition 

Allocation 

Future 

Cumulative 

Condition 

Allocation 

Future 

Without 

Proposed 

Project 

Allocation 

Absolute 

Difference
1 

Future 

Cumulative 

Condition 

Allocation 

Absolute 

Difference
1 

Future 

Without 

Proposed 

Project 

Allocation 

Mean 72 71 71 -1 0.0 

Median 86 84 83 -2 -1 

Min. 22 18 18 -4 0.0 

Max. 100 100 100 0.0 0.0 

Note:  Based on an abbreviated 72-year hydrologic period of record used in CALSIM II. 
1Absolute Difference is the difference between the long-term means, not the average of the individual year absolute differences 
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Table 9.4.2-11 shows the percent allocation differences between the Base Condition and 

Future Cumulative Condition for two acknowledged dry year hydrologies (i.e., those 

occurring during the 1928-34 and 1988-92 droughts).  The differences, noted as 

reductions, range from five to fifteen percent (5-15 %).  A difference of up to fifteen 

percent (15%) in a drought year could amount to a 720,000 AF reduction in deliveries.  

Such reduction magnitudes, especially during periods already likely to experience 

reduced allocations, would represent a potentially significant impact to SWP contractors 

in the future. 

 

Table 9.4.2-11 

 

Percent Allocation Differences of SWP Contractors 

Individual Year Comparisons for Two Historic Dry Periods 

Between the Base Condition and Future Cumulative Condition (%) 

Year 
Base Condition 

Allocation 

Future Cumulative 

Condition Allocation 

Absolute Difference
1
 

Future Cumulative 

Condition 

1928 90 81 -9 

1929 45 44 -1 

1930 79 64 -15 

1931 22 28 6 

1932 56 48 -8 

1933 57 51 -6 

1934 48 40 -8 

1988 31 31 0 

1989 99 91 -8 

1990 44 34 -10 

1991 42 34 -8 

1992 55 46 -9 

Note:  Based on an abbreviated 72-year hydrologic period of record used in CALSIM II. 
1Absolute Difference is the difference between the long-term means, not the average of the individual year absolute differences 

 

 

The absolute difference of the future without proposed project allocation (see Table 

9.4.2-10) is 1% or less.  The incremental contribution of the proposed project, as a 

component of the cumulative impacts on SWP Contractors in dry years, would be less 

than significant. 

 

9.4.2-3 Effects on delivery allocations to the purveyors of the Water Forum 

Agreement. 

Future deliveries to the Water Forum purveyors diverting CVP M&I water out of Folsom 

Reservoir would be significantly higher than those currently occurring.  Modeling data 
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reveal that the average annual delivery CVP M&I allocations from Folsom Reservoir in 

the future would be over twice that occurring presently.  Table 9.4.2-12, below, shows 

these results.  In the future, the Future Cumulative Condition simulation revealed that, on 

average, CVP M&I deliveries out of the reservoir at Folsom Dam would be about 

105,000 AF.  This is significantly larger than the approximate 50,000 AF diverted today.  

Maximum monthly increases, relative to current conditions, would occur during the 

summer months.   

Table 9.4.2-12 

 

Mean
1
 Monthly CVP M&I Contract Deliveries from Folsom Reservoir (Folsom 

Dam
2
) Between the Base Condition and Future Cumulative Condition 

and Future Without Proposed Project Condition (TAF) 
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Base 

Condition 
2.96 2.39 2.37 2.39 2.36 2.48 5.00 5.87 6.99 7.22 6.20 4.20 50.27 

Future 

Cumulative 

Condition 

6.82 4.96 4.83 4.89 4.92 4.94 9.73 11.93 14.40 15.17 13.28 9.71 105.22 

Future 

Without 

Proposed 

Project 

Condition 

6.55 4.92 4.81 4.87 4.91 4.97 10.25 12.33 14.62 15.19 13.14 9.55 105.75 

1Mean of 82-year period of record from 1922-2003 
2CALSIM II deliveries made from Folsom Pumping Plant which diverts water from the urban water supply intake (@317 ft msl) on 

the dam and is identified as the D8 node in the CALSIM II 

 

In the future, with increased demands being called upon by each of the Water Forum 

purveyors, this increase in expected delivery allocations is not unexpected.  The proposed 

project would have some effect on the future quantity of deliveries from the reservoir.  

Figure 9.4.2-1 shows the exceedance plots for both the Future Cumulative and Future 

without proposed project condition simulations.  As shown in the modeling results, 

during primarily the spring and early summer months, the Future without proposed 

project simulation would deliver slightly greater quantities of CVP M&I water from the 

reservoirs than the Future Cumulative Condition.  This implies a slight adverse effect of 

the proposed project on the long-term, future deliveries coming out of the reservoir from 

the Folsom Pumping Plant.  These differences, however, are small and, when added to 

the cumulative effects are negligible; the largest average monthly difference being 520 
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AF (in April).  In about 45 percent of the years (slightly less than half the time), 

deliveries would be approximately 120 TAF.  From an adverse impact to water supplies 

perspective, there would be no impact to Water Forum purveyor deliveries from Folsom 

Dam Reservoir.  

 

 

 

9.4.2-4 Substantial reduction in pumping at the Federal and/or State pumps for 

annual delivery to South of Delta contractors. 

While anticipated deliveries to south of delta contractors have, in part, already been 

addressed in Impacts 9.4.2-1 and 9.4.2-2 by virtue of the evaluation of both CVP and 

SWP contractor allocations, this analysis focuses specifically on those potential 

allocations south of the delta via the export pumping facilities.  Hydrologic modeling of 

Figure 9.4.2-1 

 

Comparison of Folsom Pumping Plant CVP M&I Deliveries Plotted Exceedance 

For Future Cumulative Condition and Future without Project Condition 

Under Contract Year (Mar-Feb) Total 
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the Future Cumulative Condition and the potential effects on delta exports, relative to 

current conditions, was undertaken and the results provided in Table 9.4.2-13.  

 

Table 9.4.2-13 

 

Mean
1
 Monthly Total Delta Exports at Banks and Tracy Pumping Plants 

Under the Base Condition and Proposed Project A and B (TAF) 

Month 
Base 

Condition 

Future 

Cumulative 

Condition 

Future 

Without 

Proposed 

Project 

Condition 

Absolute 

Difference
2
 

Future 

Cumulative 

Condition 

Absolute 

Difference
3
 

Future 

Without 

Proposed 

Project 

Condition 

Oct 517 505 507 -12 -2 (-0.7) 

Nov 543 521 522 -22 0 (-0.5) 

Dec 591 648 647 57 1 (0.1) 

Jan 586 647 644 61 4 (1.3) 

Feb 523 539 541 16 -2 (-0.3) 

Mar 525 509 509 -16 0 (0.1) 

Apr 271 290 290 19 -1 (-0.1) 

May 216 254 254 38 0 (-0.1) 

Jun 367 363 364 -4 -1 (-0.9) 

Jul 505 532 533 27 -1 (-0.3) 

Aug 574 554 554 -35 0 (2.0) 

Sep 579 544 542 -35 1 (0.2) 
1     Mean of 82-year period of record from 1922-2003 
2    Absolute Difference is the average mean difference between the Base Condition and Future Cumulative Condition; values in      

parentheses represent the average mean relative difference. 
3     Absolute Difference is the average mean difference between the Future Cumulative Condition and Future Without proposed 

project Condition from each of the individual year differences; values in parentheses represent the average mean relative 

difference. 

Note: Absolute Differences and Percentages are not the numeric differences of the 82-year means of the Base Condition and 
proposed project simulations; they are the means of the individual year Absolute and Relative Differences - this will explain why 

in many cases, the row values presented do not add up.  They are not rounding errors.   

 

The results show that under the Future Cumulative Condition, total delta exports would 

vary, in the long-term by month.  On average, there would be measurable reductions in 

export pumping during the late summer and early fall months, but also measurable 

increases during the winter months.  The average monthly long-term reductions in 

August and September, for example, would be 35,000 AF.  As in any long-range forecast, 

the results are influenced largely by the assumptions that go into the modeling exercise.  

It can only be assumed that existing regulatory controls (e.g., Bay-Delta WQCP, USFWS 

and NMFS CVP-OCAP Biological Opinions) and other institutional initiatives (e.g., 

BDCP) will continue into the future and that, more stringent regulations will be 
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developed and imposed to curtail ecosystem degradation within the delta.  These, as yet 

unknown requirements cannot, for obvious reasons, be incorporated into any modeling 

effort with assured accuracy. 

Based the modeling results for the established Future Cumulative Condition and, when 

compared against existing conditions, it is apparent that notable reductions in the long-

term expected quantity of exports would likely occur.  Such reductions would represent a 

cumulatively significant impact.   

The increment of the proposed project on this potentially significant future cumulative 

impact, as illustrated in the modeling results does not indicate a significant incremental 

contribution.  As reflected in Table 9.4.2-13 (see the Future Cumulative Condition versus 

Future Without Proposed Project Condition), however, the incremental contribution of 

the proposed project, as a component of the impacts imparted under the Future 

Cumulative Condition, would be less than significant.  The absolute difference in the 

Future Cumulative Condition, with or without the proposed project, is very small and 

within the modeling context, un-measurable in the natural environment. 

9.4.2-5  Result in operations inconsistent with the existing or anticipated long-term 

coordinated operations of the CVP/SWP or COA. 

By definition, the long-term coordinated operations of the CVP and SWP is intended to 

accommodate future actions and the continuing challenges and threats to the CVP and 

SWP.  The proposed project is consistent with the integrated operations of the current and 

long-term coordinated operations of the CVP and SWP.  The operations of the CVP and 

SWP acknowledge priority water rights; operational forecasting, system-wide accounting, 

and year to year operational decision-making by Reclamation's Central Valley Operations 

and the Operations Control Office factor in base hydrology, both in accretions and 

depletions, and include those of water right holders.  Nothing in the CVP-OCAP or COA 

prohibit the exercise of superior water rights by those holding such entitlements.  Insofar 

as the long-term coordinated operations of the CVP/SWP and COA would be affected by 

the proposed project, a less than significant future cumulative impact is anticipated. 

9.4.3 Fisheries and Aquatic Resources 

This chapter presents an analysis of the potential cumulative effects on fisheries and 

aquatic resources.  It includes an analysis of the future cumulative condition based on 

established assumptions on future demands, operations, facilities, and regulatory controls, 

based on all available information regarding past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 

probable future actions described above.  These actions, together with the proposed 

project, define the future cumulative condition.  The analysis is based on a comparison of 

the future cumulative condition to the existing or Base Condition.  Where such 
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cumulative impacts are deemed significant, a further analysis was undertaken to 

determine the significance of the incremental contribution of the proposed project to that 

future cumulative effect. 

9.4.3.1 Upper American River 

This chapter presents a discussion of the potential cumulative effects on fisheries and 

aquatic resources in the Upper American River basin.  

9.4.3-1 The Potential that Changes in UARP Reservoir Storage Could Impact 

Fisheries and Aquatic Resources. 

9.4.3-2 The Potential that Changes in UARP and North Fork American River 

Streamflow Could Impact Fisheries and Aquatic Resources. 

9.4.3-3 The Potential that Changes in UARP Operation Could Impact Frogs. 

Though there are no immediately foreseeable projects or programs that have not been 

considered in the impact analysis, it is possible that other unknown projects may be 

developed that will place demand on waters in the upper American River basin thereby 

adversely affecting  fisheries and aquatic resources.  The potential demand for water 

would not be limited to consumptive uses, but could be in response to environmental 

considerations in the upper American River basin, or elsewhere, not yet forecast. 

The criteria for the thresholds of impact to fisheries and aquatic resources in the upper 

American River basin are based on the UARP Settlement Agreement.  This agreement 

was predicated on an extensive assessment of potential impacts within the context of all 

known and anticipated future foreseeable actions.  Measures developed in the Settlement 

Agreement are designed to ―protect‖ key resources, including fisheries and aquatic 

resources. 

Because there are no foreseeable projects that may be implemented in the near future that 

haven't been considered in the impact analysis, there is no impact to fisheries and aquatic 

resources in the upper American River basin under the Future Cumulative Condition.   

9.4.3.2 Lower American River  

This chapter describes and discusses flow and water temperature differences and 

potential impacts to fisheries and aquatic habitat in the lower American River between: 

 the Future Cumulative Condition and the Existing Condition, and 

 the Future Cumulative Condition and the Future without Proposed Project A. 
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9.4.3-4 Result in substantial Changes in Monthly Mean Flows and Water 

Temperatures that Could Impact Spring-run Chinook Salmon. 

 

Environmental Impacts of the Future Cumulative Condition Compared to the Existing 

Condition 

Relative to the Existing Condition, the Future Cumulative Condition would be expected 

to provide:  

 Generally less suitable spring-run Chinook salmon non-natal juvenile rearing 

(November through April) conditions at the mouth of the lower American River 

because of: (1) lower long-term average flows from November through April; (2) 

generally lower average flows by water year type, often exceeding a 10% 

decrease from November through April of dry and critical years, during 

November and from January through April of below normal years, during 

November, December, January and April of above normal years, and during 

November of wet years; and (3) during low flow conditions, measurably lower 

flows for all months of the evaluation period, and 10% or greater flow reductions 

during November, December, January, February, March and April.  Minor 

changes in the frequency of occurrence of water temperatures within the suitable 

range throughout the evaluation period. 

Results indicate small decreases in long-term average monthly water temperatures during 

November through January, and minor (0.1 – 0.2°F) temperature increases during 

February through March.  However, substantial reductions in the magnitude and 

frequency of flows, at the mouth of the lower American River during the period from 

November through April (where and when spring-run Chinook salmon juvenile rearing 

occurs) result in reduced physical habitat availability and represent a cumulatively 

significant impact. 

Incremental Contribution of the Proposed Project  

The proposed project would incrementally result in:  

 Generally less suitable spring-run Chinook salmon non-natal juvenile rearing 

(November through April) conditions at the mouth of the lower American River 

because of: (1) lower long-term average flows from November through April; (2) 

generally lower average flows by water year type from November through April, 

particularly during January and February of dry years; and (3) during low flow 

conditions, measurably lower flows for all months of the evaluation period, and 

10% or greater flow reductions during November, December, January, February, 
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March and April.  Minor changes in the frequency of occurrence of water 

temperatures within the suitable range throughout the evaluation period. 

Results indicate small decreases in long-term average monthly water temperatures during 

November and December and no changes during January through April, and minor 

(0.1°F) temperature increases in average monthly water temperatures during November 

of wet years, February and April of below normal years, and March and April of dry and 

critical years, with no changes in the remaining months and water year types.  However, 

substantial reductions in the magnitude and frequency of flows result in reduced physical 

habitat availability, they represent an incremental significant impact to spring-run 

Chinook salmon and are cumulatively considerable.  

Mitigation Measures for Impact 9.4.3-4 

The impacts to fisheries and aquatic resources on the lower American River are 

dependent on a variety of factors including over-all CVP operations and more 

specifically, operation of Folsom Reservoir which releases water directly to the lower 

American River.  Actual effects on lower American River fisheries and aquatic resources 

will depend on a variety of factors. 

The U.S. Department of the Interior, acting through the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 

(USBR), whose responsibilities include management and operation of the CVP, is 

obligated to operate the system in such a manner to accommodate superior water rights 

diversions and still maintain compliance with existing environmental regulatory 

requirements.  The proposed project water represents such a superior right by virtue of 

the underlying state filed application.  USBR is obligated to operate the CVP in such a 

way as to meet designated environmental protection criteria such as minimum reservoir 

storage, minimum releases, and instream water temperatures set forth in existing 

Biological Opinions under the federal Endangered Species Act and as part of the CVP's 

Operation and Criteria Plan (OCAP), Bay-Delta standards, and various dictates under the 

CVPIA (e.g., Section 3406 [b] [2]).  

Under USBR law and, in part, by the authorization of the Central Valley Project 

Authorization Act
3
, it is provided that each water service contract stipulate that 

Reclamation is obligated to make available to the contractor a specified amount of project 

water subject to shortages based on availability of such water.  The contracts further 

                                                 
3 The terms "Central Valley Project" or "project" mean all Federal reclamation projects located within or diverting 

water from or to the watershed of the Sacramento and San Joaquin rivers and their tributaries as authorized by the 

Act of August 26, 1937 (50 Stat. 850)  and all Acts amendatory or supplemental thereto, including but not limited 

to the Act of October 17, 1940 (54 Stat. 1198, 1199), Act of December 22, 1944 (58 Stat. 887), Act of October 14, 

1949 (63 Stat. 852), Act of September 26, 1950 (64 Stat. 1036), Act of August 27, 1954 (68 Stat. 879), Act of 

August 12, 1955 (69 Stat. 719), Act of June 3, 1960 (74 Stat. 156), Act of October 23, 1962 (76 Stat. 1173), Act of 

September 2, 1965 (79 Stat. 615), Act of August 19, 1967 (81 Stat. 167), Act of August 27, 1967 (81 Stat. 173), Act 

of October 23, 1970 (84 Stat. 1097), Act of September 28, 1976 (90 Stat. 1324)  and Act of October 27, 1986 (100 

Stat. 3050) ; 
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provide that in the operation of the CVP, Reclamation will use all reasonable means to 

guard against shortages in the quantity of water to be made available to the contractor.  

Reclamation, therefore, has the clear duty to fulfill these contractor obligations.  EDWPA 

does not have the same authority or obligation to meet these contractor requirements.    

In the future, USBR will need to decide how to allocate its available water supply 

between the increasing competing interests and demands of its users as well as the 

regulatory and statutory requirements, given system depletions from superior water right 

holders such as the underlying right of this project.  This discretionary decision will be 

influenced, in part, by the extent to which water rights superior to those of the CVP are 

exercised, the availability of opportunities for increasing the efficiency of existing CVP 

operations, and the opportunities for increasing available water supplies (through new 

storage development, water purchases, and long-term transfers). 

With the quantity of water under management control by USBR, it possesses the 

operational flexibility to avoid additional or incremental adverse effects to the 

environment while accommodating the proposed project intentions of EDWPA.  The 

ability of USBR to meet the obligations imposed by this fundamental premise, namely, 

avoiding adverse environmental effects and still meet the water delivery expectations of 

EDWPA is contingent upon the range of options that it would be prepared to implement.  

It is anticipated that USBR would be able to accommodate EDWPA's proposed new 

deliveries through the application of various actions for which it has already clearly 

established authority. 

Simulating specific CVP operational modifications and actions to meet future supply 

constraints and environmental regulatory requirements would be unreasonably 

speculative.  To avoid predicting how USBR might choose to operate, the following 

listing and accompanying discussion identifies broad, reasonably foreseeable and 

probable actions that Reclamation could take to accommodate the increasing demands 

placed on the CVP/SWP by superior water rights holders such as EDWPA.  USBR could 

exercise and otherwise implement the following range of potential mitigation measure 

actions: 

1. Utilize surplus water 

2. Modifying CVP reservoir storage balancing operations (Trinity, Shasta, Folsom 

and San Luis reservoirs) 

3. Modifying coldwater pool management (Shasta and Folsom reservoirs) 

4. Imposing deficiencies to CVP water service contractors 

5. Increasing CVP water supplies through new facilities or modifications to existing 

facilities 
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6. Acquiring additional water supplies by purchases from willing sellers 

One or more of these discretionary actions by USBR could offset the increased demands 

placed on the system by the proposed project.  Such actions would be implemented, in 

part, through the existing Coordinated Operations Agreement (COA) with the 

Department of Water Resources (DWR).  In fact, DWR could implement similar actions, 

but in order to avoid redundancy and because USBR’s water rights on the American 

River were expressly subordinated to the future needs of El Dorado County, only 

Reclamation's actions are described here.  Chapter 6.1.3 Impact Analysis (Water Supply) 

Mitigation Measures for Impact 6.1-1 describes, in greater detail, these reasonably 

foreseeable actions that USBR could implement to mitigate the environmental effects of 

the exercise of a superior water right. 

9.4.3-5 Result in Substantial Changes in Monthly Mean Flows and Water 

Temperatures that Could Impact Fall-run Chinook Salmon. 

Future Cumulative Condition Compared to the Existing Condition 

Relative to the Existing Condition, the Future Cumulative Condition would be expected 

to provide:  

 Generally less suitable adult immigration and holding (September through 

December) conditions because of the following flow and water temperature 

results, most notably: (1) lower long-term average flows during September, 

October, November and December; (2) lower average flows by water year type 

from September through December of wet, above normal, dry and critical years, 

and during September, November and December of below normal years, with 

particularly lower average flows during September and November of wet years, 

September and December of above normal years, September and November of 

below normal years, November of dry years, and November of critical years; (3) 

measurably lower monthly average flow exceedance probabilities throughout the 

period; (4) during low flow conditions, measurably lower flows throughout the 

entire period, and reduction in flow of 10% or greater during the entire period; 

and (5) when temperatures exceed 60°F under the Base Condition, measurably 

higher water temperatures during September and October. 

 Generally slightly less suitable spawning (October through December) conditions 

because of minor changes in spawning habitat availability and water temperatures 

during the evaluation period. 

 Generally less suitable embryo incubation conditions because of previously 

described monthly flow changes at Watt Avenue during the October through 

December evaluation period, and the following additional flow considerations 
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from January through March: (1) lower long-term average flows during January, 

February and March; and (2) lower average flows during January, February and 

March of all water year types, with particularly lower average flows during 

January of below normal years, February and March of dry years, and February of 

critical years; (3) measurably lower monthly average flow exceedance 

probabilities during January, February and March; (4) during low flow conditions, 

measurably lower flows during January, February and March, and 10% or greater 

flow reductions during January, February and March.  Minor changes in the 

frequency of occurrence of water temperatures within the suitable range 

throughout the evaluation period. 

 Generally less suitable juvenile rearing and outmigration conditions from January 

through June because, at Watt Avenue, previously described monthly flow 

changes during the January through March evaluation period, and the following 

additional flow considerations during April, May and June: (1) lower long-term 

average flows during April, May and June; (2) generally lower average monthly 

flows from April through June of all water year types, particularly with lower 

average flows during June of critical years; (3) measurably lower monthly 

average flow exceedance probabilities during April, May and June; (4) during low 

flow conditions, measurably lower flows during April, May and June, and 10% or 

greater flow reductions during June; and (5) when water temperatures are above 

the 60°F index, monthly water temperatures are measurably higher during May 

and June. 

Substantial reductions in the magnitude and frequency of flows occur during the adult 

immigration and holding, embryo incubation, and juvenile rearing and outmigration 

lifestages, which result in reduced physical habitat availability.  Water temperature 

increases occur during the September and October portion of the adult immigration and 

holding lifestage, and during the May and June portion of the juvenile rearing and 

outmigration lifestage to less suitable, and therefore more stressful levels.  These 

combined flow and water temperature changes represent a cumulatively significant 

impact to fall-run Chinook salmon. 

Incremental Contribution of the Proposed Project 

The proposed project would incrementally result in:  

 Generally less suitable adult immigration and holding (September through 

December) conditions because of the following flow and water temperature 

results.  At Watt Avenue, most notably: (1) lower long-term average flows during 

September, October, November and December; (2) lower average flows by water 

year type from September through December of all water year types, with 
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particularly lower average flows during September of above normal years and 

September of dry years; (3) measurably lower monthly average flow exceedance 

probabilities throughout the period; (4) during low flow conditions, measurably 

lower flows throughout the entire period, and reduction in flow of 10% or greater 

during the entire period.  Minor changes in the frequency of occurrence of water 

temperatures within the suitable range throughout the evaluation period. 

 Generally similar spawning (October through December) conditions because of 

spawning habitat availability and water temperature considerations.   

 Generally less suitable embryo incubation conditions because of previously 

described monthly flow changes at Watt Avenue during the October through 

December evaluation period, and the following additional flow and water 

temperature considerations from January through March: (1) lower long-term 

average flows during January, February and March; and (2) overall lower average 

flows during January, February and March of all water year types, with the lowest 

average flows during February of dry years; (3) measurably lower monthly 

average flow exceedance probabilities during January, February and March; (4) 

during low flow conditions, measurably lower flows during January, February and 

March, and 10% or greater flow reductions during January and February.  Minor 

changes in the frequency of occurrence of water temperatures within the suitable 

range throughout the evaluation period. 

 Generally less suitable juvenile rearing and outmigration conditions from January 

through June because at Watt Avenue, previously described monthly flow 

changes during the January through March evaluation period, and the following 

additional flow considerations during April, May and June: (1) lower long-term 

average flows during April, May and June; (2) lower average monthly flows by 

water year type from April through June of all water year types, with the lowest 

average flows during May and June of critical years; (3) measurably lower 

monthly average flow exceedance probabilities during April, May and June; (4) 

during low flow conditions, measurably lower flows during April, May and June, 

and 10% or greater flow reductions during May and June; and (5) when water 

temperatures are above the 60°F index, monthly water temperature are 

measurably higher during June. 

Substantial reductions in the magnitude and frequency of flows occur during the adult 

immigration and holding, embryo incubation, and juvenile rearing and outmigration 

lifestages, which result in reduced physical habitat availability.  Water temperature 

increases occur during the June portion of the juvenile rearing and outmigration period to 

less suitable and therefore more stressful levels.  These combined flow and water 
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temperature changes represent an incremental significant impact to fall-run Chinook 

salmon and are cumulatively considerable. 

Mitigation Measures for Impact 9.4.3-5 

Refer to mitigation measure discussion for Impact 9.4.3-4. 

9.4.3-6 Result in Substantial Changes in Monthly Mean Flows and Water 

Temperatures that Could Impact Steelhead. 

Future Cumulative Condition Compared to the Existing Condition 

Relative to the Existing Condition, the Future Cumulative Condition would be expected 

to provide:  

 Generally less suitable adult immigration and holding (November through April) 

flow conditions because, at Watt Avenue most notably: (1) lower long-term 

average flows from November through April; (2) generally lower average 

monthly flows from November through April of all water year types, with 

particularly large reductions occurring during dry and critical years; (3) 

measurably lower monthly average flow exceedance probabilities during the 

entire period; and (4) during low flow conditions, measurably lower flows during 

the entire period, and 10% or greater flow reductions during November, 

December, January, February and March.  Minor changes in the frequency of 

occurrence of water temperatures within the suitable range throughout the 

evaluation period. 

 Generally similar spawning (January through April) conditions because of 

spawning habitat availability and water temperature considerations.  

 Generally less suitable embryo incubation conditions during the January through 

May steelhead spawning evaluation period  at Watt Avenue because of: (1) lower 

long-term average flows during January, February, March, April and May; (2) 

generally lower average flows by water year type from January through May of 

all water year types, particularly during dry and critical years; (3) measurable 

lower monthly average flow exceedance probabilities during the entire period; (4) 

during low flow conditions, measurably lower flows during January, February, 

March, April and May, and 10% or greater flow reductions during January, 

February and March; and (5) increase in Watt Avenue monthly water temperature 

average during May, when water temperatures are above the 60°F index. 

 Generally less suitable year-round juvenile rearing conditions because, at Watt 

Avenue, previously described monthly flow changes, and the following additional 

flow considerations during October and from June through September: (1) lower 
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long-term average flows during October, June, July, August and September; (2) 

mostly lower monthly average flows by water year type, particularly during dry 

and critical years; (3) measurably lower monthly average flow exceedance 

probabilities during October, June, July, August and September; (4) during low 

flow conditions, measurably lower flow probabilities during October, June, July, 

August and September, and 10% or greater flow reductions during October, June, 

July, August and September; and (5) when water temperatures are above the 65°F 

index, monthly water temperatures are measurably higher during May, June, 

August and September.  

 Generally less suitable smolt emigration conditions from January through June 

because of previously described flow results at Watt Avenue and the mouth of the 

lower American River and the following water temperature considerations at Watt 

Avenue: (1) during the months when water temperatures exceed 55°F, measurably 

higher water temperatures during April, May, and June. 

Substantial reductions in the magnitude and frequency of flows occur during the adult 

immigration and holding, embryo incubation, juvenile rearing and smolt emigration 

lifestages, which result in reduced physical habitat availability.  Water temperature 

increases occur during the spring portion of the embryo incubation, juvenile rearing and 

smolt emigration periods to less suitable and therefore more stressful levels.  These 

combined flow and water temperature changes represent a cumulatively significant 

impact to steelhead. 

Incremental Contribution of the Proposed Project 

The proposed project would incrementally result in:  

 Generally less suitable adult immigration and holding (November through April) 

flow conditions because, at Watt Avenue most notably: (1) lower long-term 

average flows during November, December, January, February, March and April; 

(2) generally lower average monthly flows from November through April of all 

water year types, with the largest reduction occurring during February of dry 

years; (3) measurably lower monthly average flow exceedance probabilities 

during the entire period; (4) during low flow conditions, generally measurably 

lower monthly average flow exceedance probabilities during the entire period, 

and 10% or greater flow reductions during November, December, January and 

February.  Minor changes in the frequency of occurrence of water temperatures 

within the suitable range throughout the evaluation period. 

 Generally similar spawning (January through April) conditions because of 

spawning habitat availability and water temperature considerations.   



Chapter 9.0 Cumulative Impacts  

 

9.0-53 

 Generally less suitable embryo incubation conditions during the January through 

May steelhead spawning evaluation period at Watt Avenue because of: (1) lower 

long-term average flows; (2) lower average flows from January through May of 

all water year types, particularly during February of dry years and May of critical 

years; (3) measurable lower monthly average flow exceedance probabilities and 

10% or greater flow reductions during January, February and May.  Minor 

changes in the frequency of occurrence of water temperatures within the suitable 

range throughout the evaluation period. 

 Generally less suitable year-round juvenile rearing conditions because, at Watt 

Avenue, previously described monthly flow changes, and the following additional 

flow considerations from June through October: (1) lower long-term average 

flows during all months; (2) lower monthly average flows by water year type 

from June through October, particularly during below normal years, dry and 

critical years; (3) measurably lower monthly average flow exceedance 

probabilities; (4) during low flow conditions, measurably lower flow probabilities 

and 10% or greater flow reductions during June, July, August, September and 

October; and (5) when water temperatures are above 65°F at Watt Avenue, 

monthly water temperatures are measurably higher during June; when water 

temperatures are above the 65°F index at the mouth, monthly water temperatures 

are measurably higher during May, June, July and August.  

 Generally less suitable smolt emigration conditions from January through June 

because of previously described flow results, and when water temperatures 

exceed 55°F,  measurably higher water temperatures during June at Watt Avenue, 

and during May and June at the mouth. 

Substantial reductions in the magnitude and frequency of flows occur during the adult 

immigration and holding, embryo incubation, juvenile rearing and smolt emigration 

lifestages, which result in reduced physical habitat availability.  Water temperature 

increases occur during the spring portion of the juvenile rearing and smolt emigration 

periods to less suitable, and therefore more stressful levels.  These combined flow and 

water temperature changes represent an incremental significant impact to steelhead and 

are cumulatively considerable. 

Mitigation Measures for Impact 9.4.3-6 

Refer to mitigation measure discussion for Impact 9.4 .3-4. 

9.4.3-7 Result in Substantial Changes in Monthly Mean Flows and Water 

Temperatures that Could Impact Green Sturgeon. 
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Future Cumulative Condition Compared to the Existing Condition 

Relative to the Existing Condition, the Future Cumulative Condition would be expected 

to provide:  

 Generally less suitable adult immigration and holding (February through July) 

conditions because, at Watt Avenue most notably: (1) lower monthly long-term 

average flows; (2) generally lower average flows by water year type from 

February through July, with the most extreme reductions occurring during 

February and March of dry years, and February, June and July of critical years; 

(3) measurably lower monthly average flow exceedance probabilities; (4) during 

low flow conditions, measurably lower flows, and 10% or greater flow reductions 

during February, March, June and July; and (5) during the months when water 

temperatures exceed 61°F, measurably higher water temperatures during April, 

May and June.  

 Generally less suitable adult spawning conditions from March through July 

because of previously described flow results for the adult immigration and 

holding life stage (with the exclusion of February), and when water temperatures 

exceed 68°F at Watt Avenue, monthly water temperatures were measurably 

higher during May and June.  

 Generally less suitable embryo incubation conditions from March through July 

because of previously described flow results (for the adult immigration and 

holding life stage with the exclusion of February) at Watt Avenue, and the 

following additional water temperature considerations at Watt Avenue: when 

water temperatures exceed 57°F, monthly water temperatures are measurably 

higher during April, May and June. 

 Generally less suitable year-round juvenile rearing conditions because of 

previously described flow results (for the adult immigration and holding, and 

spawning and embryo incubation life stages) at Watt Avenue, and the following 

additional flow considerations: (1) lower monthly long-term average and 

generally, lower monthly average flows per water year type from August through 

January, particularly during below normal, dry and critical years; (3) generally 

measurably lower monthly average flow exceedance probabilities during October, 

November, December, January, August and September; (4) during low flow 

conditions, measurably lower monthly average flow exceedance probabilities, and 

10% or greater flow reductions during October, November, December, January, 

August and September; and (5) when water temperatures exceed 66°F, monthly 

water temperatures were measurably higher during May, June and August. 
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Substantial reductions in the magnitude and frequency of flows occur during the adult 

immigration and holding, spawning, embryo incubation, and juvenile rearing and 

outmigration lifestages, which result in reduced physical habitat availability.  Water 

temperature increases occur from April through June resulting in less suitable, and 

therefore more stressful conditions during the adult immigration and holding, spawning, 

embryo incubation, and juvenile outmigration lifestages, and during August of the year-

round juvenile rearing lifestage.  These combined flow and water temperature changes 

represent a cumulatively significant impact to green sturgeon.  

Incremental Contribution of the Proposed Project 

The proposed project would incrementally result in:  

 Generally less suitable adult immigration and holding (February through July) 

conditions because, at Watt Avenue most notably: (1) lower monthly long-term 

average flows; (2) generally lower average flows by water year type, with the 

most extreme reductions occurring during February of dry years, and May, June 

and July of critical years; (3) measurably lower monthly average flow exceedance 

probabilities; (4) during low flow conditions, measurably lower monthly average 

flow exceedance probabilities, and 10% or greater flow reductions during 

February, May, June and July; and (5) during the months when water 

temperatures exceed 61°F, measurably higher water temperatures during June.  

 Generally less suitable adult spawning conditions from March through July 

because of previously described flow results for the adult immigration and 

holding life stage (with the exclusion of February), and when water temperatures 

exceed 68°F, measurably higher water temperatures during June.  

 Generally less suitable embryo incubation conditions from March through July 

because of previously described flow results (for the adult immigration and 

holding life stage with the exclusion of February) at Watt Avenue, when water 

temperatures exceed 57°F and 63°F, monthly water temperatures are measurably 

higher during June. 

 Generally less suitable year-round juvenile rearing conditions because of 

previously described flow results (for the adult immigration and holding, and 

spawning and embryo incubation life stages) at Watt Avenue, and the following 

additional flow considerations for August through January at Watt Avenue: (1) 

lower monthly long-term average; (2) generally, lower monthly average flows per 

water year type from August through January, particularly during below normal, 

dry and critical years; (3) measurably lower monthly average flow exceedance 

probabilities; (4) during low flow conditions, measurably lower monthly average 

flow exceedance probabilities, measurably lower flows during all months, and 
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10% or greater flow reductions during August, September, October, November, 

December and January.  Minor changes in the frequency of occurrence of water 

temperatures within the suitable range throughout the evaluation period. 

 Generally less suitable juvenile emigration conditions from May through August 

because of previously described flow results (for the year-round green sturgeon 

juvenile rearing life stage) at Watt Avenue, with the following additional water 

temperature considerations: (1) when average monthly water temperatures are 

above 66°F, average monthly water temperatures increase during June, July and 

August of critical years.  

Substantial reductions in the magnitude and frequency of flows occur during the adult 

immigration and holding, spawning, embryo incubation, and juvenile rearing and 

outmigration lifestages, which result in reduced physical habitat availability.  Water 

temperature increases occur primarily during June resulting in less suitable, and therefore 

more stressful conditions during the adult immigration and holding, spawning, embryo 

incubation, and juvenile outmigration lifestages.  These combined flow and water 

temperature changes represent an incremental significant impact to green sturgeon and 

are cumulatively considerable.  

Mitigation Measures for Impact 9.4.3-7 

Refer to mitigation measure discussion for Impact 9.4.3-4. 

9.4.3-8 Result in Substantial Changes in Monthly Mean Flows and Water 

Temperatures that Could Impact Hardhead. 

Future Cumulative Condition Compared to the Existing Condition 

Relative to the Existing Condition, the Future Cumulative Condition would be expected 

to provide:  

 Generally less suitable adult spawning (April through June) conditions because, at 

Watt Avenue most notably: (1) lower monthly long-term average flows; (2) 

generally lower average flows by water year type, with the largest reductions 

occurring during June of critical years; (3) measurably lower monthly average 

flow exceedance probabilities; (4) during low flow conditions, measurably lower 

monthly average flow exceedance probabilities during May and June, and 

measurably lower flows during April, May and June, and 10% or greater flow 

reductions during June.  Minor changes in the frequency of occurrence of water 

temperatures within the suitable range throughout the evaluation period. 

 Generally less suitable year-round adult and juvenile conditions, because of 

previously described flow results, and because of slight reductions in the 
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occurrences of water temperatures within the suitable range during October and 

July. 

Substantial reductions in the magnitude and frequency of flows occur during the adult 

spawning, and year-round adult and juvenile lifestages, which result in reduced physical 

habitat availability, and slight reductions in the occurrences of water temperatures within 

the suitable range during October and July.  These combined flow and water temperature 

changes represent a cumulatively significant impact to hardhead.  

Incremental Contribution of the Proposed Project 

The proposed project would incrementally result in:  

 Generally less suitable adult spawning (April through June) conditions because, at 

Watt Avenue most notably: (1) lower monthly long-term average flows; (2) 

generally lower average flows by water year type, with the largest reductions 

occurring during May and June of critical years; (3) measurably lower monthly 

average flow exceedance probabilities; (4) during low flow conditions, 

measurably lower flows during April, May and June, and 10% or greater flow 

reductions during May and June.  Minor changes in the frequency of occurrence 

of water temperatures within the suitable range throughout the evaluation period. 

 Generally less suitable year-round adult and juvenile conditions, because of 

previously described flow results.  Minor changes in the frequency of occurrence 

of water temperatures within the suitable range throughout the evaluation period. 

Substantial reductions in the magnitude and frequency of flows occur during the adult 

spawning, and year-round adult and juvenile lifestages, which result in reduced physical 

habitat availability.  These combined flow changes represent an incremental significant 

impact to hardhead and are cumulatively considerable. 

Mitigation Measures for Impact 9.4.3-8 

Refer to mitigation measure discussion for Impact 9.4.3-4. 

9.4.3-9 Result in Substantial Changes in Monthly Mean Flows and Water 

Temperatures that Could Impact River Lamprey. 

Future Cumulative Condition Compared to the Existing Condition 

Relative to the Existing Condition, the Future Cumulative Condition would be expected 

to provide:  

 Generally less suitable adult spawning and embryo development (April through 

July) conditions because of previously described flow results.  Minor changes in 
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the frequency of occurrence of water temperatures within the suitable range 

throughout the evaluation period. 

 Generally less suitable year-round conditions for other lifestages because of 

previously described flow results.  Minor changes in the frequency of occurrence 

of water temperatures within the suitable range throughout the evaluation period. 

Substantial reductions in the magnitude and frequency of flows occur during the adult 

spawning and embryo development, and year-round other lifestages, which result in 

reduced physical habitat availability.  These combined flow changes represent a 

cumulatively significant impact to river lamprey.  

Incremental Contribution of the Proposed Project 

The proposed project would incrementally result in:  

 Generally less suitable adult spawning and embryo development (April through 

July) conditions because of previously described flow results.  Minor changes in 

the frequency of occurrence of water temperatures within the suitable range 

throughout the evaluation period. 

 Generally less suitable year-round conditions for other lifestages because of 

previously described flow results.  Minor changes in the frequency of occurrence 

of water temperatures within the suitable range throughout the evaluation period. 

Substantial reductions in the magnitude and frequency of flows occur during the adult 

spawning and embryo development, and year-round other lifestages, which result in 

reduced physical habitat availability.  These combined flow changes represent an 

incremental significant impact to river lamprey and are cumulatively considerable. 

Mitigation Measures for Impact 9.4.3-9 

Refer to mitigation measure discussion for Impact 9.4.3-4. 

9.4.3-10 Result in Substantial Changes in Monthly Mean Flows and Water 

Temperatures that Could Impact Sacramento Splittail. 

Future Cumulative Condition Compared to the Existing Condition 

Relative to the Existing Condition, the Future Cumulative Condition would be expected 

to provide:  

 Generally less suitable adult spawning, embryo incubation and initial rearing 

(February through May) conditions because, most notably: (1) the long-term 

average annual amount of inundated acreage under the Future Cumulative 

Condition  is 6.7% lower than that under the Existing Condition; (2) the long-term 

average of inundated acreage is reduced during February, March, April and May; 
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(3) the long-term average annual amount of inundated acreage is reduced during 

wet, above normal, below normal and dry water year types; and (4) during 

February through May, reductions of inundated riparian habitat under the Future 

Cumulative Condition  occur with a probability of about 25 percent.  Minor 

changes in the frequency of occurrence of water temperatures within the suitable 

range throughout the evaluation period. 

Flow changes result in substantial reductions in the amount of physical habitat 

availability during the adult spawning, embryo incubation and initial rearing lifestages, 

and therefore represent a cumulatively significant impact to Sacramento splittail.  

Incremental Contribution of the Proposed Project  

The proposed project would incrementally result in:  

 Generally less suitable adult spawning, embryo incubation and initial rearing 

(February through May) conditions because, most notably: (1) the long-term 

average annual amount of inundated acreage under the Future Cumulative 

Condition  is 1.4% lower than that under the Future without Proposed Project A; 

(2) the long-term average of inundated acreage is reduced during February, 

March, April  and May; (3) the long-term average annual amount of inundated 

acreage is reduced during wet, above normal, below normal  and dry water year 

types; and (4) during February through May, reductions of inundated riparian 

habitat under the Future Cumulative Condition occur with a probability of about  

25 percent.  Minor changes in the frequency of occurrence of water temperatures 

within the suitable range throughout the evaluation period. 

Flow changes result in substantial reductions in the amount of physical habitat 

availability during the adult spawning, embryo incubation and initial rearing lifestages, 

and therefore represent an incremental significant impact to Sacramento splittail and are 

cumulatively considerable. 

Mitigation Measures for Impact 9.4.3-10 

Refer to mitigation measure discussion for Impact 9.4.3-4. 

9.4.3-11 Result in Substantial Changes in Monthly Mean Flows and Water 

Temperatures that Could Impact Sacramento-San Joaquin Roach. 

Future Cumulative Condition Compared to the Existing Condition 

Relative to the Existing Condition, the Future Cumulative Condition would be expected 

to provide:  

 Generally less suitable adult spawning (March through June) conditions because 

of previously described flow results.  Minor changes in the frequency of 
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occurrence of water temperatures within the suitable range throughout the 

evaluation period. 

 Generally less suitable year-round adult and juvenile conditions, because of 

previously described flow results.  Minor changes in the frequency of occurrence 

of water temperatures within the suitable range throughout the evaluation period. 

Substantial reductions in the magnitude and frequency of flows occur during the adult 

spawning and year-round adult and juvenile lifestages, which result in reduced physical 

habitat availability.  These combined flow changes represent a cumulatively significant 

impact to Sacramento-San Joaquin roach.  

Incremental Contribution of the Proposed Project  

The proposed project would incrementally result in:  

 Generally less suitable adult spawning (March through June) conditions because 

of previously described flow results.  Minor changes in the frequency of 

occurrence of water temperatures within the suitable range throughout the 

evaluation period. 

 Generally less suitable year-round adult and juvenile conditions, because of 

previously described flow results.  Minor changes in the frequency of occurrence 

of water temperatures within the suitable range throughout the evaluation period. 

Substantial reductions in the magnitude and frequency of flows occur during the adult 

spawning and year-round adult and juvenile lifestages, which result in reduced physical 

habitat availability.  These combined flow changes represent an incremental significant 

impact to Sacramento-San Joaquin roach and are cumulatively considerable. 

Mitigation Measures for Impact 9.4.3-11 

Refer to mitigation measure discussion for Impact 9.4.3-4. 

9.4.3-12 Result in Substantial Changes in Monthly Mean Flows and Water 

Temperatures that Could Impact Striped Bass. 

Future Cumulative Condition Compared to the Existing Condition 

Relative to the Existing Condition, the Future Cumulative Condition would be expected 

to provide:  

 Generally less suitable adult attraction flow conditions (May and June) at the 

mouth of the lower American River because of 20 fewer occurrences of flows 

equal to or greater than 1,500 cfs out of the 164 months included in the analysis 

(12.2%) during May and June combined.  
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 Generally less suitable adult spawning (April through June) conditions because of 

the previously described flow results.  Minor changes in the frequency of 

occurrence of water temperatures within the suitable range throughout the 

evaluation period. 

 Generally less suitable adult peak abundance (June through August) flow 

conditions because of the previously described flow results.  Slight increase in the 

occurrence of water temperatures within the suitable range throughout the 

evaluation period. 

 Generally less suitable juvenile rearing (May through October) flow conditions 

because of the previously described flow results, and slight decrease in the 

occurrence of water temperatures within the suitable range throughout the 

evaluation period. 

Substantial reductions in the magnitude and frequency of flows occur during the adult 

attraction, spawning, adult peak abundance, and juvenile rearing lifestages which result in 

reduced physical habitat availability, and slight decrease in the occurrence of water 

temperatures within the suitable range throughout the juvenile rearing lifestage.  These 

combined flow changes represent an incremental significant impact to striped bass. 

Incremental Contribution of the Proposed Project 

The proposed project would incrementally result in:  

 Generally similar adult attraction flow conditions (May and June) at the mouth of 

the lower American River because of only one fewer occurrence of flows equal to 

or greater than 1,500 cfs out of the 164 months included in the analysis during 

May and June combined (0.6%).  

 Generally less suitable adult spawning (April through June) flow conditions 

because of the previously described flow results.  Minor changes in the frequency 

of occurrence of water temperatures within the suitable range throughout the 

evaluation period. 

 Generally less suitable adult peak abundance (June through August) flow 

conditions because of the previously described flow results.  Minor changes in the 

frequency of occurrence of water temperatures within the suitable range 

throughout the evaluation period. 

 Generally less suitable juvenile rearing (May through October) flow conditions 

because of the previously described flow results.  Minor changes in the frequency 

of occurrence of water temperatures within the suitable range throughout the 

evaluation period. 
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Substantial reductions in the magnitude and frequency of flows occur during the adult 

spawning, adult peak abundance, and juvenile rearing lifestages, which result in reduced 

physical habitat availability.   These combined flow changes represent an incremental 

significant impact to striped bass and are cumulatively considerable. 

Mitigation Measures for Impact 9.4.3-12 

Refer to mitigation measure discussion for Impact 9.4.3-4. 

9.4.3-13 Result in Substantial Changes in Monthly Mean Flows and Water 

Temperatures that Could Impact American Shad. 

Future Cumulative Condition Compared to the Existing Condition 

Relative to the Existing Condition, the Future Cumulative Condition would be expected 

to provide:  

 Generally less suitable adult attraction flow conditions (May and June) at the 

mouth of the lower American River because of: (1) 18 fewer occurrences out of 

the 164 months (11.0%) included in the analysis of flows equal to or greater than 

2,000 cfs during May and June combined; (2) minor reductions in the occurrence 

of flows within the range of 3,000 – 4,000 cfs during May; and (3) reductions in 

the occurrence of flows at the mouth of the lower American River equal to or 

greater than 10% of the Sacramento River flow measured at Freeport with a 

19.5% probability during May and 17.1% during June.  

 Generally less suitable adult spawning (April through June) conditions because of 

previously described flow results.  Minor changes in the frequency of occurrence 

of water temperatures within the suitable range throughout the evaluation period. 

 Generally less suitable juvenile rearing (April through December) conditions 

because of the previously described flow results.  Slight increase in the 

occurrence of water temperatures within the suitable range throughout the 

evaluation period. 

Substantial reductions in the magnitude and frequency of flows occur during the adult 

attraction, spawning and juvenile rearing lifestages, which result in reduced physical 

habitat availability.  These combined flow changes represent a cumulatively significant 

impact to American shad.  

Incremental Contribution of the Proposed Project 

The proposed project would incrementally result in:  

 Generally slightly less suitable adult attraction flow conditions (May and June) at 

the mouth of the lower American River because of: (1)  minor decreases in the 
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occurrence of flows equal to or greater than 2,000 cfs during June; and (2) minor 

reductions in the occurrence of flows at the mouth of the lower American River 

equal to or greater than 10% of the Sacramento River flow measured at Freeport 

during May and June. 

 Generally less suitable adult spawning (April through June) conditions because of 

previously described flow results.  Minor changes in the frequency of occurrence 

of water temperatures within the suitable range throughout the evaluation period. 

 Generally less suitable juvenile rearing (April through December) conditions 

because of the previously described flow results.  Minor changes in the frequency 

of occurrence of water temperatures within the suitable range throughout the 

evaluation period. 

Substantial reductions in the magnitude and frequency of flows occur during the adult 

spawning and juvenile rearing lifestages, which result in reduced physical habitat 

availability.  These combined flow changes represent an incremental significant impact 

to American shad and are cumulatively considerable. 

Mitigation Measures for Impact 9.4.3-13 

Refer to mitigation measure discussion for Impact 9.4.3-4. 

9.4.3.3 Other Rivers  

This section describes and discusses potential impacts to fisheries and aquatic habitat in 

the Central Valley including the Sacramento-San Joaquin Rivers, the Bay-Delta estuary, 

and the Trinity River. 

 

9.4.3-14 Result in Substantial Changes in Shasta Lake Storage and cold water 

available in the Sacramento River that Could Impact Salmon and 

Steelhead. 

9.4.3-15 Result in Substantial Changes in Oroville Reservoir Storage and cold water 

available in the Feather River that Could Impact Salmon and Steelhead. 

9.4.3-16 Result in Substantial Changes in New Melones Reservoir Storage that 

Could Impact Salmon and Steelhead. 

9.4.3-17 Result in Substantial Changes in Flow in the lower Feather River that 

Could Impact Fisheries and Aquatic Resources. 

9.4.3-18 Result in Substantial Changes in Flow in the Sacramento River from 

Keswick Dam that Could Impact Fisheries and Aquatic Resources. 
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9.4.3-19 Result in Substantial Changes in Flow in the Sacramento River in the 

Vicinity of Freeport that Could Impact Fisheries and Aquatic Resources. 

9.4.3-20 Result in Substantial Changes in Flow in the Lower San Joaquin River that 

Could Impact Fisheries and Aquatic Resources. 

9.4.3-21 Result in Substantial Changes in Reverse Flow Conditions and/or a 

Reduction in Net Flows Downstream from the Lower San Joaquin River 

into Suisun Bay that Could Impact Fisheries and Aquatic Resources. 

9.4.3-22 Result in Substantial Changes in Flow in the Stanislaus River that Could 

Impact Fisheries and Aquatic Resources. 

9.4.3-23 Result in Substantial Changes in Flow in the Trinity River that Could 

Impact Fisheries and Aquatic Resources. 

9.4.3-24 Result in Substantial Changes in Delta Outflow that Could Impact 

Estuarine Fisheries and Aquatic Resources. 

9.4.3-25 Result in Substantial Changes in Delta Inflows that Could Impact Fisheries 

and Aquatic Resources. 

9.4.3-26 Result in Substantial Changes in E:I Ratio that Could Impact Fisheries and 

Aquatic Resources. 

9.4.3-27 Result in Substantial Changes in Delta Exports that Could Impact Fisheries 

and Aquatic Resources. 

9.4.3-28 Result in Substantial Changes in the Low Salinity Zone (X2) that Could 

Impact Estuarine Fisheries and Aquatic Resources. 

 

Central Valley Fish and Aquatic Habitat 

Over the past 150 years there have been a number of changes that have affected the 

quality and availability of aquatic habitat.  These changes have affected habitat 

conditions and the fish species that they support in the Sacramento and San Joaquin 

Rivers and their tributaries, the Delta, Suisun Bay, San Pablo Bay and San Francisco Bay.  

These changes in habitat are the result of a large number of factors that include, but are 

not limited to, mining activity, construction of levees and tidal wetland reclamation, 

construction of dams and reservoirs, water diversions and exports, contaminant loading, 

municipal and industrial discharges, and others.  In addition, changes to the aquatic 

communities inhabiting the Central Valley have also resulted from the intentional and 

accidental introduction of a large number of non-native aquatic plant, invertebrate, and 

fish species.  These non-native species contribute to increased competition for limited 
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resources and predation on the native species.  Additional changes have resulted from 

hatchery operations, increased urbanization within the watershed, high levels of 

commercial and recreational harvest on some species such as Chinook salmon and 

sturgeon, reduction in habitat diversity and complexity, and changes in water supply 

operations and associated hydrologic and water quality conditions within the rivers and 

Delta.  These changes in aquatic habitat conditions and functions have been reflected in a 

general trend of decreasing abundance of many of the fish and macroinvertebrates 

inhabiting the rivers and estuary.  Indices of abundance for a number of fish, such as delta 

and longfin smelt, are currently at record low levels.  The declines in abundance of these 

species have lead to their listing for protection under the California and/or federal 

Endangered Species Acts (the CESA and the ESA, respectively).  For example, winter-

run Chinook salmon are listed as an endangered species under both the California and 

federal ESA.  Spring-run Chinook salmon are listed as a threatened species under both 

the CESA and the ESA.  Delta smelt are listed as endangered under the CESA and 

threatened under the federal ESA.  Longfin smelt are listed as a threatened species under 

the CESA.  Green sturgeon and Central Valley steelhead are listed as threatened species 

under the federal ESA.  Other fish have been identified as species of special concern 

because of declining population abundance or degradation of habitat.   

Based on these indicators it has been concluded that the cumulative impacts of these 

factors on aquatic habitat and many of the fish populations are currently significant.  

Actions are underway through various processes, including the Bay Delta Conservation 

Plan (BDCP), Biological Opinions issued by USFWS and NMFS, protections to critical 

habitat and Essential Fish Habitat, and many other regulatory programs, restoration 

efforts, and conservation programs.  The proposed project operations would contribute a 

small increment to the already significant cumulative impacts to aquatic habitat and 

fishery resources within the Sacramento River watershed, Delta, and bays.  The 

incremental contribution of the proposed project is very small when added to many of the 

other factors affecting the aquatic habitat.  When considered in light of the severity of 

cumulative impacts to fish and their habitat, however, the project’s contribution to the 

cumulative impact is found to be significant and unavoidable.  The Mitigation Measure 

previously proposed for 9.4.3-4, however, would reduce the proposed project’s 

contribution to a less than significant level if implemented by USBR and other agencies.  

As CEQA lead agency, however, EDWPA has no authority, ability, or resources to 

implement that measure.  Should EDWPA, after completing the Final EIR for the 

proposed project, choose to approve either the proposed project or an alternative that 

would require similar responses by USBR and other agencies, the EDWPA Board of 

Directors, in adopting the findings required by CEQA Guidelines section 15091, 

subdivision (a), will have to adopt the second of the three permissible findings available 
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to it.  That second finding would state that the proposed mitigation ―is within the 

responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and not the agency making the 

finding,‖ and that the other public agency ―can and should‖ adopt the recommended 

mitigation.  Since lead agencies, in adopting such a finding, are acknowledging that they 

cannot ensure that seemingly feasible, effective mitigation measures will actually be 

carried out by their sister agencies, such lead agencies, in such circumstances, typically 

find that such impacts are potentially significant and unavoidable, even though, if 

implemented, the mitigation may render the impacts at issue less-than-significant.  

Here, consistent with that practice, EDWPA conservatively concludes that, although 

successful implementation of the mitigation would indeed render the impact less than 

significant, the impact is nevertheless treated as potentially significant and unavoidable 

in recognition of EDWPA’s inability to ensure implementation of the proposed 

mitigation. 

Mitigation Measures for Impacts to Central Valley Fish and Aquatic Habitat 

Refer to mitigation measure discussion for Impact 9.4.3-4. 

9.4.4 Hydropower 

This chapter describes the potential future cumulative impacts to existing hydropower 

operations of the CVP and includes discussion of the hydropower operations at Folsom 

Reservoir.  The proposed new water rights entitlement is evaluated in the context of its 

potential effects on CVP hydropower generation and capacity as well as pumping power 

at Folsom Reservoir.  

Similar to the direct effect analysis provided in Chapter 6.3, potential future cumulative 

hydropower impacts were addressed on both a regional and local scale; that is, where 

altered system-wide hydrology could affect reservoirs upon which many power plants 

depend.  And, at the same time, the cumulative hydropower impacts analysis addresses 

such hydrological changes could also affect the energy requirements of various pumping 

plants that draw water from the reservoir and convey it to treatment plants and other 

distribution systems.  At the local level, given the importance of Folsom Reservoir, 

pumping power costs were evaluated.  Therefore, both scales of potential hydropower 

impacts are included in this analysis. 

As noted earlier, hydropower impacts are not expected to have a direct physical 

environmental effect.  Indirectly, however, the result of reduced existing energy resources 

could require replacement from other, less environmentally benign energy resources.  It is 

likely that thermal generation resources that do emit air pollutants would supply some 

portion of the replacement energy.  Estimating when, where and how ―dirty‖ that 

replacement energy might be is speculative at best and is beyond the scope of this EIR to 
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predict, especially given the interconnection of electric utility generation in the western 

states.  Economic consequences could also occur if the proposed project or its alternatives 

result in an increase in pumping energy requirements and the passage of that additional 

cost on to customers.  Such economic consequences, to the extent they would not have 

any physical effect on the environment, are also beyond the scope of this EIR. 

9.4.4-1 Result in a substantial reduction in CVP hydropower generation and 

capacity. 

In the future, the total CVP hydropower generation at Tracy Load Center based on mean 

monthly data would decrease slightly from 4,637 GWh to 4,618 GWh, a reduction of less 

than one-half of one percent.  Table 9.4.4-1 shows that the fall to early winter months 

show mean monthly decreases, while the rest of year exhibits slight increases.  The mid-

summer months of June and July reveal the largest increase in mean month power 

generation, relative to the Base Condition.  

 

Table 9.4.4-1 

 

Mean
1
 Monthly CVP Generation at Tracy Load Center 

Difference Between Base Condition and Future Cumulative Condition (GWh) 

Month 
Base Condition 

(GWh) 

Future Cumulative 

Condition (GWh) 

Difference 

(GWh)(%) 

Jan 322 326 4 (1.2) 

Feb 325 328 3 (0.9) 

Mar 327 327 0 (0.0) 

Apr 336 329 -7 (-2.1) 

May 482 482 1 (-0.2) 

Jun 529 548 19 (3.6) 

Jul 639 657 18 (2.8) 

Aug 512 513 1 (0.2) 

Sep 367 351 -16 (-4.4) 

Oct 276 263 -13 (-4.7) 

Nov 242 223 -19 (-7.9) 

Dec 280 271 -9 (-3.2) 

Total 4,637 4.618 -19 (-0.4) 
1Mean of 83-year period of record from 1922-2003 using the Long-Term GEN Model 

 

By water-year type, as expected, the reductions in generation are more pronounced 

during water short years.  Table 9.4.4-2 shows the difference between the monthly 

pattern for all years (previously depicted in Table 9.4.4-1) and dry and critically dry 

years.   
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The water year type modeling results show a more uniform reduction in power generation 

across all months when water availability is curtailed.  The dry-year and critically dry-

year mean monthly power generation show a greater frequency of monthly reductions.  

Interestingly, in dry-years, on average, 9 months show a long-term reduction, relative to 

the Base Condition.  In critically dry-years, only 6 months showed a long-term reduction.   

 

Table 9.4.4-2 

 

Mean
1
 Monthly CVP Generation at Tracy Load Center Difference Between Base 

Condition and Future Cumulative Condition By Water Year
2
 Type (GWh) 
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Dry Year 

Base 

Condition 
249 219 181 176 154 190 288 416 514 660 496 289 

Future 

Cumulative 

Condition 

234 212 174 189 152 182 273 424 530 657 487 263 

Difference -15 -7 -7 13 -2 -8 -15 8 16 -3 -9 -26 

Difference 

(%) 
-6.0 -3.2 -3.9 7.4 -1.3 -4.2 -5.2 1.9 3.1 -0.5 -1.8 -9.0 

Critically Dry 

Base 

Condition 
225 201 146 170 129 156 250 308 390 497 382 199 

Future 

Cumulative 

Condition 

213 170 142 206 126 158 254 318 399 485 375 179 

Difference -12 -31 -4 36 -3 2 4 10 9 -12 -7 -20 

Difference 

(%) 
-5.3 -15.4 -2.7 21.2 -2.3 1.3 1.6 3.2 2.3 -2.4 -1.8 -10.1 

1Mean of 83-year period of record from 1922-2003 using the Long-Term GEN Model 
2As defined by the Sacramento Valley 40-30-30 Index Water Year Hydrologic (SWRCB 1995) 

 

Overall, at Tracy Load Center, there would be a long-term expected reduction in power 

generation based on the modeling data.  The changes, as reductions, are not large.  While 

the inter-year and month to month variations are noteworthy, the overall trend is towards 

a reduction.  Table 9.4.4-3, below, shows the 90 percent exceedance comparisons 

between the Base Condition and the Future Cumulative Condition simulations. 

The proposed project would have little discernable impact on CVP power generation at 

Tracy as shown in Table 9.4.4-4, below.  The difference reflects the degree to which the 

proposed project (incorporated in the Future Cumulative Condition) influences the 
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magnitude of the Future Cumulative Condition.  As shown in Table 9.4.4-4, the proposed 

project would have very little notable effect on the Future Cumulative Condition and, 

therefore, on the expected reductions in power generation at Tracy in the future.  

 

Table 9.4.4-3 

 

Annual CVP Generation at Tracy Load Center Difference Between Base Condition 

and Future Cumulative Condition 90% Exceedance and Median (GWh) 

 

Annual Generation
1  

 (GWh) 

Base Condition 
Future Cumulative 

Condition 
Difference 

90% Exceedance 2,996 2,955 -41 

Median 4,478 4,482 4 
1Mean of 83-year period of record from 1922-2003 using the Long-Term GEN Model 

 

 

Table 9.4.4-4 

 

Mean
1
 Monthly CVP Generation at Tracy Load Center  

Difference Between Future Cumulative Condition and the Future Without 

Proposed Project Condition (GWh) 

Month 
Future Without Proposed 

Project Condition (GWh) 

Future Cumulative 

Condition (GWh) 

Difference 

(GWh)(%) 

Jan 326 326 0 (0.0) 

Feb 329 328 -1 (-0.3) 

Mar 327 327 -1 (-0.3) 

Apr 330 329 -1 (-0.3) 

May 484 482 -2 (-0.4) 

Jun 550 548 -1 (-0.2) 

Jul 658 657 -1 (-0.2) 

Aug 515 513 -2 (-0.2) 

Sep 353 351 -2 (-0.6) 

Oct 264 263 -1 (-0.4) 

Nov 223 223 0 (0.0) 

Dec 271 271 0 (0.0) 

Total 4,630 4.619 -11 (-0.2) 
1Mean of 83-year period of record from 1922-2003 using the Long-Term GEN Model 

 

At other locations across the CVP and SWP, power generation would follow the same 

general trend.  Table 9.4.4-5 shows the mean monthly CVP power generation at the 

Shasta Power Plant.  Tables 9.4.4-6 and 9.4.4-7 show the long-term mean monthly SWP 

power generation at the Edward Hyatt Power Plant and the Thermalito Power Generating 
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Plant at and downstream of Oroville Reservoir as part of the State Water Project 

Thermalito Complex.  

Future power generation at the Shasta Power Plant would be reduced on a long-term 

mean monthly average during the fall and early winter months.  The reductions in the fall 

would be considered significant: power generation would decrease by approximately 9 

GWh (a 4.6 percent decrease from the Base Condition power generation).  The large 

SWP Edward Hyatt Power Plant would exhibit similar fall reductions in mean monthly 

power output, but this reduction would extend throughout the winter and into spring.  The 

magnitude of reductions is large.  Overall, the long-term total annual reduction (based on 

mean monthly totals) under the Future Cumulative Condition, relative to the Base 

Condition would be approximately a little over 600 GWh (or slightly less than 2 percent) 

In the future, it is anticipated through modeling that power generation from the SWP 

Edward Hyatt Power Plant power plant would be reduced between 260 and 380 GWh 

during this period.  Percent reductions from the Base Condition would range anywhere 

from approximately 18 percent in November to about 9 percent in March.  Power 

generation at the Thermalito Power Plant would also follow this similar seasonal trend in 

winter month reductions and summer month increases.  The relative percent reductions 

are also large in the case of the Thermalito Power Plant.  Winter month reductions, 

relative to current conditions approach 20 percent in November. 

Table 9.4.4-5 

 

Mean
1
 Monthly CVP Generation at Shasta Power Plant 

Difference Between Base Condition and Future Cumulative Condition  (GWh) 

Month 
Base Condition 

(GWh) 

Future Cumulative 

Condition (GWh) 

Difference 

(GWh)(%) 

Jan 153 151 -2 (-1.3) 

Feb 165 167 2 (1.2) 

Mar 156 157 1 (0.6) 

Apr 136 137 1 (0.7) 

May 180 178 -2 (-1.1) 

Jun 226 237 11 (4.7) 

Jul 249 261 12 (4.9) 

Aug 181 183 2 (1.1) 

Sep 115 106 -9 (-7.8) 

Oct 118 108 -10 (-9.3) 

Nov 114 105 -9 (-7.9) 

Dec 144 138 -6 (-4.2) 

Total 1,937 1,928 -9 (-4.6) 
1Mean of 83-year period of record from 1922-2003 using the Long-Term GEN Model 
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Table 9.4.4-6 

 

Mean
1
 Monthly SWP Generation at Edward Hyatt Power Plant 

Difference Between Base Condition and Future Cumulative Condition (GWh) 

Month 
Base Condition 

(GWh) 

Future Cumulative 

Condition (GWh) 

Difference 

(GWh)(%) 

Jan 3,208 2,829 -379 (-11.8) 

Feb 3,544 3,213 -331 (-9.3) 

Mar 3,676 3,339 -337 (-9.2) 

Apr 2,623 2,602 -21 (-0.8) 

May 3,368 3,379 11 (0.3) 

Jun 3,841 4,197 356 (9.3) 

Jul 4,138 4,725 587 (14.2) 

Aug 2,981 3,251 270 (9.1) 

Sep 1,847 1,807 -40 (-2.2) 

Oct 1,817 1,691 -126 (-6.9) 

Nov 1,430 1,165 -265 (-18.5) 

Dec 2,226 1,895 -331 (-14.9) 

Total 34,669 34,093 -606 (-1.7) 
1Mean of 83-year period of record from 1922-2003 using the Long-Term GEN Model 

 
 

Table 9.4.4-7 

 

Mean
1
 Monthly SWP Generation at Thermalito Power Plant 

Difference Between Base Condition and Future Cumulative Condition (GWh) 

Month 
Base Condition 

(GWh) 

Future Cumulative 

Condition (GWh) 

Difference 

(GWh)(%) 

Jan 362 314 -48 (-13.3) 

Feb 442 401 -41 (-9.3) 

Mar 415 385 -30 (-7.2) 

Apr 324 323 -1 (-0.3) 

May 406 409 3 (0.7) 

Jun 487 542 55 (11.3) 

Jul 550 643 93 (16.9) 

Aug 412 465 53 (12.9) 

Sep 237 242 5 (2.1) 

Oct 231 220 -11 (-4.8) 

Nov 166 133 -33 (-19.9) 

Dec 261 217 -44 (-16.9) 

Total 4,293 4,294 1 (0.0) 
1Mean of 83-year period of record from 1922-2003 using the Long-Term GEN Model 
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In the future, CVP capacity at Tracy Load Center would not be substantively reduced, 

relative to the Base Condition.  While the modeling simulated long-term reductions in 

some months (e.g., September through December period), these reductions are considered 

small and less than significant.  Table 9.4.4-8 below shows the mean monthly CVP 

capacity at Tracy Load Center under the Future Cumulative Condition and the modeled 

changes, relative to the Base Condition.  Overall, in the future, the average annual CVP 

power generation would be slightly higher (by one-half of 1 percent, or 95 GWh), relative 

to today.   

Table 9.4.4-9 takes the analysis a step further and shows the comparison in annual CVP 

capacity at Tracy Load Center by month showing the minimum and maximum ranges, as 

well as depicting the number of months that the mean monthly CVP capacity would be 

less than the 1,152 MW capacity level required to preserve CVP preference customer 

loads.  The modeling results show that in the future, under the Future Cumulative 

Condition, the actual number of months where the 1,152 MW support level would be 

compromised would be lower (by one month), compared to the Base Condition.  By 

individual month, there are only three months (out of the 996 modeled) where the 

difference in annual CVP capacity at Tracy Load Center would be reduced by more than 

100 MW (see Figure 9.4.4-1).   

Table 9.4.4-8 

 

Mean
1
 Monthly CVP Capacity at Tracy Load Center 

Difference Between Base Condition and Future Cumulative Condition (GWh) 

Month 
Base Condition 

(GWh) 

Future Cumulative Condition 

(GWh) 

Difference 

(GWh)(%) 

Jan 1,667 1,677 10 (0.6) 

Feb 1,709 1,727 18 (1.1) 

Mar 1,737 1,756 19 ((1.1) 

Apr 1,750 1,771 21 (1.2) 

May 1,750 1,774 24 (1.4) 

Jun 1,734 1,759 25 (1.4) 

Jul 1,710 1,716 6 (0.4) 

Aug 1,641 1,644 3 (0.2) 

Sep 1,598 1,592 -6 (-0.4) 

Oct 1,589 1,592 -11 (-0.7) 

Nov 1,595 1,584 -11 (-0.7) 

Dec 1,623 1,620 -3 (-0.2) 

Total 20,103 20,198 95 (0.5) 
1Mean of 83-year period of record from 1922-2003 using the Long-Term GEN Model 
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Table 9.4.4-9 

 

Difference in Annual
1
 CVP Capacity at Tracy Load Center 

Between Base Condition and Future Cumulative Condition 

Including No. of Months Where Capacity would be Below 1,152 MW (MW) 
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 Minimum 1,219 1,326 1,395 1,468 1,410 1,363 1,296 1,151 1,064 1,047 1,019 1,044 

Average 1,667 1,709 1,737 1,750 1,750 1,734 1,710 1,641 1,598 1,589 1,595 1,623 

Maximum 1,866 1,873 1,884 1,891 1,906 1,899 1,893 1,874 1,855 1,823 1,843 1,856 

Adverse Year 1,465 1,515 ,549 1,572 1,565 1,572 1,504 1,407 1,355 1,348 1,379 1,400 

Months < 1152 MW 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 3 3 2 

F
u
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re

 C
u

m
u
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v
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d
it

io
n

 

Minimum 1,184 1,264 1,365 1,459 1,415 1,369 1,288 1,147 1,055 1,051 1,029 1,082 

Average 1,677 1,727 1,756 1,771 1,774 1,759 1,716 1,644 1,592 1,578 1,584 1,620 

Maximum 1,873 1,882 1,892 1,918 1,918 1,909 1,896 1,875 1,852 1,824 1,846 1,863 

Adverse Year 1,490 1,518 1,567 1,572 1,572 1,568 1,501 1,440 1,379 1,358 1,303 1,345 

Months < 1152 MW 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 3 3 1 

1Mean of 83-year period of record from 1922-2003 using the Long-Term GEN Model 
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Overall, in the future, as depicted by the long-term modeling under the Future 

Cumulative Condition, CVP and SWP hydropower generation would be reduced.  In 

some months, especially those within dry years or during extended dry year periods, 

these reductions would be notable and are considered potentially significant.  At Tracy 

Load Center, while the reductions in CVP power generation are considered significant in 

those dry year months, the incremental contribution of the proposed project on that effect 

would be less than significant.  As described previously under Chapter 6.3, the project 

increment for CVP is small (e.g., 8 GWh reductions in long-term annual power 

generation at Tracy Load Center out of a total of 4,637 GWh).  Such a small change (0.2 

percent) in average net CVP energy at load center is considered to be a less than 

significant impact to WAPA.  Under the Future Cumulative Condition, this incremental 

contribution would also be small (in fact, less than 0.2 percent) and would, likewise, be 

considered less than significant.  

 

Figure 9.4.4-1 

 

Difference in Annual CVP Capacity at Tracy 

Under the Base Condition and Future Cumulative Condition 
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9.4.4-2 Result in a substantial change in hydropower generation opportunities in the 

upper American River basin. 

Though there are no immediately foreseeable projects or programs that have not been 

considered in the impact analysis, it is possible that other unknown projects may be 

developed that will place demand on waters in the upper American River basin thereby 

adversely affecting hydropower generation.  The potential demand for water would not 

be limited to consumptive uses, but could be in response to environmental considerations 

in the upper American River basin, or elsewhere, not yet forecast. 

The criteria for the thresholds of impact to hydropower in the upper American River 

basin are based on the UARP Settlement Agreement.  This agreement was predicated on 

an extensive assessment of potential impacts within the context of all known and 

anticipated future foreseeable actions.  Measures developed in the Settlement Agreement 

are designed to ―protect‖ key resources, including hydropower.   

Because there are no foreseeable projects that may be implemented in the near future that 

haven't been considered in the impact analysis, there is no impact to hydropower 

generation in the upper American River basin under the Future Cumulative Condition.   

9.4.4-3 Result in a substantial reduction in Chili Bar hydropower generation. 

Though there are no immediately foreseeable projects or programs that have not been 

considered in the impact analysis, it is possible that other unknown projects may be 

developed that will place demand on waters in the upper American River basin thereby 

adversely affecting hydropower generation.  The potential demand for water would not 

be limited to consumptive uses, but could be in response to environmental considerations 

in the upper American River basin, or elsewhere, not yet forecast. 

Similar to impact 9.4.4-2 above, and because there are no foreseeable projects that may 

be implemented in the near future that haven't been considered in the impact analysis, 

there is no impact to hydropower generation to the Chili Bar Project under the Future 

Cumulative Condition.   

9.4.5 Water Quality 

The proposed project has the potential to contribute to future cumulative water quality 

conditions both directly as a result of the diversion-related effects relating to modified 

river flows and reduced reservoir storage levels in the American River watershed, and 

indirectly through: (a) modified river flows and reservoir storage as affected by changes 

to the integrated Central Valley Project (CVP)/State Water Project (SWP) operations in 

response to the proposed project’s diversion; (b) future project-related construction of 

anticipated distribution system components; and (c) potential land development within 
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the El Dorado Irrigation District (EID) and Georgetown Divide Public Utility District 

(GDPUD) service areas including Favorable Areas in the American River watershed that 

could be accommodated by the project-related water supplies. 

This chapter contains impacts analysis for both direct and indirect cumulative effects. 

Direct Cumulative Effects 

 

Under the future cumulative condition, regional water supply diversion projects in 

addition to the proposed project (e.g., Water Forum Agreement diversions, Placer County 

Water Agency (PCWA) American River Pump Station, Sacramento River Water 

Reliability Study diversions, and various pending water rights applications) would be 

implemented, which could directly affect Folsom Reservoir storage levels and flows in 

the lower American River, relative to the Base Condition.  The proposed project would 

contribute incrementally to cumulative effects of these diversions on river flows and 

reservoir storage.  The cumulative effects on river flows and reservoir storage could 

affect the capacity of these water bodies to dilute watershed contaminants contributed by 

urban and stormwater runoff, recreation, and point-source discharges, relative to the Base 

Condition. 

Based on planned land uses of the upper American River watershed, relative to current 

uses, the quality of water draining the upper American watershed, which becomes inflow 

to Folsom Reservoir, is not expected to be substantially degraded under the future 

cumulative condition, relative to the Base Condition.  As a multi-use reservoir, water 

quality in Folsom Reservoir is monitored and managed closely, which is expected to 

continue in the future.  Neither Folsom Reservoir nor the lower American River receives 

direct municipal wastewater discharges.  Moreover, several programs exist for the 

purpose of regulating waste discharges that occur in the American River watershed to 

minimize potential adverse water quality effects and to achieve State and federal water 

quality objectives and criteria, including: 

 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) discharge permits 

applicable to domestic wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) effluent discharges to 

surface water bodies; 

 NPDES stormwater permits for municipal entities to control urban runoff and 

runoff associated with construction activities; and 

9.4.5-1 Result in Substantial Changes to Upper American River Basin Reservoirs 

and Tributaries and Folsom Reservoir Water Quality. 

9.4.5-2 Result in Substantial Changes to Lower American River Water Quality. 
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 City and county development review processes, and related grading and erosion 

control requirements for construction activities. 

Finally, the State is implementing total maximum daily load (TMDL) programs to reduce 

contaminant loading to water bodies identified on the state’s Clean Water Act (CWA) 

Section 303(d) list of water quality limited (i.e., impaired) streams (i.e., water quality 

objectives are currently being exceeded), including the South Fork and lower American 

rivers.   

Based on the planned land uses in the American River watershed, the close monitoring 

and management of Folsom Reservoir, as well as ongoing programs and local, State, and 

federal regulatory actions to minimize the discharge or contaminants to surface waters, 

future cumulative water quality conditions in Folsom Reservoir and the lower American 

River are not expected to be substantially worse under the future cumulative condition, 

relative to the Base Condition.  An exception is noted for toxicity levels, for which the 

lower American River is currently listed as impaired on the State’s CWA Section 303(d) 

list.  While the State must develop a TMDL to address the toxicity occurring in the lower 

American River, the source of toxicity in the lower American River is unknown.  As 

such, it is possible that the reduced dilution flows that would occur under the future 

cumulative condition may affect the toxicity frequency and magnitude over the long-

term, at least in some years when flow reductions are highest.  Because of the uncertainty 

of the effectiveness of the State TMDL program to identify and address the cause of 

toxicity in the lower American River, this EIR concludes that the water quality impacts in 

the lower American River under the future cumulative condition would be potentially 

significant for toxicity levels in the lower American River, and would be less than 

significant for all other water quality parameters.   

The proposed project’s diversion would result in an incremental contribution to reduced 

Folsom Reservoir storage and altered downstream river flows.  Based on a comparison of 

the future cumulative condition with and without the proposed project, long-term average 

flow releases at Nimbus Dam into the lower American River would be reduced up to 4.3 

percent.  This reduced release from Nimbus Dam could incrementally contribute to 

measurably higher toxicity levels in the lower American River, at least in some months of 

some years.  Therefore, the proposed project’s incremental contribution to the potentially 

significant cumulative toxicity levels in the lower American River would be potentially 

considerable and, thus, potentially significant.  

Mitigation Measures for Impacts 9.4.5-1 and 9.4.5-2 

Refer to mitigation measure discussion for Impact 9.4.3-4. 
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As stated under the assessment above, regional water supply diversion projects in 

addition to the proposed project would be implemented in the future, which could directly 

affect flows in the Sacramento River, downstream from the lower American River 

confluence, and Delta inflow, relative to the Base Condition.  The proposed project 

would contribute incrementally to the cumulative effects of these diversions on river 

flows and reservoir storage.  The cumulative effects on river flows and reservoir storage 

could affect the capacity of these water bodies to dilute watershed contaminants 

contributed by urban and stormwater runoff, recreation, agriculture, and point-source 

discharges, relative to the Base Condition.   

In addition to the programs identified in the previous impact discussion, there are several 

water quality management and monitoring programs addressing regional water quality 

concerns of the Sacramento River and San Francisco Bay Estuary – Sacramento-San 

Joaquin Delta (Delta).  Such plans or programs include, but are not limited to, the 

following. 

 2006 Bay-Delta Water Quality Control Plan  

 SWP/CVP Operations Criteria and Plan 

 Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) hydropower relicensing 

programs 

 Sacramento County Stormwater Management Plan  

 California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal-EPA) Department of Pesticide 

Regulation’s Rice Pesticides Program 

 Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Water Board) - 

Triennial Review of the Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento River and 

San Joaquin River Basins (Basin Plan) 

 Regional Water Board - Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program  

 Regional Water Board - Sacramento River Watershed Management Initiative 

 Regional Water Board - Central Valley Salinity Coalition 

 Sacramento County Regional Agencies - Coordinated Monitoring Program 

 Sacramento River Watershed Program  

9.4.5-3 Result in Substantial Changes to Sacramento River Water Quality, 

Downstream of the Lower American River Confluence. 

9.4.5-4 Result in Substantial Changes to Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta 

Water Quality. 
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 State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) – Surface Water 

Ambient Monitoring Program  

 California Department of Water Resources (DWR) Municipal Water Quality 

Investigations Monitoring Program  

 Interagency Ecological Program Monitoring 

 San Francisco Estuary Institute’s Regional Monitoring Program for Trace 

Substances 

While the plans and programs identified above are designed to prevent ongoing water 

quality degradation and promote future improved conditions, there is uncertainty 

regarding the effectiveness of the programs and level of constituent loading reductions to 

be achieved, in particular, for the Sacramento River and Delta.  Consequently, the Water 

Forum EIR, which addressed the approximately 410,000 AFA annual demand of water 

purveyors in the American River basin, found that a definitive less than significant 

cumulative water quality impact determination could not be made for the Sacramento 

River, downstream of the lower American River confluence, or Delta.  The American 

River Pump Station Project Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)/EIR (Reclamation 

and PCWA 2002) similarly determined that impacts to water quality in the Delta under 

the future cumulative condition, relative to the existing condition, are potentially 

significant.  Because of the uncertainty of future constituent loading and State program 

and plan effectiveness, this EIR concludes that the water quality impacts in the 

Sacramento River and Delta under the future cumulative condition would be potentially 

significant.   

The proposed project’s diversion would result in an incremental contribution to reduced 

Folsom Reservoir storage and altered downstream river flows.  Based on a comparison of 

the future cumulative condition with and without the proposed project, long-term average 

flows would be reduced by 0.2 percent or less in the Sacramento River at Freeport with 

the proposed project, and the long-term average lower American River flow contribution 

to Freeport flow would be reduced by less than 1 percent.  These reductions in dilution 

flows, acting directly on concentrations or levels of water quality parameters, would be 

expected to have negligible effects on the cumulative water quality conditions.  

Nevertheless, reduced lower American River flow contributions could incrementally 

contribute to measurably higher for the CWA Section 303(d)-listed constituents diazinon, 

chlorpyrifos, and toxicity levels in the Sacramento River and northern Delta, at least in 

some months of some years, but would not be expected to cause measurably increased 

levels of other CWA Section 303(d)-listed constituents for these water body segments, on 

a long-term average basis, due to the expected sources of the other listed constituents.  

Regarding the CWA Section 303(d)-listed constituent mercury, the impairment is due 
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more to the mercury load carried by these water bodies (rather than its water column 

concentration per se as is the case with diazinon, chlorpyrifos, and toxicity and most 

other constituents), and its ability to persist in the system and bioaccumulate in fish 

tissues, thereby posing health risks to humans and wildlife that consume the fish.  

Because both the lower American River and Sacramento River are CWA Section 303(d) 

listed for mercury, they both have mercury loads that have led to their impairment.  The 

proposed project’s reduction in lower American River flows would reduce the total 

mercury load discharged from the lower American River, commensurate with the degree 

of flow reduction, relative to the Base Condition.  Moreover, any flow reductions from 

the lower American would not reduce the mercury load carried by the Sacramento River.  

Consequently, the overall effect of the proposed project would not be expected to 

measurably increase mercury loads carried by either of these rivers, nor would the 

proposed project be expected to measurably increase mercury body burdens in fishes 

residing in the lower Sacramento River or Delta.  Finally, as a diversion project, the 

proposed project would not directly contribute to any contaminant loading under the 

future cumulative condition.   

Based on the findings discussed above, the proposed project’s incremental contribution to 

the potentially significant cumulative water quality condition would be potentially 

considerable and thus potentially significant for diazinon, chlorpyrifos, and toxicity 

levels in the Sacramento River, downstream of the lower American River confluence, and 

Delta, and would be less than considerable and, thus, less than significant for all other 

water quality parameters in these water bodies.  

Mitigation Measures for Impacts 9.4.5-3 and 9.4.5-4 

Refer to mitigation measure discussion for Impact 9.4.3-4. 

Indirect Cumulative Effects 

As discussed in Chapter 6.4, Water Quality, potential indirect water quality effects of the 

proposed project include those associated with: (1) CVP/SWP operational flow- and 

storage-related changes in response to the project-related diversions in the upper 

American River and Sacramento River basins; (2) construction of facilities that would 

support the physical uptake and delivery/conveyance of water [the proposed project 

distribution system]; and (3) growth-related impacts associated with planned build-out 

within the EID and GDPUD service areas and Favorable Areas that would receive water 

supply.  

 

9.4.5-5 Result in Substantial Changes to Sacramento River Water Quality, 

Upstream of the Lower American River Confluence, and Lower Feather 

River Water Quality. 
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Municipal and industrial water demands would increase under the future cumulative 

condition, thus resulting in changes in integrated operations of the CVP/SWP system that 

could be expected to result in seasonal reductions in storage levels in Folsom, Shasta, 

Trinity, and Oroville reservoirs and seasonally altered flows in the lower American River, 

Sacramento River, and Feather River, compared to the Base Condition.  Reductions in 

reservoir storage and river flows may affect the capacity of these water bodies to dilute 

watershed contaminants contributed by urban and stormwater runoff, and wastewater 

discharges, relative to the Base Condition.  As described above, the future cumulative 

water quality conditions in the Sacramento River, downstream of the lower American 

River confluence, and Delta are considered potentially significant, relative to the Base 

Condition.  Likewise, in the upper watersheds affected by integrated CVP/SWP 

operations (e.g., Sacramento River, Trinity River, and Feather River), additional 

population growth would lead to increased urban runoff and wastewater flows, as well as 

altered non-point source runoff due to altered land uses.  Although the numerous water 

quality management actions, monitoring programs, and project-specific mitigation 

measures would continue to be implemented as growth occurs, the potential exists for 

future water quality degradation in the Sacramento and Feather River systems, upstream 

of the lower American River, and in the upper American River watershed, upstream of 

Folsom Reservoir.  The effectiveness of programs to control water quality degradation 

depends on uncertain future policy decisions and actions that must continue to be 

addressed on a regional basis.  Thus, increases in constituent concentrations or levels that 

may occur under the future cumulative condition could potentially cause more frequent 

exceedances of State and federal water quality objectives and/or criteria or simply result 

in degraded water quality that could adversely affect one or more beneficial uses, relative 

to the Base Condition.  Therefore, the future cumulative water quality conditions in these 

water bodies, as affected in part by integrated CVP/SWP operations, is considered to be 

potentially significant. 

As discussed in Chapter 6.4, Water Quality, the project-related diversion may indirectly 

result in changes in reservoir storage and seasonal river flows via the integrated 

CVP/SWP operations.  However, the project-related indirect effects to river flows and 

storage levels in the water bodies and water body segments identified above would be 

expected to be small.  Based on a comparison of the future cumulative condition with and 

without the proposed project, long-term average storage levels would be reduced by 0.2 

percent or less in Shasta Reservoir, and would not be reduced in Trinity or Oroville 

reservoirs.  Long-term average flows would be reduced by 0.4 percent or less in the upper 

Sacramento River at Keswick Dam, by 0.2 percent or less in the lower Sacramento River 

at Freeport, and by 0.9 percent or less in the Feather River below Oroville Dam.  These 

reductions in dilution flows, acting indirectly on concentrations or levels of water quality 
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parameters, would have less than considerable contributions to the cumulative water 

quality condition in these water bodies.  Furthermore, the nature of the proposed project 

is that it is a diversion project, thus, it would not directly contribute to any contaminant 

loading that would result in altered CVP/SWP operations.  Thus, the proposed project’s 

incremental contribution to the cumulative water quality condition, as affected by 

modified CVP/SWP operations, would be less than considerable and, thus, less than 

significant.   

Mitigation Measures for Impacts 9.4.5-5 

Refer to mitigation measure discussion for Impact 9.4.3-4. 

 

The future water quality conditions in the American River watershed could be 

temporarily affected by construction activities related to infrastructure to deliver the 

water diverted under the proposed project.  Project-related construction activities would 

be temporary and not be expected to overlap in time or place with a sufficient number of 

other unrelated construction activities in the American River basin.  The construction 

activities, though temporary in nature, would have the potential to result in the discharge 

of contaminants (e.g., eroded or disturbed soil, equipment fuel) to adjacent water bodies.  

If uncontrolled, these temporary discharges could result in potentially significant water 

quality impacts under the future cumulative condition. 

State and local regulations would require the construction aspects of the proposed project, 

and any other construction activities that would be initiated in the American River basin, 

to implement appropriate best management practices (BMPs) to avoid and minimize 

project-specific discharges.  Accordingly, implementation of the proposed Mitigation 

Measures 6.4-6A and 6.4-6B would eliminate or minimize the potential for the project-

related construction discharges to cause an exceedance of water quality standards such 

that beneficial uses of waters in the proposed project area would be adversely affected.  

Specifically, Mitigation Measure 6.4-6A requires that EID and GDPUD ensure 

implementation of construction BMPs and that all required regulatory permits are 

obtained for project construction activities.  Mitigation Measure 6.4-6B stipulates that 

EID and GDPUD require its construction contractor(s) to develop and implement a Spill 

Prevention and Control Plan to ensure possible construction-related spills are handled and 

reported appropriately.  The proposed project’s activities to construct water distribution 

systems would not cause water quality impacts that would be cumulatively significant 

9.4.5-6 Result in Substantial Changes to Water Quality Effects from Distribution 

System Construction - Water Diversion, Pumping, Conveyance, 

Treatment, and Distribution Infrastructure. 
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with other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable projects, and, therefore, would be less 

than considerable and less than significant with mitigation. 

 

The proposed project could result in indirect water quality effects associated with use of 

the new water supply to support development in the EID and GDPUD water service areas 

and Favorable Areas.  Potential water quality impacts could result from increases in 

wastewater effluent discharges and stormwater and urban runoff from developed areas to 

nearby receiving waters.  The following list identifies the future cumulative water quality 

impacts associated with these potential contaminant sources and the proposed project’s 

contribution to the future cumulative condition: 

 Increase in Water Pollutants from Construction-Related Activities Associated 

with Development.  Construction-related activities associated with development 

(e.g., buildings, roads) would have the potential to cause significant erosion, 

siltation, and turbidity impacts on nearby drainages.  The construction activities, 

though temporary in nature, would have the potential to result in the discharge of 

contaminants (e.g., eroded or disturbed soil, equipment fuel) to adjacent water 

bodies.  If uncontrolled, these temporary discharges could result in potentially 

significant water quality impacts under the future cumulative condition.  El 

Dorado County General Plan policies combined with the related County and State 

regulatory and permit programs would prevent and minimize the proposed 

project’s incremental contribution such that the contribution of discharges from 

construction-related activities within the EID and GDPUD service areas and 

Favorable Areas to the future cumulative condition would be less than 

considerable and thus less than significant.   

 Increase in Water Pollutants from New Impervious Surfaces and New Urban and 

Agricultural Uses.  Development would potentially lead to pollutant- and 

sediment-laden runoff to offsite locations.  Certain types of agriculture 

(particularly wine grapes) may increase, resulting in additional long-term soil 

exposure and pesticide and fertilizer use.  The El Dorado County General Plan 

EIR (EDAW 2003) evaluated cumulative water quality impacts of urban runoff 

from this development, which are hereby incorporated by reference pursuant to 

9.4.5-7 Result in Substantial Increase in Wastewater Discharges in Water Supply 

Service Areas and Favorable Areas on Surface Water Quality. 

9.4.5-8 Result in Substantial Increase to Onsite Wastewater Discharges in Water 

Supply Service Areas and Favorable Areas on Groundwater Quality. 

9.4.5-9 Result in Substantial Increase of Storm Water and Urban Runoff on 

Receiving Water Quality. 
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the State CEQA Guidelines section 15150.  The General Plan EIR concluded that 

mitigation measures identified in the EIR would lessen the potential impact on 

water quality, but impacts would be cumulatively significant and unavoidable.  

Consistent with the General Plan EIR, this EIR concludes that the proposed 

project’s incremental contribution to water quality impacts from runoff from new 

impervious surfaces and new and urban agricultural uses would result in 

cumulatively significant and unavoidable impacts to water quality. 

 Increase in Groundwater Pollutants from Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems 

(OWTS) (Septic Systems).  The future locations within GDPUD and EID’s 

service areas to be served by the water diverted under the proposed project is 

unknown.  Wastewater generated through the development of properties located 

outside of EID’s wastewater collection system would likely be treated by OWTS.  

Cumulative discharges from OWTS, if not functioning properly, have the 

potential to introduce contaminants into the underlying groundwater, which could 

be of concern for drinking water wells and adjacent surface waters having 

hydrologic connections to underlying groundwater, which would result in a 

cumulatively potentially significant impact to water quality.  As part of certifying 

the General Plan EIR, El Dorado County Board of Supervisors included 

mitigation to develop a monitoring program for OWTS to ensure proper function 

of OWTS (El Dorado County 2004).  With the implementation of this measure, 

coupled with OWTS design requirements imposed by the County, the proposed 

project’s incremental contribution to cumulative groundwater quality conditions, 

as affected by OWTS discharges, would be less than considerable and thus less 

than significant with the mitigation.  

 Increase in Water Pollutants from New Domestic Wastewater Treatment Plant 

Discharges.  As discussed in Chapter 6.4, future growth would require expansion 

of EID’s Deer Creek and El Dorado Hills WWTPs.  These expansions would 

allow for additional wastewater discharges to Carson and Deer creeks beyond that 

currently permitted.  The General Plan EIR found that the potential cumulative 

water quality impact was significant and unavoidable, in part, based on the fact 

that the Deer Creek WWTP was in the process of determining compliance with 

effluent limitations to comply with pH and turbidity objectives in the Basin Plan.  

Since the General Plan EIR was certified, the Regional Water Board, State Water 

Board, and U.S. EPA have approved Basin Plan amendments that revise the 

applicable pH and turbidity objectives.  As a result of this regulatory action, the 

Deer Creek WWTP is now in compliance with the revised objectives.  Any future 

NPDES permit for the expanded discharges of the Deer Creek and El Dorado 

Hills WWTPs would continue to impose end-of-pipe effluent limitations based on 
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applicable federal and State water quality standards.  While the NPDES 

regulatory process would ensure the undiluted WWTP effluent discharges meet 

water quality standards, the extent of future water quality degradation that would 

be allowed to occur, when weighed against the benefit to the State, is unknown.  

Hence, the effect of the increase in water pollutants from EID WWTPs on water 

quality, beyond that currently permitted could be potentially significant under the 

future cumulative condition. 

Implementation of the proposed Mitigation Measure 6.4-7 would reduce the 

potential impacts of increased wastewater effluent discharges originating from the 

EID WWTPs to less than significant.  Specifically, Mitigation Measure 6.4-7 calls 

for the upgrade, expansion or other necessary modifications of the WWTPs to 

accommodate service area demands, maintain compliance with NPDES permit 

limits, and protect receiving water quality.  Based on the above considerations, 

the future cumulative water quality conditions in Deer Creek and Carson Creek 

associated with treatment and discharge of wastewater from EID’s WWTPs that is 

indirectly generated by the project water supplies would be similar, or potentially 

improved, relative to the Base Conditions.  However, because EDWPA is not the 

agency responsible for ensuring implementation of this mitigation measure, this 

EIR finds this impact under the future cumulative condition to be potentially 

significant and unavoidable in recognition of EDWPA’s inability to ensure 

implementation of the proposed mitigation. 

9.4.6 Flood Control 

This chapter presents an analysis of the potential cumulative effects on flood control 

operation, facilities, and downstream structures.  It includes an analysis of the future 

cumulative condition based on established assumptions concerning future demands, 

operations, facilities, and regulatory controls.  It assumes a set of reasonably foreseeable 

future actions that, together with the proposed project, defines the future cumulative 

condition hydrologically.  The analysis is based on a comparison of the future cumulative 

condition, relative to the existing or Base Condition.  Where such impacts are deemed 

significant, a further analysis was undertaken to determine the incremental contribution 

of the proposed project to that future cumulative effect.  CALSIM II hydrologic modeling 

was relied upon to develop the hydrologic scenarios and cross-comparisons between the 

established future cumulative condition and current conditions and to perform the 

numerical mass balance differential comparisons.     

Future potential impacts to flood control operations, facilities, structures, and ongoing 

flood control projects can be identified and characterized using the same impact 

thresholds as was prepared for the current condition evaluations.  The following future 
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cumulative impacts were therefore incorporated into the analysis and addressed in the 

EIR.  

9.4.6-1 Result in a substantial change in the ability to adhere to the flood control 

diagrams for major CVP/SWP reservoirs serving that function under 

current or long-term planned operations including those for Trinity, Shasta, 

Oroville and Folsom reservoirs. 

For Folsom Reservoir, the long-term permanent operation of the reservoir/dam will likely 

involve flood control encroachment set at the variable 400 to 600 TAF.  This is a 

reduction or relaxation from the current 400 to 670 TAF flood control diagram presently 

in place under continuing interim re-operation.  The completion of the Joint Federal 

Project at Folsom Reservoir will provide more effective and timely releases with the 

construction of the new spillway and, as part of the revisions or updating to the existing 

Water Control Manual, also provide new operational guidance during flood periods.  

In the future, the anticipated storage in Folsom Reservoir is expected to be lower than it 

is today.  CALSIM II modeling of the Future Cumulative Condition in fact shows this 

reduction, relative to the Base Condition (see Figure 9.4.6-1).  Mean monthly storage 

differences are notably larger during the summer and early fall months (i.e. July through 

October), with less reductions during the flood control season (i.e., November through 

May) (see Table 9.4.6-1).    

  

Figure 9.4.6-1 

 

Mean Folsom Reservoir End of Month Storage 

Under Base Condition and Future Cumulative Condition 
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Table 9.4.6-1 

 

Mean
1
 End-of-Month Storage in Folsom Reservoir Under the Base Condition and 

Future Cumulative Condition During the Flood Control Season (TAF) 

Month 
Base 

Condition 

Future Cumulative 

Condition 

Absolute 

Difference 

Percent 

Difference (%) 

Nov 500 463 -37 -7.4 

Dec 495 466 -29 -5.9 

Jan 499 480 -19 -3.8 

Feb 506 497 -9 -1.8 

Mar 611 604 -11 -1.1 

Apr 737 726 -14 -1.5 

May 862 848 -28 -1.5 
1Mean of 82-year period of record from 1922-2003 
2Absolute Difference is the average mean difference between the Base Condition and proposed project simulation from each of the 

individual year differences. 

Note: Percentages are not the numeric differences of the 82-year means of the Base Condition and proposed project simulations; they 

are the means of the individual year Relative Differences - this will explain why in some cases, the row values presented do not 
add up.  They are not rounding errors.   

 

During the flood control season, mean end-of-month storage would be considerably 

lower than under current conditions.  Such reductions would represent a flood control 

benefit, as opposed to an adverse effect on flood control operations.  Accordingly, no 

future cumulative impact to Folsom Reservoir flood operations, including the expected 

long-term permanent flood encroachment curve for the reservoir would be anticipated.  

Shasta Reservoir, similarly, would be expected to show lower or reduced end-of-month 

storage under the Future Cumulative Condition, relative to current conditions.  Figure 

9.4.6-2, below shows these differences in bar chart form. 

Quantitatively, these reductions in mean end-of-month anticipated storages during the 

flood control season are depicted in Table 9.4.6-2.  Modeling results indicate that for 

each of the flood control season, long-term mean end-of-month storage levels in Shasta 

Reservoir would be significantly lower than they are currently.  This would represent a 

less than significant impact to the reservoir's flood control operations and ability to meet 

its current flood storage space requirements.  

For Trinity Reservoir, the long-term changes in reservoir storage are less pronounced 

than Shasta and Folsom reservoirs.  Table 9.4.6-3 reflects these smaller changes, relative 

to the Base Condition. 
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Table 9.4.6-2 

 

Mean
1
 End-of-Month Storage in Shasta Reservoir Under the Base Condition and 

Future Cumulative Condition During the Flood Control Season (TAF) 

Month 
Base 

Condition 

Future Cumulative 

Condition 

Absolute 

Difference 

Percent  

Difference (%) 

Nov 2,785 2,713 -72 -2.6 

Dec 2,906 2,847 -59 -2.0 

Jan 3,134 3,082 -52 -1.7 

Feb 3,375 3,319 -59 -1.6 

Mar 3,726 3,667 -63 -1.6 

Apr 4,036 4,005 -61 -1.5 

May 4,066 3,684 -95 -2.5 
1Mean of 82-year period of record from 1922-2003 
2Absolute Difference is the average mean difference between the Base Condition and proposed project simulation from each of the 

individual year differences. 

Note: Percentages are not the numeric differences of the 82-year means of the Base Condition and proposed project simulations; they 
are the means of the individual year Relative Differences - this will explain why in some cases, the row values presented do not 

add up.  They are not rounding errors.   

 

 

Figure 9.4.6-2 

 

Mean Shasta Reservoir End of Month Storage 

Under Base Condition and Future Cumulative Condition 
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Table 9.4.6-3 

 

Mean
1
 End-of-Month Storage in Trinity Reservoir Under the Base Condition and 

Future Cumulative Condition During the Flood Control Season (TAF) 

Month Base Condition 
Future Cumulative 

Condition 

Absolute 

Difference 

Percent 

Difference (%) 

Nov 1,379 1,379 0 0.0 

Dec 1,429 1,430 1 0.1 

Jan 1,496 1,490 -6 -0.4 

Feb 1,602 1,597 -5 -0.3 

Mar 1,725 1,720 -3 -0.3 

Apr 1,871 1,868 -3 -0.2 

May 1,867 1,865 -2 -0.1 

1Mean of 82-year period of record from 1922-2003 
2Absolute Difference is the average mean difference between the Base Condition and proposed project simulation from each of the 

individual year differences. 

Note: Percentages are not the numeric differences of the 82-year means of the Base Condition and proposed project simulations; they 

are the means of the individual year Relative Differences - this will explain why in some cases, the row values presented do not 
add up.  They are not rounding errors.   

 

For Trinity Reservoir, such long-term reductions would not represent a meaningful 

change in expected reservoir storage conditions.  No one month exhibited a mean change 

in end-of-month storage more than one-half of one percent, relative to current conditions.  

With these magnitudes, the future cumulative impact to flood control operations at 

Trinity Reservoir are considered to be less than significant. 

Oroville Reservoir, the largest SWP reservoir, showed similar long-term reductions in 

mean end-of-month storage; relative to current conditions (see Figure 9.4.6-3, below).  

The magnitude of reductions would be large during the flood control season.  As 

presented in Table 9.4.6-4, mid-winter mean end-of-month storages are consistently over 

100,000 AF, relative to current conditions.  Such reductions would only benefit flood 

control operations at Oroville Reservoir.  Accordingly, there is no impact to flood control 

operations, including the reservoir's ability to meet its flood encroachment curve under 

the Future Cumulative Condition.  
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Table 9.4.6-4 

 

Mean
1
 End-of-Month Storage in Oroville Reservoir 

Under the Base Condition and Future Cumulative Condition During the Flood 

Control Season (TAF) 

Month 
Base 

Condition 

Future Cumulative 

Condition 

Absolute 

Difference 

Percent 

Difference (%) 

Nov 2,225 2,007 -218 -9.8 

Dec 2,309 2,126 -183 -7.9 

Jan 2,422 2,278 -144 -5.9 

Feb 2,566 2,452 -114 -4.4 

Mar 2,718 2,640 -78 -2.9 

Apr 2,991 2,913 -78 -2.6 

May 3,122 3,041 -81 -2.6 
1Mean of 82-year period of record from 1922-2003 
2Absolute Difference is the average mean difference between the Base Condition and proposed project simulation from each of the 

individual year differences. 

Note: Percentages are not the numeric differences of the 82-year means of the Base Condition and proposed project simulations; they 
are the means of the individual year Relative Differences - this will explain why in some cases, the row values presented do not 

add up.  They are not rounding errors.   

 

Figure 9.4.6-3 

 

Mean Oroville Reservoir End of Month Storage 

Under Base Condition and Future Cumulative Condition 
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Overall, modeled reductions in long-term end-of-month storages in key reservoirs of the 

CVP/SWP managed for flood control during the rainy season indicate that with reduced 

storage, any adverse effects on flood control operations, including the ability of those 

reservoirs to meeting existing (and possible future adjustments in flood space 

encroachment) would not exist.  Accordingly, this would represent no impact under 

future conditions.  

9.4.6-2  Result in a substantial change in floodplain characteristics that would 

increase the exposure of persons or property to flood hazards. 

As noted previously, floodplain characteristics and the manner with which changes to 

floodplain morphology may result in increased risk and exposure to risk of persons or 

property is largely dictated by river hydrology.  The largest and most dramatic changes to 

floodplain morphology occur during periods of high flows, characterized by event 

frequency and magnitude during the rainy season.  Lower American River flows modeled 

under the Future Cumulative Condition are presented in Table 9.4.6-5. 

Table 9.4.6-5 

 

Mean
1
 Monthly Flows in the Lower American River at the Mouth In All Years 

 and Wet2 Years Difference between Base Condition and Future Cumulative 

Condition During the November through May Flood Control Period (cfs) 

All Years 

Month 

Base 

Condition 

(cfs) 

Future Cumulative 

Condition 

(cfs) 

Absolute 

Difference 

(cfs) 

Relative 

Difference 

(%) 

Nov 2,875 2,355 -520 -18.1 

Dec 3,619 3,225 -394 -10.9 

Jan 4,629 4,233 -396 -8.6 

Feb 5,344 4,907 -437 -8.2 

Mar 3,718 3,436 -282 -7.6 

Apr 3,249 2,854 -395 -12.2 

May 3,441 2,921 -520 -15.1 
1Mean of 82-year period of record from 1922-2003 
2Water year types as defined by the Sacramento Valley 40-30-30 Index Water Year Hydrologic Classification 
3Absolute Difference is the average mean difference between the Base Condition and proposed project simulation calculated from the 

long-term means between Base and Future Cumulative Condition.  

 

In all cases, simulated downstream mean monthly flows decreased relative to the Base 

Condition.  From a flood hazard perspective, the proposed project, as illustrated by the 

modeled output, would not impart increased threats to downstream floodplain 

characteristics, or place persons and properties at higher risk because of higher 

anticipated flows.  In fact, the exact opposite would occur.  Accordingly, this would 

represent a less than significant impact.  
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9.4.6-3 Result in a substantial change in the hydraulic stress imparted to 

downstream levees. 

As noted above, the expected decrease in long-term mean monthly flows in the lower 

American River under the Future Cumulative Condition, relative to the Base Condition 

imply that additional hydraulic stress that may be imposed on levees would not occur.  

With a future modeled condition exhibiting less risk to levee stress, compared to that 

occurring today, such a condition would represent less than significant future cumulative 

impact.  

9.4.6-4 Result in operations inconsistent with the locally important Joint Federal 

Project for Folsom Dam (including the Folsom Dam Safety/Flood Damage 

Reduction Project). 

As described and illustrated in various data presentations for Impact 9.4.6-1, long-term 

anticipated reservoir storage in Folsom Reservoir was shown to be reduced during all 

months of the flood control season.  End-of-month long-term mean storages were 

between 9 and 37 TAF lower in the future, relative to current conditions.  Such 

reductions would impart no long-term adverse effect on flood control operations of the 

dam and reservoir.  Accordingly, this would represent a less than significant impact.   

9.4.6-5 Result in operations inconsistent with local efforts by SAFCA and DWR 

levee improvement/stabilization work in the lower American River corridor. 

In the future, ongoing efforts, as necessary, to improve levee protection in the lower 

American River corridor will likely continue.  Even with the long-term implementation 

and completed construction of the Joint Federal Project (at Folsom Dam and Reservoir) 

and permanent new operation of the reservoir under the Corps developed and 

Reclamation implemented Water Control Manual, downstream levee maintenance, 

repairs, monitoring, and periodic upgrades will be necessary.  The new spillway, for 

example, is designed specifically for providing more effective (and timely) releases for 

flood control during high intensity inflow events to the reservoir.  The potential for 

reservoir breaches have been significantly reduced with the approval to construct the new 

spillway.  During peak events, however, downstream levees within the lower American 

River corridor will still be subject to high risk flows (see Impact 9.4.6-3, above).  

SAFCA, DWR and others are expected to continue their efforts at improving and 

stabilizing all at risk downstream levees.  Without new attenuating flood storage in the 

upper American River basin, the future cumulative impact to SAFCA and DWR's 

downstream levee initiatives will remain significant. 

While the cumulative impact to these downstream levee initiatives is considered 

significant, the incremental contribution of the proposed project on that effect would be 
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less than significant.  As explained previously, this is because the proposed project, as 

defined, is water depletion.  As such, it cannot, by itself, imposed increased hydraulic 

stress on downstream levees when the imparting effect is a reduction in source area 

reservoir volume (e.g., in Folsom Reservoir), relative to existing conditions.  

Collectively, however, and as described above, when all of the other water management 

actions are taken into account, the potential impacts to downstream levee may be greater 

than they are today.  But the proposed project cannot impart any adverse incremental 

contribution to flood control efforts. 

9.4.6-6 Result in increased flooding risks and threats to property and human lives in 

the upper American River basin along any of the waterways of the UARP 

system.  

There are no foreseeable projects that may be implemented in the near future that haven't 

been considered in the impact analysis.  From a flood hazard perspective, the proposed 

project would not impart increased threats to flooding in the upper American River basin 

along the waterways of the UARP system.  In fact, the exact opposite would occur as 

proposed project diversion could reduce (although insignificantly) flood flows.  

Accordingly, this would represent a less than significant impact.  

9.4.7 Riparian/Riverine Resources 

The proposed project could potentially contribute to future cumulative effects to riparian 

resources (including riparian habitats and riparian special-status plants and wildlife 

species) in the local area and regional area.  This could include direct effects to riparian 

habitats in the American River and lower Sacramento River watershed resulting from 

diversion-related effects including alteration of river flows and reduced reservoir storage 

levels, as well as indirect effects resulting from modification of CVP and SWP operations 

in response to implementation of the proposed project. 

As described in Chapter 9.2.13, the past and present actions included in the Cumulative 

Report include all those incorporated into the CALSIM II modeling for this EIR and the 

CVP water service contracts (new, amended and renewal contracts), Warren Act 

contracts, CVP assignments, and Folsom Dam re-operation for flood control, that could 

affect riparian resources in the local and regional area. 

9.4.7-1 Flow modifications in the future cumulative condition including 

implementation of the Proposed Project could result in direct impacts to 

riparian habitats and backwater ponds. 

This chapter provides an analysis of direct future cumulative impacts to riparian habitats 

(including backwater ponds) as compared to the base condition, as well as an analysis of 
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the proposed project’s contribution to the future cumulative condition, within the local 

area and the regional area. 

Local Area 

There are no immediately foreseeable projects or programs that have not been considered 

in the impact analysis for the upper American River above Folsom Reservoir.  As such, 

cumulative impacts are not anticipated.  Therefore, the assessment of direct cumulative 

impacts for the local area includes only Folsom Reservoir. 

Folsom Reservoir 

Under the future cumulative condition, long term average end-of-month elevations at 

Folsom Reservoir could be reduced by between 1 and 7 feet as compared to the base 

condition, with the largest reductions occurring in the summer and early fall (July 

through October) (Table 9.4.7-1).  As described previously in this subsection, the draw-

down zone of Folsom Reservoir is devoid of vegetation, with the exception of sparse 

riparian vegetation (e.g., willow shrubs) that has established in areas that are not subject 

to fluctuations in water elevations.  Therefore, reductions in water levels within the draw-

down zone of Folsom Reservoir under the future cumulative condition as compared to the 

base condition would result in less than significant impacts to riparian habitats. 

 

Table 9.4.7-1 

 

Long-term Average Folsom Reservoir End of Month Elevation (feet) during the 

Growing Season (March–October) under the Base Condition and under the Future 

Cumulative Condition with and without the Proposed Project. 

Month 
Base 

Condition 

Future Cumulative 

Condition with Proposed 

Project 

Future Cumulative 

Condition without 

Proposed Project 

Mar 429 428 (-1)
1
 428 (0)

2
 

Apr 442 441 (-1) 441 (0) 

May 454 452 (-2) 453 (-1) 

Jun 451 448 (-3) 448 (0) 

Jul 438 431 (-7) 432 (-1) 

Aug 430 423 (-7) 424 (-1) 

Sep 422 416 (-6) 417 (-1) 

Oct 420 413 (-7) 414 (-1) 
1 (  ) = difference between the future cumulative condition (with implementation of the proposed project) and the base condition. 
2 (  ) = difference between the future cumulative condition with and without implementation of the proposed project. 

 

A comparison of the future cumulative condition with and without the proposed project 

shows that reservoir levels could be reduced by up to 1 foot during the cottonwood 
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growing season for cottonwoods as a result of implementation of the proposed project.  

However, because, as described above, the draw-down zone of Folsom Reservoir does 

not support riparian vegetation, the contribution of the proposed project to water level 

reductions under the future cumulative condition would result in a less than significant 

impact to riparian habitat. 

Regional Area 

Provided below is an analysis of direct future cumulative impacts to the regional area 

including the lower American and Sacramento rivers. 

Lower American River  

This chapter provides an analysis of direct future cumulative impacts to riparian habitats 

along the lower American River, based on CALSIM II flow data at the H Street Bridge 

(i.e., below the last point of diversion below Nimbus Dam prior to the confluence with 

the Sacramento River).  In general, impacts to riparian habitat under the future 

cumulative condition as compared to the base condition would be considered a 

significant and unavoidable impact.  CALSIM II data show that the proposed project’s 

contribution to the future cumulative condition would be less than significant.  Support 

for these statements is provided below. 

CALSIM II flow simulations of the future cumulative condition show that monthly 

average flows in the lower American River at H Street Bridge (i.e., below the point of 

diversion at Fairbairn Water Treatment Plant) would be reduced by between 7.6 to 32.5 

percent in the future cumulative condition as compared to the base condition, with the 

most severe reductions occurring in August and September (Table 9.4.7-2).  Flow 

reductions of this magnitude could potentially have an adverse impact on riparian habitats 

along the lower American River.  As described previously in this section, early spring 

(i.e., March) flows are particularly important for the recruitment and growth of 

cottonwood trees.  Flow reductions in March are relatively small, which may allow for 

continued recruitment and growth.  However, flow reductions increase substantially over 

the remainder of the cottonwood growing season.  While studies have shown that 

cottonwoods are tolerant of partial or temporary drought, sustained summer and fall flow 

reductions in the future cumulative condition of up to 32.5 percent could potentially 

affect the continued growth of individual cottonwood trees, including cottonwood 

saplings.   

When comparing the future cumulative condition with and without the proposed project 

the proposed project’s contribution to the future cumulative condition would result in an 

additional reduction in flows of between 0.9 and 5.6 percent (Table 9.4.7-2).  The impact 

of the proposed project on flow magnitudes is greatest in August (5.6 percent reduction) 

and September (3.9 percent reduction).  When considering the future cumulative 



Chapter 9.0 Cumulative Impacts  

 

9.0-96 

condition without the proposed project, reductions in August and September would be 

between 26.9 and 20.1, respectively. 

Table 9.4.7-2 

 

Monthly Average Lower American River Flows (cfs) at the H Street Bridge during 

the Growing Season (March–October) under the Base Condition and the Future 

Cumulative Condition, with and without Implementation of the Proposed Project. 

Month 
Base 

Condition 

Future Cumulative 

Condition with Proposed 

Project 

Future Cumulative Condition 

without Implementation of 

Proposed Project 

Mar 3,718 3,436 (-7.6%)
1
 3,466 (0.9%)

2
 

Apr 3,249 2,854 (-12.7%) 2,883 (1.0%) 

May 3,441 2,921 (-15.1%) 2,964 (1.4%) 

Jun 3,619 3,077 (-15.0%) 3,149 (2.3%) 

Jul 3,387 2,946 (-13.0%) 3,019 (2.4%) 

Aug 2,444 1,649 (-32.5%) 1,747 (5.6%) 

Sep 2,549 1,937 (-24.0%) 2,015 (3.9%) 

Oct 1,391 1,162 (-16.4%) 1,185 (1.9%) 
1 (  ) = percent difference between the future cumulative condition (with implementation of the proposed project) and the base 

condition. 
2 (  ) = percent difference between the future cumulative condition without implementation of the proposed project and the future 

cumulative condition with implementation of the proposed project. 
 

This reduction in monthly average flows, in turn, could potentially reduce the number of 

years (of 82 modeled) in which the river would be within the recommended minimum 

and optimum flow range for riparian maintenance for the lower American River during 

the cottonwood growing season (March through October).  Table 9.4.7-3 provides the 

number of years in which the recommended minimum and optimum riparian maintenance 

flows would be met during the growing season under the base condition as compared to 

the future cumulative condition (with and without the proposed project) for all water year 

types.  In general, the number of years in which the recommended 1,765 cfs minimum 

flows are met would be reduced by between 1 and 26 years, with the greatest reductions 

occurring in August.  The number of years in which the recommended 2,000 cfs 

minimum flows are met would be reduced by between 2 and 27 years, with the greatest 

reductions occurring, again, in August.  Finally, the number of years in which the 

recommended 3,000 cfs optimum flows are met would be reduced by 0 to 11 years, with 

the greatest reductions occurring in July and September.  Similar to the flow reduction 

patterns described above, under the future cumulative condition, the reduction in the 

number of years in which the minimum flows are met is relatively small in March, which 

may allow for continued recruitment and growth.  However, reductions rise more 

substantially over the remainder of the growing season.  While studies have shown that 

cottonwoods are tolerant of partial or temporary drought, sustained reductions in the 



Chapter 9.0 Cumulative Impacts  

 

9.0-97 

number of years in which flows are met could potentially impact the health of 

cottonwood trees along the lower American River. 

When comparing the future cumulative condition with and without implementation of the 

proposed project, the number of years in which the recommended 1,765 cfs minimum 

flows are met would be reduced by an additional 0 to 4 years with implementation of the 

proposed project versus without, while the number of years in which the recommended 

2,000 cfs minimum flows are met would be reduced by between 0 and 3 years.  The 

number of years in which the recommended 3,000 cfs optimum flows are met would be 

reduced by 0 to 6 years with implementation of the proposed project versus without.    

 

Table 9.4.7-3 

 

Lower American River at H Street Bridge: Number of Months Meeting or 

Exceeding Riparian Maintenance Flow Criteria during the Growing Season 

(March – October) under the Base Condition and the Future Cumulative 

Condition, with and without Implementation of the Proposed Project. 
 Month 

Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct 

1765 cfs Minimum Flows (Stromberg 1995) 

Base Condition 49 53 47 64 75 56 49 5 

Future Cumulative 

(with Project) 

44  

(-5)
1
 

44  

(-9) 

44  

(-3) 

55  

(-9) 

68  

(-7) 

30  

(-26) 

39  

(-10) 

4  

(-1) 

Future Cumulative 

(without Project) 

45  

(1)
 2

 

44 

(0) 

44 

(0) 

55  

(0) 

70 

 (2) 

35  

(5) 

41  

(2) 

5 

(0) 

2000 cfs Minimum Flows (USFWS 1996) 
Base Condition 46 49 47 60 75 53 46 5 

Future Cumulative 

(with Project) 
43  

(-3)
 1

 

41  

(-8) 

42  

(-5) 

47  

(-13) 

64  

(-11) 

26  

(-27) 

34  

(-12) 

3  

(-2) 

Future Cumulative 

(without Project) 
43  

(0)
 2

 

43 

(2) 

42 

(0) 

49  

(2) 

67  

(3) 

29  

(3) 

37  

(3) 

3 

(0) 

3000 cfs Optimum Flows (USFWS 1996) 

Base Condition 38 34 38 36 53 24 35 1 

Future Cumulative 

(with Project) 
35  

(-3)
 1

 

31  

(-3) 

29  

(-9) 

31  

(-5) 

42  

(-11) 

15  

(-9) 

24  

(-11) 

0  

(0) 

Future Cumulative 

(without Project) 
35  

(0)
 2

 

31 

(0) 

30 

(1) 

31  

(0) 

45  

(3) 

16  

(1) 

30  

(6) 

0  

(0) 
1 (  ) = difference between the future cumulative condition (with implementation of the proposed project) and the base condition. 
2 (  ) = difference between the future cumulative condition with and without implementation of the proposed project. 

 

Table 9.4.7-4 provides the number of years in which the recommended minimum and 

optimum groundwater recharge and backwater pond maintenance flows would be met 

during the cottonwood growing season (March through October) under the base condition 

as compared to the future cumulative condition with and without implementation of the 
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proposed project for all water year types.  In general, the number of years in which the 

recommended 2,700 cfs minimum flows are met would be reduced by between 1 and 12 

years, with the greatest reductions occurring in August.  The number of years in which 

the recommended 4,000 cfs optimum flows are met would be reduced by 0 to 18 years, 

with the greatest reductions occurring in September.  These reductions in flows, 

particularly in the summer and fall months, could potentially negatively impact 

groundwater recharge and backwater pond maintenance along the lower American River.  

For example, while reductions in the number of years that recommended flow 

requirements are met are relatively modest in March, the reductions increase and are 

sustained throughout the summer and fall months for both the 2,700 cfs and 4,000 cfs 

flows.   

 

Table 9.4.7-4 

 

Lower American River at H Street Bridge: Number of Months Meeting or 

Exceeding Groundwater Recharge and Backwater Pond Maintenance Flow 

Criteria during the Growing Season (March–October) under the Base Condition 

and the Future Cumulative Condition,  

with and without Implementation of the Proposed Project. 
 Month 

Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct 

2700 cfs Minimum Flows (Sands et al.  1985) 

Base Condition 40 38 41 43 59 30 39 1 

Future Cumulative 

(with Project) 

37  

(-3)
 1

 

33  

(-5) 

36  

(-5) 

34  

(-9) 

49  

(-10) 

18 

 (-12) 

29  

(-10) 
0 (-1) 

Future Cumulative 

(without Project) 

37  

(0)
 2

 

33 

(0) 

37 

(1) 

36 

(2) 
53 (4) 18 (0) 30 (1) 0 (0) 

4000 cfs Optimum Flows (Sands et al.  1985) 

Base Condition 26 27 26 25 25 12 20 0 

Future Cumulative 

(with Project) 

24  

(-2)
 1

 

22  

(-5) 

19  

(-7) 

19  

(-6) 
27 (2) 

1  

(-11) 

2  

(-18) 
0 (0) 

Future Cumulative 

(without Project) 

25  

(1)
 2

 

22 

(0) 

20 

(1) 

20 

(1) 
27 (0) 2 (1) 2 (0) 0 (0) 

1 (  ) = difference between the future cumulative condition (with implementation of the proposed project) and the base condition. 
2 (  ) = difference between the future cumulative condition with and without implementation of the proposed project. 

 

When comparing the future cumulative condition with and without implementation of the 

proposed project, the number of years in which the recommended 2,700 cfs minimum 

flows are met would be reduced by an additional 0 to 4 years with implementation of the 

proposed project versus without, while the number of years in which the recommended 

4,000 cfs optimum flows are met would be reduced by between 0 and 1 years.    

Therefore, in summary, when compared to the base condition, reductions in flows under 
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the future cumulative condition would result in substantial reductions in magnitude (up to 

32.5 percent), as well as substantial reductions in the number of years in which 

recommended minimum and optimum flow requirements for riparian maintenance and 

for groundwater recharge and maintenance of backwater ponds are met.  Any impacts to 

riparian habitats would be considered a potentially significant impact. 

On the other hand, CALSIM II data show that the proposed project’s contribution to the 

future cumulative condition (i.e., including changes in flows as well as changes in the 

number of years in which recommended minimum and optimum flow requirements for 

riparian maintenance and for groundwater recharge are met) is less than significant.  

Therefore the proposed project does not contribute significantly to the future cumulative 

condition.   

Because EDWPA’s incremental contribution to the larger significant cumulative impact 

is not itself significant (i.e., cumulatively considerable), CEQA does not require 

mitigation for the incremental contribution.  With respect to the larger impact, it is worth 

noting that the U.S. Department of the Interior, acting through the U.S. Bureau of 

Reclamation, whose responsibilities include management and operation of the CVP, is 

obligated to operate the system, including flows in the lower American River, in such a 

manner to accommodate superior water rights diversions and still maintain compliance 

with existing environmental regulatory requirements.  For example, Reclamation is 

obligated to operate the CVP in such a way as to meet designated environmental 

protection criteria such as minimum reservoir storage, minimum releases, and instream 

water temperatures set forth in existing Biological Opinions under the federal 

Endangered Species Act and as part of the CVP's Operation and Criteria Plan (OCAP), 

Bay-Delta standards, and various dictates under the CVPIA (e.g., Section 3406 [b] [2]).  

However, while some studies have demonstrated that restoration of flows for fisheries 

may also result in increased riparian recruitment (Stromberg 2001), it is not certain that 

flows implemented by Reclamation to protect instream resources would result in benefits 

to riparian habitats.  

Lower Sacramento River and the Delta 

This chapter provides an analysis of direct future cumulative impacts to riparian habitats 

along the lower Sacramento River.  

CALSIM II flow simulations for the future cumulative condition show that monthly 

average flows in the lower Sacramento River at Freeport during the growing season 

(March through October) would be reduced by between 0.6 and 6.8 percent under the 

future cumulative condition as compared to the base condition (Table 9.4.7-5).  This 

would not result in significant cumulative impacts to riparian habitats in this river reach 

for several reasons.  Because the levees along this reach are constructed immediately  
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Table 9.4.7-5 

 

Monthly Average Lower Sacramento River Flows (cfs) at Freeport during the 

Growing Season (March–October) under the Base Condition and the Future 

Cumulative Condition, with and without Implementation of the Proposed Project. 

Month 
Base 

Condition 

Future Cumulative 

Condition with 

Proposed Project 

Future Cumulative Condition 

without Implementation of 

Proposed Project 

Mar 34,554 34,335 (-0.6%) 34,341 (0.0%) 

Apr 23,949 23,711 (-1.0%) 23,726 (0.1%) 

May 19,754 19,358 (-2.0%) 19,346 (-0.1%) 

Jun 17,835 18,268 (2.4%) 18,296 (0.2%) 

Jul 17,505 18,389 (5.0%) 18,403 (-0.1%) 

Aug 14,624 14,314 (-2.1%) 14,321 (0.0%) 

Sep 14,396 13,420 (-6.8) 13,402 (-0.1%) 

Oct 12,042 11,589 (-3.8%) 11,613 (-0.2%) 
1 (  ) = percent difference between the future cumulative condition (with implementation of the proposed project) and the base 

condition. 
2 (  ) = percent difference between the future cumulative condition without implementation of the proposed project and the future 

cumulative condition with implementation of the proposed project. 

 

adjacent to the river, riparian habitats are largely absent from most areas, or consist of 

only a single row of riparian vegetation.  The levees also prevent the presence of 

backwater ponds.  Based on the fact that riparian habitats are largely absent from the 

lower  Sacramento River, and that the magnitude of monthly average flows will decrease 

by no more than 6.8 percent under the future cumulative condition, impacts on riparian 

habitat under the future cumulative condition as compared to the base condition would be 

considered less than significant. 

When comparing the future cumulative condition with and without implementation of the 

proposed project, CALSIM II flow simulations show that, with implementation of the 

proposed project, monthly average flows in the lower Sacramento River at Freeport 

during the cottonwood growing season could decrease or increase by up to 0.2 percent as 

compared to the future cumulative condition without the proposed project.  The proposed 

project’s contribution to the future cumulative condition would result in a change in flow 

magnitude of up to 0.2 percent, which would be considered a less than significant impact. 
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9.4.7-2  Flow modifications in the future cumulative condition including 

implementation of the proposed project could result in impacts, either 

directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a 

candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional plans, 

policies or regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game 

(CDFG) or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). 

 

This chapter provides an analysis of direct future cumulative impacts to special-status 

plants and wildlife species as compared to the base condition, as well as an analysis of 

the proposed project’s contribution to the future cumulative condition, within the local 

area and the regional area. 

Local Area 

There are no immediately foreseeable projects or programs that have not been considered 

in the impact analysis for the upper American River above Folsom Reservoir.  As such, 

cumulative impacts are not anticipated.  Therefore, the assessment of direct cumulative 

impacts for the local area includes only Folsom Reservoir. 

Folsom Reservoir 

Any impacts to riparian habitat at Folsom Reservoir under the future cumulative 

condition could potentially result in impacts to special-status plants and wildlife species 

wholly or partially dependent on those habitats.  As described above, when compared to 

the base condition, future cumulative impacts with the proposed project to riparian 

habitat at Folsom Reservoir would be considered less than significant.  Accordingly, 

potential future cumulative impacts to special-status plants and wildlife species at Folsom 

Reservoir (as compared to the base condition) would also be considered less than 

significant. 

Similarly, as described previously, the contribution of the proposed project to impacts to 

riparian habitat at Folsom Reservoir under the future cumulative condition would be 

considered less than significant.  Therefore, the contribution of the proposed project to 

impacts on special-status plants and wildlife species under the future cumulative 

condition at Folsom Reservoir would also be considered less than significant. 

Regional Area 

Provided below is an analysis of direct future cumulative impacts to special-status plants 

and wildlife species in the regional area including the lower American and Sacramento 

rivers. 
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Lower American River 

Any impacts to riparian habitat along the lower American River under the future 

cumulative condition could potentially result in impacts to special-status plants and 

wildlife species wholly or partially dependent on those habitats.  As described previously, 

diversion-related impacts to riparian habitat along the lower American River under the 

future cumulative condition as compared to the base condition are significant and 

unavoidable.  Accordingly, impacts to riparian special-status plants and wildlife species 

along the lower American River under the future cumulative condition as compared to 

the base condition would also be significant and unavoidable. 

CALSIM II data show that the future cumulative condition for the lower American River 

modeled with the proposed project would not vary substantially from the future 

cumulative condition modeled with the proposed project, and the contribution of the 

proposed project to impacts on riparian habitat along the lower American River would be 

considered less than significant.  Accordingly, because the contribution of the proposed 

project to future cumulative impacts to riparian habitats in the lower American River are 

less than significant, future cumulative to riparian special-status plants and wildlife 

species impacts resulting from the proposed project would also be less than significant. 

Lower Sacramento River to the Delta 

Any impacts to riparian habitat along the lower Sacramento River under the future 

cumulative condition could potentially result in impacts to special-status plants and 

wildlife species wholly or partially dependent on those habitats.  As described previously, 

when compared to the base condition, future cumulative impacts to riparian habitat along 

the lower Sacramento River would be considered less than significant.  Accordingly, 

potential future cumulative impacts to special-status plants and wildlife species along the 

lower Sacramento River (as compared to the base condition) would also be considered 

less than significant. 

Similarly, as described previously, the contribution of the proposed project to impacts on 

riparian habitat along the lower Sacramento River under the future cumulative condition 

would be considered less than significant.  Therefore, the contribution of the proposed 

project to impacts on special-status plants and wildlife species under the future 

cumulative condition along the lower Sacramento River would also be considered less 

than significant. 
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9.4.7-3 Modifications to CVP and SWP system operations in the future cumulative 

condition including implementation of the proposed project could result in 

impacts to riparian habitats. 

This chapter provides an analysis of direct future cumulative impacts to riparian habitats 

as compared to the base condition, as well as an analysis of the proposed project’s 

contribution to the future cumulative condition, at CVP and SWP rivers (i.e., Trinity, 

upper Sacramento, and Feather rivers) and reservoirs (i.e., Shasta, Trinity, Whiskeytown, 

and Oroville reservoirs). 

CVP and SWP Rivers 

Trinity River 

Table 9.4.7-6 provides the monthly average flows in the Trinity River below Lewiston 

Dam during the cottonwood growing season (March through October) under the base 

condition and under the future cumulative condition with and without implementation of 

the proposed project.  When comparing the base condition to the future cumulative 

condition (with implementation of the proposed project), CALSIM II flow simulations 

show that flows would decrease by up to 0.1 percent and would increase by up to 3.1 

percent in the future cumulative condition.  Changes in flows of this magnitude are not 

likely to result in impacts to riparian habitats along the Trinity River.  Therefore, changes 

in Trinity River flows under the future cumulative condition (as compared to the base 

condition) would result in less than significant impacts to riparian habitats. 

Table 9.4.7-6  

 

Monthly Average Trinity River Flows (cfs) below Lewiston Dam during the 

Growing Season (March–October) under the Base Condition and the Future 

Cumulative Condition, with and without Implementation of the Proposed Project. 

Month 
Base 

Condition 

Future Cumulative 

Condition with Proposed 

Project 

Future Cumulative Condition 

without Implementation of 

Proposed Project 

Mar 610 610 (0.0%) 609 (-0.2%) 

Apr 589 607 (3.1%) 607 (0.0%) 

May 3,780 3,780 (0.0%) 3,780 (0.0%) 

Jun 2,108 2,105 (-0.1%) 2,105 (0.0%) 

Jul 924 924 (0.0%) 924 (0.0%) 

Aug 450 450 (0.0%) 450 (0.0%) 

Sep 450 450 (0.0%) 450 (0.0%) 

Oct 373 373 (0.0%) 373 (0.0%) 
1 (  ) = percent difference between the future cumulative condition (with implementation of the proposed project) and the base 

condition. 
2 (  ) = percent difference between the future cumulative condition without implementation of the proposed project and the future 

cumulative condition with implementation of the proposed project. 
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Furthermore, CALSIM II data show that flows under the future cumulative condition are 

the same with and without implementation of the proposed project, except in March, 

when flows would decrease by an addition 0.2 percent without implementation of the 

proposed project.  Therefore, the proposed project’s contribution to the future cumulative 

condition would result in a change in flow magnitude of up to 0.2 percent, which would 

be considered a less than significant impact. 

Upper Sacramento River 

Table 9.4.7-7 provides the monthly average flows in the upper Sacramento River below 

Lewiston Dam during the cottonwood growing season (March through October) under 

the base condition and under the future cumulative condition with and without 

implementation of the proposed project.  When comparing the base condition to the 

future cumulative condition (with implementation of the proposed project), CALSIM II 

flow simulations show that flows would decrease by up to 6.7 percent and would increase 

by up to 5.4 percent in the future cumulative condition.  Changes in flows of this 

magnitude are not likely to result in impacts to riparian habitats along the upper 

American River.  Therefore, changes in flows under the future cumulative condition (as 

compared to the base condition) would result in less than significant impacts to riparian 

habitats. 

 

Table 9.4.7-7 

 

Monthly Average Upper Sacramento River Flows (cfs) below Keswick Dam during 

the Growing Season (March–October) under the Base Condition and the Future 

Cumulative Condition, with and without Implementation of the Proposed Project. 

Month 
Base 

Condition 

Future Cumulative 

Condition with 

Proposed Project 

Future Cumulative Condition 

without Implementation of 

Proposed Project 

Mar 8,524 8,584 (0.7%) 8,576 (0.1%) 

Apr 6,654 6,659 (0.1%) 6,664 (-0.1%) 

May 7,716 7,786 (0.9%) 7,783 (0.0%) 

Jun 10,426 10,994 (5.4%) 11,009 (-0.1%) 

Jul 12,737 13,364 (4.9%) 13,344 (0.2%) 

Aug 10,006 10,214 (2.1%) 10,250 (-0.4%) 

Sep 6,994 6,607 (-5.5%) 6,606 (0.0%) 

Oct 6,450 6,037 (-6.4%) 6,060 (-0.4%) 
1 (  ) = percent difference between the future cumulative condition (with implementation of the proposed project) and the base 

condition. 
2 (  ) = percent difference between the future cumulative condition without implementation of the proposed project and the future 

cumulative condition with implementation of the proposed project. 

 

Furthermore, CALSIM II data show that, under the future cumulative condition, 

implementation of the proposed project would result in changes in decreases in flow of 
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up to 0.4 percent and increases of up to 0.2 percent as compared to the future cumulative 

condition without the proposed project.  Therefore, the proposed project’s contribution to 

the future cumulative condition would result in a change in flow magnitude of up to 0.4 

percent, which would be considered a less than significant impact. 

Feather River 

Table 9.4.7-8 provides the monthly average flows in the Feather River below Thermolito 

Afterbay during the cottonwood growing season (March through October) under the base 

condition and under the future cumulative condition with and without implementation of 

the proposed project.  When comparing the base condition to the future cumulative 

condition (with implementation of the proposed project), CALSIM II flow simulations 

show that flows would decrease by up to 8.7 percent and would increase by up to 22.7 

percent in the future cumulative condition.  Cottonwood recruitment studies along the 

Feather River indicate that although some limited recruitment has occurred, recent 

recruitment has been scarce in the low flow and high flow reaches of the Feather River.  

The widespread failure of cottonwood recruitment in the riparian zone of the high flow 

reach may be attributable to failure during initial seedling survival, and the frequent 

occurrence of scouring discharges (Department of Water Resources, 2004).  The 

additional fluctuations in flow (of up to 22.7 percent in magnitude) shown under the 

future cumulative condition in the CALSIM II data could result in further impacts to 

riparian habitats along this reach of the Feather River.  Any impacts to riparian habitats 

would be considered a potentially significant impact.   

Table 9.4.7-8 

 

Monthly Average Feather River Flows (cfs) below Thermolito Afterbay during the 

Growing Season (March–October) under the Base Condition and the Future 

Cumulative Condition, with and without Implementation of the Proposed Project. 

Month Base Condition 

Future Cumulative 

Condition with Proposed 

Project 

Future Cumulative Condition 

without Implementation of 

Proposed Project 

Mar 6,904 6,305 (-8.7%) 6,318 (-0.12%) 

Apr 3,102 3,090 (-0.4%) 3,091 (0.0%) 

May 3,766 3,786 (0.5%) 3,773 (0.3%) 

Jun 4,196 4,906 (16.9%) 4,908 (0.0%) 

Jul 5,154 6,325 (22.7%) 6,362 (-0.6%) 

Aug 3,928 4,582 (16.7%) 4,535 (1.0%) 

Sep 2,196 2,259 (2.9%) 2,227 (1.4%) 

Oct 3,395 3,282 (-3.3%) 3,313 (-0.9%) 
1 (  ) = percent difference between the future cumulative condition (with implementation of the proposed project) and the base 

condition. 
2 (  ) = percent difference between the future cumulative condition without implementation of the proposed project and the future 

cumulative condition with implementation of the proposed project. 
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On the other hand, CALSIM II data show that, under the future cumulative condition, 

implementation of the proposed project would result in changes in decreases in flow of 

up to 0.6 percent and increases of up to 1.4 percent.  Therefore, the proposed project’s 

contribution to the future cumulative condition would result in a change in flow 

magnitude of up to 1.4 percent, which would be considered a less than significant impact. 

Because EDWPA’s incremental contribution to the larger significant cumulative impact 

is not itself significant (i.e., cumulatively considerable), CEQA does not require 

mitigation for the incremental contribution.  With respect to the larger impact, it is worth 

noting that the U.S. Department of the Interior, acting through the U.S. Bureau of 

Reclamation, whose responsibilities include management and operation of the CVP, is 

obligated to operate the system, including flows in the lower American River, in such a 

manner to accommodate superior water rights diversions and still maintain compliance 

with existing environmental regulatory requirements.  For example, Reclamation is 

obligated to operate the CVP in such a way as to meet designated environmental 

protection criteria such as minimum reservoir storage, minimum releases, and instream 

water temperatures set forth in existing Biological Opinions under the federal 

Endangered Species Act and as part of the CVP's Operation and Criteria Plan (OCAP), 

Bay-Delta standards, and various dictates under the CVPIA (e.g., Section 3406 [b] [2]).  

However, while some studies have demonstrated that restoration of flows for fisheries 

may also result in increased riparian recruitment (Stromberg 2001), it is not certain that 

flows implemented by Reclamation to protect instream resources would result in benefits 

to riparian habitats.  

CVP and SWP Reservoirs 

CALSIM II data showing average end-of-month reservoir elevation levels during the 

cottonwood growing season (March through October) for Shasta, Trinity, Whiskeytown, 

and Oroville reservoirs for the future cumulative condition as compared to the base 

condition show that average end-of-month reservoir levels at Trinity and Whiskeytown 

reservoirs would vary by no more than one foot in the future cumulative condition, and 

average end-of-month reservoir levels at Shasta could be reduced by between 2 and 8 

feet.  Average end-of month reservoir levels at Oroville could be reduced by between 6 

and 25 feet.  The impact of reservoir level reductions on riparian habitats in the future 

cumulative condition as compared to the base condition is expected to have little effect 

on riparian habitat around these reservoirs.  This is because, water level fluctuations (i.e., 

periodic inundation followed by subsequent desiccation) have resulted in loss of soil and 

lack of vegetation within the drawdown zone of Shasta, Trinity, Whiskeytown, and 

Oroville reservoirs.  While the drawdown areas may support sparse riparian vegetation 

(i.e., small numbers of willow shrubs), they do not support significant riparian habitats 

that would be adversely impacted by a reduction in reservoir levels.  Therefore, impacts 
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to riparian habitat around CVP and SWP reservoirs under the future cumulative condition 

as compared to the base condition would be considered less than significant. 

In addition, a review of CALSIM II data for the future cumulative condition with 

implementation of the proposed project versus without shows that the proposed project 

results, in all cases, in reductions in average end-of-month reservoir levels of no more 

than 1 foot during the cottonwood growing season at Shasta, Trinity, Whiskeytown, and 

Oroville reservoirs.  Therefore, the contribution of the proposed project to the future 

cumulative condition is considered less than significant. 

9.4.7-4 Modifications to CVP and SWP system operations in the future cumulative 

condition including implementation of the proposed project could result in 

impacts, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species 

identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or 

regional plans, policies or regulations or by the California Department of 

Fish and Game (CDFG) or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). 

CVP and SWP Rivers 

Trinity and Upper Sacramento Rivers 

Any impacts to riparian habitat along the Trinity River under the future cumulative 

condition could potentially result in impacts to special-status plants and wildlife species 

wholly or partially dependent on those habitats.  As described above, when compared to 

the base condition, future cumulative impacts with the proposed project to riparian 

habitat along the Trinity River would be considered less than significant.  Accordingly, 

potential future cumulative impacts to special-status plants and wildlife species at Folsom 

Reservoir (as compared to the base condition) would also be considered less than 

significant. 

Similarly, as described previously, the contribution of the proposed project to impacts to 

riparian habitat along the Trinity River under the future cumulative condition would be 

considered less than significant.  Therefore, the contribution of the proposed project to 

impacts on special-status plants and wildlife species under the future cumulative 

condition along the Trinity River would also be considered less than significant. 

Feather River 

Any impacts to riparian habitat along the lower American River under the future 

cumulative condition could potentially result in impacts to special-status plants and 

wildlife species wholly or partially dependent on those habitats.  As described previously, 

diversion-related impacts to riparian habitat along the Feather River under the future 

cumulative condition as compared to the base condition are significant and unavoidable.  

Accordingly, impacts to riparian special-status plants and wildlife species along the lower 
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American River under the future cumulative condition as compared to the base condition 

would also be significant and unavoidable. 

CALSIM II data show that the future cumulative condition for the lower American River 

modeled with the proposed project would not vary substantially from the future 

cumulative condition modeled with the proposed project, and the contribution of the 

proposed project to impacts on riparian habitat along the lower American River would be 

considered less than significant.  Accordingly, because the contribution of the proposed 

project to future cumulative impacts to riparian habitats in the lower American River are 

less than significant, future cumulative impacts to riparian special-status plants and 

wildlife species impacts resulting from the proposed project would also be less than 

significant. 

CVP and SWP Reservoirs 

Any impacts to riparian habitat along the Trinity River under the future cumulative 

condition could potentially result in impacts to special-status plants and wildlife species 

wholly or partially dependent on those habitats.  As described above, when compared to 

the base condition, future cumulative impacts with the proposed project to riparian 

habitat along the Trinity River would be considered less than significant.  Accordingly, 

potential future cumulative impacts to special-status plants and wildlife species at Folsom 

Reservoir (as compared to the base condition) would also be considered less than 

significant. 

Similarly, as described previously, the contribution of the proposed project to impacts to 

riparian habitat along the Trinity River under the future cumulative condition would be 

considered less than significant.  Therefore, the contribution of the proposed project to 

impacts on special-status plants and wildlife species under the future cumulative 

condition along the Trinity River would also be considered less than significant. 

9.4.8 Recreation (Water-Related) 

This chapter presents an analysis of the potential cumulative effects on water-related 

recreation.  As presented in previous sections of this EIR, the geographical scope of 

proposed project’s potential impact to water-related recreation is extensive, essentially 

encompassing the Sacramento and San Joaquin deltas, Sacramento River, Lower San 

Joaquin River, and South Fork American and Lower America Rivers.  Include in this 

geographic range are the reservoirs that impound flow from these river systems. 

As discussed in Chapter 6.7 of this EIR, the assessment of potential proposed project-

related direct impacts is relatively straight-forward in that the potential changes to flow or 

reservoir water surface elevation can be modeled using the current data (which also 
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includes projected data).  If a potential impact is identified, specific Project-associated 

mitigation measures can be developed to eliminate, or offset, the potential impact. 

When the full range of other built, approved, or considered future projects/programs are 

taken into account, the assessment of impacts is much more tangential.  In the assessment 

of cumulative impact for water-related recreation, the ―direct‖ relationship is diluted and 

multiple scenarios which could have impacts are possible.   The assessment of these 

potential cumulative impacts, and associated magnitude and attribution, are less discrete 

and much harder, if at all possible, to quantify.  This consequence is magnified as the 

analysis moves further from the point of proposed project water-diversion. 

The assessment of cumulative impact to water-related recreation is described by region, 

following the format of analysis used to address the proposed project’s potentially 

significant direct impacts to recreation provided in Chapter 6.7 of this EIR.  As with the 

identification of potential direct proposed project impacts, in some cases there are no, or 

minimal, "cumulatively considerable‖ proposed project related impacts to recreation.  In 

other cases, most notably on the South Fork American River below Chili Bar reservoir, 

Folsom Reservoir, and the Lower American River there is the potential for considerable 

cumulative impact to recreation.  The project’s incremental contribution to these 

potentially significant cumulative impacts will be addressed as required.  

9.4.8-1  Result in substantial change in recreation at the Upper American River 

Basin reservoirs (Loon Lake Reservoir, Ice House and Union Valley 

Reservoir).  

9.4.8-2  Result in substantial change to Recreation in Slab Creek Reservoir and in 

the South Fork Silver Creek. 

9.4.8-3 Result in substantial change to Recreation in the South Fork American River 

below Chili Bar and the North Fork American River below American River 

Pump Station. 

The Upper American River Basin consists of the Upper American River Project (UARP) 

watersheds and the South Fork American River above Folsom Reservoir and the North 

Fork American River below the American River Pump Station.  More so than in any 

other ―region‖, the proposed project has the potential to make a significant incremental 

contribution towards cumulative impacts to recreation in the Upper American River 

Basin. 

The criteria for the thresholds of impact to water based recreation applied in this analysis 

are based on criteria established by the UARP Settlement Agreement.  This agreement 

was predicated on extensive assessment of potential impacts, with an understanding of 

foreseeable actions.  Measures developed in the Settlement Agreement are designed to 
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―protect‖ key resources, including recreation.  Though the Settlement Agreement 

addresses ―key‖ resources, measures were not developed for every potential recreation 

resource. 

Though there are no immediately foreseeable projects or programs that have not been 

considered in the impact analysis, it is possible that other projects may be developed that 

will place demand on waters in the Upper American River Basin.  The potential demand 

for water would not be limited to consumptive uses, but could be in response to 

environmental considerations in the upper American River basin, or elsewhere, not yet 

forecast. 

If additional demands are placed on the waters in basin, other reservoirs or stream 

reaches that do not have mandated reservoir water surface elevations or minimum stream 

flow, could be affected, resulting in the reduction of reservoir water surface elevations 

and streamflow.  The reduction of reservoir water surface elevations and stream flows 

could result in loss of recreation opportunities, and a diminished aesthetic value that 

could affect the recreational experience. 

On the South Fork American River between Chili Bar dam and Folsom Reservoir, the 

UARP developed a detailed flow regime to protect whitewater recreation.  It is highly 

probable that, for the near future, instream flows on this reach of river will be higher than 

the minimum flows stipulated by the Settlement Agreement, especially in Above Normal 

and Wet water-year types.  Depending on whether proposed project waters are diverted 

upstream of this reach at the White Rock Powerhouse Penstock or downstream at Folsom 

Reservoir, flow in excess of the UARP minimums could be reduced by the proposed 

project.  If other projects are developed that utilize the White Rock Powerhouse Penstock 

diversion point (upstream of this reach) to divert ―excess‖ waters when flow is higher 

than the UARP stipulated flow, additional flow reductions could occur in this reach.  This 

potential flow reduction, though not in exceedance of the UARP Settlement Agreement, 

could diminish the whitewater boating experience in this reach. 

However, because there are no foreseeable projects that may be implemented in the near 

future that haven't been considered in the impact analysis, there is no impact to recreation 

in the upper American River basin under the Future Cumulative Condition.   

9.4.8-4 Result in substantial change to Recreation in Folsom Reservoir. 

9.4.8-5 Result in substantial change to Recreation in the Lower American River. 

Due to the connectivity of Folsom Reservoir and the Lower American River with respect 

to the delivery of waters for consumptive and environmental purposes, these two 

geographic areas have been combined for the purposes of cumulative impact assessment.   



Chapter 9.0 Cumulative Impacts  

 

9.0-111 

Depending of the type of future project implemented, there could be circumstances where 

Folsom Reservoir water surface elevations are diminished, while flow in the Lower 

American river can be increased.  This would occur, for example, through delivery of 

water via the Lower American River.  It is also conceivable that both Folsom Reservoir 

water surface elevations and Lower American River flow can be decreased. 

There are several potential scenarios that could or will have an effect on Folsom 

Reservoir water surface elevation and flow in the Lower American River.  To the extent 

possible, foreseeable actions have been incorporated in the CALSIM II model and data 

developed for future conditions with and without the Project (see Chapter 9.3 for a 

summary of the reasonably foreseeable future actions and projects considered in this 

analysis.).  When future demands on water in Folsom Reservoir and the Lower American 

River are incorporated into the model, and water surface elevations and instream flow are 

developed, there is a very small increment of change between the two scenarios.  Tables’ 

9.4.8-1 and 9.4.8-2 present these data. 

Table 9.4.8-1 

 

Folsom Reservoir Water Surface Elevations - 

Number of Years Target Threshold are Met (82-Year Period of Record) 

Base Conditions and Future Cumulative Conditions 
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Jan 38 39 1 52 52 0 0 0 0 

Feb 44 40 -4 58 58 0 0 0 0 

Mar 68 67 -1 75 75 0 33 32 -1 

Apr 74 72 -2 76 75 -1 67 66 -1 

May 75 73 -2 79 79 0 15 15 0 

Jun 71 70 -1 77 76 -1 15 15 0 

Jul 54 54 0 60 61 1 24 23 -1 

Aug 51 49 -2 58 58 0 40 39 -1 

Sep 46 46 0 54 54 0 0 0 0 

Oct 42 41 -1 50 49 -1 7 6 -1 

Nov 36 37 1 48 46 -2 0 0 0 

Dec 32 30 -2 51 49 -2 0 0 0 
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Table 9.4.8-2 

 

Cumulative Impact: Lower American River Flow at Watt Avenue 

Base Conditions and Future Cumulative Conditions 

M
o
n

th
 

Maximum Monthly 

Mean Flow¹ (cfs) 

Minimum Monthly 

Mean Flow¹ (cfs) 

Long-term Average 

Monthly Mean Flow¹ 

(cfs) 

Base 

Condition 

Cumulative 

Condition 

Base 

Condition 

Cumulative 

Condition 

Base 

Condition 

Cumulative 

Condition 

Jan 31,324 31,297 (0.1%) 759 759 (0%) 4,455 4,401 (-1.2%) 

Feb 32,290 32,263 (0.1%) 731 734 (-0.5%) 5,143 5,093 (-1%) 

Mar 16,732 16,700 (0.2%) 422 422 (0%) 3,649 3,620 (-0.8%) 

Apr 14,400 14,355 (0.3%) 290 290 (0%) 3,250 3,222 (-0.9%) 

May 11,211 11,155 (0.5%) 269 269 (0%) 3,387 3,344 (-1.3%) 

Jun 14,021 13,945 (0.5%) 297 297 (0%) 3,665 3,594 (-2%) 

Jul 5,500 5,403 (1.8%) 295 295 (0%) 3,539 3,466 (-2%) 

Aug 4,616 4,513 (2.2%) 283 283 (0%) 2,203 2,105 (-4.4%) 

Sep 4,849 4,765 (1.7%) 349 327 (6.5%) 2,352 2,274 (-3.3%) 

Oct 2,868 2,777 (3.2%) 446 429 (3.9%) 1,410 1,387 (-1.6%) 

Nov 17,310 17,192 (0.7%) 485 486 (-0.1%) 2,593 2,536 (-2.2%) 

Dec 20,287 20,087 (1%) 537 537 (0%) 3,429 3,394 (-1%) 

1 Based on 82 years modeled. 
2 Values in parentheses is the relative difference of the monthly long-term average. 

 

CALSIM II modeling results would indicate the incremental contribution of the proposed 

project, as a component of the cumulative impacts on water surface elevations in Folsom 

Reservoir and flow in the Lower American River would be less than significant.    

9.4.8-6 Result in substantial change to Recreation in the Sacramento River. 

9.4.8-7 Result in substantial change to Recreation in Shasta Reservoir.  

9.4.8-8 Result in substantial change to Recreation in Oroville Reservoir. 

9.4.8-9 Result in substantial change to Recreation in the Delta.  

As stated, the ability to identify and attribute project-related impact, direct or cumulative 

impacts, is diminished as you expand further from Project diversion locations.  In the 

upper American River basin and Foothill River regions, proposed project impacts are 

fairly discrete and the number of foreseeable projects that could affect target resources is 
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limited.  As you move from this area to Folsom Reservoir and the Lower American 

River, the effect of the Project is diluted as there are numerous foreseeable projects that 

may influence target resources.  This correlation is further magnified as you assess 

potential cumulative impacts to the Sacramento River, Sacramento Delta, and San 

Joaquin Delta. 

For these regions, foreseeable actions have been incorporated in the CALSIM II model 

and data developed for future conditions with and without the Project (see Chapter 9.3 for 

a summary of the reasonably foreseeable future actions and projects considered in this 

analysis).  

 When future demands are incorporated into the model, there is almost no change 

between the two scenarios and virtually no project-associated cumulative impact.  

Tables’ 9.4.8-3, and 9.4.8-4 present these data. 

Table 9.4.8-3 

 

Sacramento River Flow Below Keswick Dam 

Base Conditions and Future Cumulative Conditions 

M
o
n

th
 Maximum Monthly 

Mean Flow¹ (cfs) 

Minimum Monthly 

Mean Flow¹ (cfs) 

Long-term Average 

Monthly Mean Flow¹  

(cfs) 

Base 

Condition 

Cumulative 

Condition 

Base 

Condition 

Cumulative 

Condition 

Base 

Condition 

Cumulative 

Condition 

Jan 5,2774 52,774 (0%) 3,250 3,250 (0%) 8,831 8,860 (0.3%) 

Feb 53,770 53,770 (0%) 3,161 3,250(-2.8%) 10,875 
10,859 

 (-0.1%) 

Mar 46,109 46,109 (0%) 3,227 3,227 (0%) 8,576 8,584 (0.1%) 

Apr 29,893 29,893 (0%) 3,250 3,250 (0%) 6,664 6,659 (-0.1%) 

May 16,007 16,007 (0%) 3,250 3,250 (0%) 7,783 7,786 (0%) 

Jun 19,324 19,324 (0%) 7,139 7,140 (0%) 11,009 
10,994  

(-0.1%) 

Jul 15,772 15,772 (0%) 8,600 8,593 (0.1%) 13,344 13,364 (0.1%) 

Aug 14,306 14,306 (0%) 6,528 6,496 (0.5%) 10,250 
10,214 

 (-0.4%) 

Sep 12,544 12,544 (0%) 3,260 3,260 (0%) 6,606 6,607 (0%) 

Oct 9,870 9,870 (0%) 3,323 3,324 (0%) 6,060 6,037 (-0.4%) 

Nov 29,089 29,089 (0%) 3,250 3,250 (0%) 5,687 5,695 (0.1%) 

Dec 30,282 30,282 (0%) 3,250 3,250 (0%) 7,126 7,146 (0.3%) 

1 Based on 82 years modeled. 
2 Values in parentheses are the relative difference of the monthly long-term average. 
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Table 9.4.8-4 

 

Sacramento River Flow at Freeport 

Base Conditions and Future Cumulative Conditions 

M
o
n

th
 Maximum Monthly 

Mean Flow¹ (cfs) 

Minimum Monthly Mean 

Flow¹ (cfs) 

Long-term Average 

Monthly Mean Flow¹ (cfs) 

Without 

Project 

With 

Project 

Without 

Project 

With 

Project 

Without 

Project 
With Project 

Jan 78,591 78,607 (0%) 9,529 9,683 (-1.6%) 33,710 33,684 (-0.1%) 

Feb 79,089 79,104 (0%) 8,218 8,227 (-0.1%) 39,667 39,634 (-0.1%) 

Mar 77,740 77,758 (0%) 8,130 8,129 (0%) 34,341 34,335 (0%) 

Apr 74,939 74,968 (0%) 8,054 8,051 (0%) 23,726 23,711 (-0.1%) 

May 66,667 66,656 (0%) 5,324 5,322 (0.1%) 19,346 19,358 (0.1%) 

Jun 64,165 64,152 (0%) 8,322 8,322 (0%) 18,296 18,268 (-0.2%) 

Jul 24,429 24,455 (-0.1%) 8,385 8,385 (0%) 18,403 18,389 (-0.1%) 

Aug 20,831 20,804 (0.1%) 7,603 7,964 (-4.8%) 14,321 14,314 (0%) 

Sep 26,242 26,219 (0.1%) 6,369 6,283 (1.4%) 13,402 13,420 (0.1%) 

Oct 32,982 32,849 (0.4%) 4,937 4,858 (1.6%) 11,613 11,589 (-0.2%) 

Nov 65,129 65,120 (0%) 7,080 7,103 (-0.3%) 15,246 15,222 (-0.2%) 

Dec 75,563 75,580 (0%) 7,288 7,247 (0.6%) 26,194 26,221 (0.1%) 

1 Based on 82 years modeled. 
2 Values in parentheses are the relative difference of the monthly long-term average. 

 
 
CALSIM II modeling results would indicate the incremental contribution of the proposed 

project, as a component of the cumulative impacts on the Sacramento River, Shasta and 

Oroville Reservoirs and the delta would be less than significant.  

9.4.9 Cultural Resources (Water-Related)  

The implementation of the proposed new water rights, to the extent that it causes changes 

in water levels and cycles of inundation/drawdown in Folsom Reservoir and in the upper 

American River basin waterbodies, may have impacts on cultural resources within the 

reservoir pools and on the natural river levees within those areas.  When combined with 

other proposed projects affecting water levels and fluctuation cycles, this could create a 

significant cumulative impact on important archaeological remains or features of the built 

environment. 
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9.4.9-1 Result in substantial change to Archaeological Resources within Folsom 

Reservoir. 

Under the Future Cumulative Condition, water surface elevations in Folsom Reservoir 

would be lower on a long-term end-of-month average, relative to the Base Condition 

(Table 9.4.9-1).  For some months, the end-of-month average would be as much as 6 to 7 

feet lower than they are currently.  Such decreases would constitute a potentially 

significant future cumulative impact.  The proposed project per se, however, would 

impart little change or, stated another way, constitute an insignificant increment to this 

future cumulative impact (see Table 9.4.9-1) and therefore is considered to be 

cumulatively less than significant. 

 

Table 9.4.9-1 

 

Long-term Average Folsom Reservoir End of Month Elevation (ft msl) for Select 

Months under the Base Condition and under the Future Cumulative Condition 

with and without the Proposed Project. 

M
o
n

th
 

Base 

Condition 

Future Cumulative 

Condition with Proposed 

Project 

Future Cumulative 

Condition without Proposed 

Project 

Mar 429 428 (-1)
1
 428 (0)

2
 

Apr 442 441 (-1) 441 (0) 

May 454 452 (-2) 453 (-1) 

Jun 451 448 (-3) 448 (0) 

Jul 438 431 (-7) 432 (-1) 

Aug 430 423 (-7) 424 (-1) 

Sep 422 416 (-6) 417 (-1) 

Oct 420 413 (-7) 414 (-1) 
1 (  ) = difference between the future cumulative condition (with implementation of the proposed project) and the Base Condition. 
2 (  ) = difference between the future cumulative condition with and without implementation of the proposed project. 

 

In addition to long-term average end-of-month water surface elevations in Folsom 

Reservoir and since cultural archaeological resources within waterbodies are also affected 

by high and low water levels, the long-term changes in maximum and minimum water 

levels becomes more important.  This was described previously in Chapter 6.8.  From the 

CALSIM II modeling output, future cumulative conditions at Folsom Reservoir would 

include substantive decreases in minimum reservoir elevations through most of the year, 

with the largest change occurring from June through November (Table 9.4.9-2).  These 

changes would cause the zone of wave action to shift downward as much as 16 feet thus, 

increasing potential impacts to archaeological resources within the lower zone.  In some 
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cases, resources which currently are protected by their depth within the reservoir pool 

would be newly exposed to damage by these new minimums. 

 

Table 9.4.9-2  

 

Folsom Reservoir End of Month Water Surface Elevation Under Future Without 

Project  and the Future Cumulative Condition  

M
o
n

th
 

 

Maximum Elevation 
1
  

(feet msl) 

Minimum Elevation 
1
  

(feet msl) 

Average Elevation 
1
  

(feet msl) 

F
u

tu
re

 W
it

h
o
u

t 

P
ro

je
ct

 

F
u

tu
re

 

C
u

m
u

la
ti

v
e 

C
o
n

d
it

io
n

 

D
if

fe
r
en

ce
 

F
u

tu
re

 W
it

h
o
u

t 
 

P
ro

je
ct

 

F
u

tu
re

 

C
u

m
u

la
ti

v
e 

C
o
n

d
it

io
n

 

D
if

fe
r
en

ce
 

F
u

tu
re

 W
it

h
o
u

t 
 

P
ro

je
ct

 

F
u

tu
re

 

C
u

m
u

la
ti

v
e 

C
o
n

d
it

io
n

 

D
if

fe
r
en

ce
 

Jan 425 425 0 354 354 0 412 412 0 

Feb 425 426 1 341 342 1 414 414 0 

Mar 437 437 0 371 364 -7 428 428 0 

Apr 449 449 0 368 360 -8 441 441 0 

May 466 466 0 369 361 -8 453 452 -1 

Jun 466 466 0 363 353 -10 448 448 0 

Jul 463 463 0 353 338 -15 432 431 -1 

Aug 449 449 0 346 330 -16 424 423 -1 

Sep 434 434 0 345 330 -15 417 416 -1 

Oct 441 441 0 343 330 -13 414 413 -1 

Nov 425 425 0 348 333 -15 410 409 -1 

Dec 424 424 0 365 356 -9 411 410 -1 
1 During 82 years modeled. 

 

Changes in Frequency of Inundation and Drawdown Cycles   

Under the Future Cumulative Condition, the number of inundation and drawdown events 

in Folsom Reservoir, when compared to the future without the project varies depending 

on reservoir elevation (Tables 9.4.9-3).  The project increment represents, in many cases, 

between 10 and 40 percent of the total number of months that elevation thresholds were 

crossed (or exceeded) under the Future Cumulative Condition.  This magnitude of 

increment represents a potentially significant future cumulative impact. 
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Table 9.4.9-3  

Number of Inundation and Drawdown Events in Folsom Reservoir End of Month 

Elevation Under Future Without Project and the  

Future Cumulative Condition  

Elevation 

Threshold 

(ft msl) 

Number of Months Threshold 

Crossed 
1
 

Difference 

Future Without  

Project 

Future 

Cumulative 

Condition 

Number of 

Months 
 Percent 

495 0 0 0 0.0 

490 0 0 0 0.0 

485 0 0 0 0.0 

480 0 0 0 0.0 

475 0 0 0 0.0 

470 0 0 0 0.0 

465 96 96 0 0.0 

460 98 98 0 0.0 

455 102 104 2 0.0 

450 114 114 0 0.0 

445 124 124 0 0.0 

440 136 136 0 0.0 

435 152 148 4 0.0 

430 141 141 0 0.0 

425 157 155 2 0.0 

420 133 137 4 0.0 

415 109 111 2 0.0 

410 92 96 4 0.0 

405 90* 88 -2 0.0 

400 60* 58 -2 0.0 

395 44 52 8 0.2 

390 34 38 4 0.1 

385 20 26 6 0.3 

380 16 18 2 0.1 

375 10 10 0 0.0 

370 10 10 0 0.0 

365 8 8 0 0.0 

360 8 8 0 0.0 

355 8 8 0 0.0 

350 6 8 2 0.3 

345 4 8 4 1.0 

340 0 4 4 0.0 

335 0 2 2 0.0 

330 0 0 0 0.0 

325 0 0 0 0.0 

320 0 0 0 0.0 

315 0 0 0 0.0 

310 0 0 0 0.0 

305 0 0 0 0.0 

300 0 0 0 0.0 
1 Based on 82 years modeled. 

*CALSIM II modeling error 
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9.5 Non-Diversion Related Cumulative Impacts Analysis 

9.5.1 Introduction 

The preceding chapter of this EIR (Chapter 9.4) addresses the proposed project’s direct 

incremental contributions to cumulative impact of the proposed diversion of American 

River water on water supply, aquatic resources such as fisheries, hydropower generation, 

water quality, flood control, riparian/riverine resources, and instream recreation.  This 

chapter of the EIR (Chapter 9.5) addresses the indirect cumulative impact of the proposed 

project on resources affected by growth and development within the project service areas 

that would be accommodated by the provision of the proposed supplemental water rights.  

These resources include land use, noise, air quality, traffic, public services, geology and 

soils, hazardous materials, visual resources, non-diversion related terrestrial biological 

resources, non-instream recreation, and service area cultural resources.   

As provided under Section 15130(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, previously approved land 

use documents such as general plans or specific plans may be used in the cumulative 

analysis.  A pertinent discussion of cumulative impacts contained in one or more 

previously certified EIRs may be incorporated by reference pursuant to the provisions for 

tiered and program EIRs.  No further cumulative impacts analysis is required when a 

project is consistent with a general, specific, master or comparable programmatic plan 

where the Lead Agency determines that the regional or area wide cumulative impacts or 

the proposed project have already been adequately addressed, as defined in section 

15152(f), in a certified EIR for the plan. 

As noted previously in this EIR, growth and development within the EID and GDPUD 

service areas and Favorable Areas served by water provided by the proposed project 

would be consistent with in the 2004 El Dorado County General Plan.  Cumulative 

impacts associated with buildout were addressed in the 2004 General Plan EIR, as part of 

that document’s assessment of countywide impacts related to development through the 

2025 planning horizon and through General Plan buildout.  In keeping with Section 

15130(b) (1) (B) of the CEQA Guidelines, this EIR relies extensively on the 2004 

General Plan EIR to define the cumulative context of development within the EID and 

GDPUD service areas and Favorable Areas.  The context for cumulative impact analysis 

has been updated and supplemented to reflect knowledge of more recently approved, 

pending, proposed, and foreseeable future projects.  This context is also updated to reflect 

amendments to the General Plan that have occurred since certification of the 2004 

General Plan EIR.  The General Plan EIR is available for public review on the El Dorado 

County website at http://www.co.el-dorado.ca.us/planning/GeneralPlan Documents.html, 
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or during normal business hours at the El Dorado County Water Agency, 3932 Ponderosa 

Road, Suite 200, Shingle Springs, California (530-621-5392).   

9.5.2 Development-Related Cumulative Context 

9.5.2.1 EL Dorado County General Plan EIR Cumulative Analysis Background 

The El Dorado County General Plan update and EIR process provided a future 

cumulative assessment of the various plans, programs, policies, ordinances and planning 

process applicable to El Dorado County under anticipated future growth.  In establishing 

the cumulative context for the analysis, the County concluded because the General Plan 

directly influences, and is influenced by, regional development activities, the plan 

approach allows a cumulative analysis on this regional scale.  The regional cumulative 

analysis area incorporated future development patterns and plans included in planning 

documents from cities within El Dorado County, adjacent counties, and the Eldorado 

National Forest.  Specifically, the General Plan EIR included an evaluation of the 

following plans: 

Sacramento County General Plan 

Amador County General Plan 

Alpine County General Plan 

Placer County General Plan 

City of Placerville General Plan 

City of South Lake Tahoe General Plan 

City of Folsom General Plan 

Tahoe Regional Plan (Tahoe Regional Planning Agency [TRPA]) 

Douglas County (Nevada) Master Plan 

Eldorado National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan 

Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment (SNFPA) 

The General Plan EIR cumulative analysis also considered a related project that could 

contribute to significant cumulative effects in El Dorado County: the then-proposed 

Shingle Springs Rancheria Casino/Hotel (Redhawk Casino, now open).  Although located 

within the boundaries of El Dorado County, the land is outside of the County’s 

jurisdiction and subject to regulation by the U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of 

Indian Affairs.   
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Chapter 5 of the General Plan Draft EIR provided an analysis of cumulative development 

within the County.  The planning documents and foreseeable projects mentioned above 

were considered in the traffic, noise, and air quality analyses (to the extent these analyses 

were based on traffic generation).  Thus, the cumulative analysis in the General Plan 

DEIR addressed combined effects of the plans and projects listed above with 

development consistent with the then proposed General Plan. 

Chapter 5 of the General Plan EIR evaluated the impacts of development within El 

Dorado County through 2025 and at buildout of each of the four equal-weight 

alternatives.  The County determined, in virtually every category of environmental 

impact, the 1996 General Plan Alternative had the most severe impacts of the equal-

weight alternatives considered.  By extension, the County concluded the 1996 General 

Plan Alternative contributions to cumulative impacts would exceed the other three 

alternatives.  The analysis of cumulative impacts was based on the combination of 

cumulative development and the 1996 General Plan Alternative, because that provided 

for the most conservative analysis, and because it was, in fact, the alternative ultimately 

adopted by the County. 

9.5.3 Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Water 

Demand/Supply Projects Cumulative Context 

9.5.3.1 Cumulative Demand Background 

The County General Plan indicates a population of about 246,000 at buildout.  

Department of Finance (DOF) population projections show a continuing trend toward an 

increasing population in western El Dorado County, with an estimated 2008 population 

of 179,722 and an estimated 2050 population of 314,126 (DOF).  As described in Chapter 

2.3, according to the current General Plan growth projections, by 2025, there will be a 

need for an additional 32,278 AFA of water in the western slopes.  By buildout, this need 

is almost tripled to 89,650 AFA.  Table 2.1 identifies the specific demand and supply data 

for the western slope through 2025 and build-out.   

Population growth in the Tahoe Basin would add approximately 3,100 people between 

2000 and 2025 (approximately 0.4 percent per year).  This reflects a substantially lower 

growth rate than that projected for the western slope, which is the result of restrictions 

imposed by TRPA regulations on the total amount of annual development in the Tahoe 

Basin portion of the County.  Groundwater is the primary source of supply in the Tahoe 

Basin.   

9.5.3.2 Cumulative Water Supply Background 

The purpose of the project is to acquire a new supplemental water supply for use within 

the western slopes of El Dorado County.  The proposed project, based on the total 
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projected water needs of the area, represents but one of several future projects that will 

need to be implemented in order for the county to meet the ultimate buildout demands 

anticipated by the current General Plan within its western slope area. 

The El Dorado County Water Agency’s (EDCWA) recent 2007 Final Water Resources 

Development and Management Plan (WRDMP) is the related regional planning 

document that establishes the cumulative framework for water supply projects that are 

needed to meet growth demands in El Dorado County.  The EDCWA 2007 Final 

WRDMP is hereby incorporated by reference.  Information and analysis from that 

document is summarized in this analysis, and updated where necessary.  Like the General 

Plan EIR, this document is also available for review at EDCWA’s office. 

The water supply projects described below are assumed in the cumulative analysis as it 

relates to water supplies identified in the WRDMP that would be required to 

accommodate General Plan growth in 2025 and by buildout. 

The primary current sources of EID water include appropriative water rights at Sly Park 

(previously, Jenkinson Lake), now owned and operated by EID, diversions from Folsom 

Reservoir pursuant to a CVP Municipal & Industrial (M&I) water service contract with 

the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (USBR), pre- 1914 water rights from the South Fork 

American River at Kyburz along with tributaries associated with FERC Project 184, also 

owned and operated by EID, and additional appropriative water rights associated with 

Project 184 at Folsom Reservoir.
4
  

The current source of water for the Georgetown Divide Public Utility District (GDPUD) 

is the Stumpy Meadows Project, with the primary feature being Stumpy Meadows 

Reservoir.
5
  

From time to time, the El Dorado County Board of Supervisors (BOS) will likely 

continue to consider amendments to the 2004 General Plan that have the potential of 

increasing the water supply requirements in the county.  For instance, the BOS recently 

adopted an amendment that increases the floor area ratio for commercial/industrial and 

research and development land use designations.  The Final Environmental Impact 

Report for the General Plan Amendment A06-0002 (Dec 2006) indicates that an 

additional 13,869 AFA of water demand at buildout, occurring primarily within EID's 

service area, will result from the amendment.  The Final EIR identifies development of 

new water supply projects to meet this new demand.
6
 

                                                 
4  El Dorado County Water Agency Final Water Resources Development and Management Plan. 2007 

(WRDMP), Section 2.4.1: 

5  WRDMP, Section 2.4.2: 

6  WRDMP,Section 2.4.4 
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Several new projects are necessary if EID is to meet the demand projections set out by 

the 2004 General Plan, as revised (e.g., with the inclusion of refined agricultural 

demands, Favorable Areas, and Floor Area Ratio increases).
7
  The 2007 WRDMP 

identifies the following: 

 The Re-diversion of existing pre-1914 ditch irrigation water rights and Weber 

Reservoir storage rights of 3,000 AFA, new recycled water of 3,953 AFA, 

Folsom Reservoir supplies, including the safe yield supply of 5,625 AFA from 

Public Law 101-514 (FAZIO water), and the 20,000 AFA UARP project or 

some combination thereof; and,  

 The remaining UARP supply of 10,000 AFA, along with possible diversions 

from the Alder and Texas Hill (Phase 1 and 2) reservoir projects. 

For GDPUD, the 2007 WRDMP identifies the following projects: 

 Folsom Reservoir supplies taken at the American River Pump Station, 

including 7,500 AFA of exchanged water acquired through Public Law 101-

514 (Fazio Water); and, 

 10,000 AFA from new UARP supplies (i.e., this current project) and 6,100 

AFA of water from a new Canyon Creek Dam Project. 

Due to the rural nature and relative low density of potential residential and commercial 

development in many parts of the county’s western slope, a portion of the new water 

supply requirements in these areas will likely be satisfied by individual domestic wells 

and small community or private water systems.  However, as noted in the EDCWA 2007 

Final WRDMP, it is reasonable to assume that certain areas in close proximity to EID 

and/or GDPUD, where the planned land use allows for a higher density, development 

may eventually be provided public water service.
8
 

9.5.4  Indirect Effects Cumulative Analysis Assumptions and   

Methodology 

Within the cumulative development and water supply framework outlined above, this 

chapter of the EIR addresses the potential indirect, service area-related future cumulative 

impacts related to the implementation of the project for the resources evaluated in 

Chapters 7.1 through 7.11.  As noted, to the analysis of project-related indirect 

cumulative impacts relies to a large degree on the already completed County General 

Plan EIR.  The General Plan EIR provided a future assessment of the anticipated 

                                                 
7  WRDMP, Sections 2.5 and 2.6 

8      WRDMP, Section 2.4.3. 
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activities, levels of service, facilities, and growth-related issues facing the County as it 

proceeds towards buildout.   

This supplemental water rights EIR summarizes and discusses the cumulative impact 

assumptions and conclusions presented in the certified General Plan EIR.  This EIR does 

not, however, attempt to fully re-examine the cumulative effects on the environment 

anticipated to occur as a result of future development countywide.  As noted, this is 

because the direct physical environmental effects of urban development have already 

been appropriately evaluated, across all resources, in the El Dorado County General Plan 

and accompanying EIR.  The General Plan and accompanying EIR fulfilled its 

requirements under CEQA, is presumed to be adequate and provides the required 

evaluation of anticipated cumulative effects of implementation of the General Plan.   

The proposed supplemental water rights does not, in any way, conflict with or circumvent 

those policies and committed obligations and mitigation measures made by the County in 

conjunction with its adoption of the General Plan.  This is because EDWPA’s purpose is 

limited to supply water, and the proposed project is proposed within that limited purpose.  

The agency legally may not attempt to use water availability, or unavailability, to 

influence growth and development patterns and associated County policies, obligations, 

and mitigation measures guiding growth and development.  Further, neither the proposed 

project nor the alternatives to the proposed project would directly or indirectly result in 

the alteration of designated land uses presented in the 2004 General Plan and subsequent 

amendments to the General Plan.   

The proposed supplemental water rights project, or an alternative to the proposed project, 

is one of several future water supply projects that will need to be implemented in order 

for the county to meet the 2025 and ultimate buildout demands anticipated by the current 

General Plan within its western slope area.  In terms of relative scale compared to other 

projects, assuming the full 40,000 AFA sought under the application, the proposed 

project would represent nearly one-half of the additional demand needed to serve 

buildout population.  In the context of the cumulative analysis, the proposed project is 

assumed to represent a substantial contribution to accommodating anticipated growth in 

the western slope that would, in turn, result in indirect cumulative effects. 

For each resource area addressed below, the analysis and conclusions from the General 

Plan EIR are presented: first to establish the background and context for the analysis of 

the indirect cumulative effects, and then to address the proposed project’s incremental 

contributions to those cumulative effects.  The discussion of the project’s potentially 

significant contributions to indirect cumulative impacts is followed by an analysis for 

each alternative.   
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The analysis also assumes the amount of future water supply made available to users 

within the EID and GDPUD service areas and the Favorable Areas under Alternatives 3, 

4, and 8 would be identical to the proposed project, so they are assumed to also serve a 

portion of anticipated growth.  Therefore, with no other substantive differences in the 

abilities of these alternatives to serve growth and development within the project service 

areas, the potential development-related indirect cumulative impacts of the proposed 

project and Alternative 3, Alternative 4, and Alternative 8 would not be substantially 

different for the resources evaluated. 

9.5.5 Land Use  

9.5.5.1 Proposed project’s Contribution to Indirect Cumulative Impacts 

Land use is generally a County-specific issue, except where land uses may interact with 

surrounding jurisdictions.  Continued concentration of urban development along the U.S. 

50 corridor under the County’s General Plan would extend a corridor of urban land uses 

east from Sacramento County.  It is now likely that future urbanization will occur south 

of U.S. 50 in the City of Folsom, given the recent sphere of influence boundary 

expansion for that city.  However, it would be speculative to assign any land use 

assumptions to that area because there are no current plans for its development.  

Extending an urban pattern along a freeway corridor, by itself, would not cause 

significant land use impacts that interact with development in other counties of the region 

to cause cumulative land use impacts. 

There is the potential, however, that as the U.S. 50 corridor continues to urbanize, the 

separation between El Dorado County and the City of Folsom will become less distinct, 

to the point where they merge together.  This could alter the community 

identity/character of the county and the city.  The urban development in El Dorado 

County north of U.S. 50 that is adjacent to the city of Folsom, Promontory, is covered by 

a development agreement and is adjacent to the approved Russell Ranch project in 

Folsom.  Both projects include a mix of housing product type, and it is likely that once 

developed, the separation between Folsom and El Dorado County will be difficult to 

distinguish.  Both these projects are approved; therefore, this impact is considered 

potentially significant and unavoidable.  South of U.S. 50 is Carson Creek in El Dorado 

County, which is also approved under a development agreement with a mixture of 

residential and research and development land uses.  This area abuts open 

space/agricultural land in Sacramento County, and this area is within the newly expanded 

Folsom sphere of influence.  If it were to develop with uses similar to Carson Creek, the 

area to the south of U.S. 50 would also lose the physical separation between 

communities.  Given that there currently are no plans for development in this area of 

Sacramento County, it would be speculative to conclude whether any cumulative land use 
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impacts would occur in connection with the development within this area of Sacramento 

County.
9
 

The El Dorado County General Plan is intended to guide the location and intensity of 

land uses in El Dorado County.  The potential for land use incompatibility would 

continue into the future, primarily as a result of the range of uses allowed by right.  

Incompatibilities could be created by the Low-Density Residential designations; siting of 

government buildings in inappropriate zoning districts; lack of compatibility review for 

the wide variety of uses allowed by right; and conflicting uses permitted in Rural Regions 

(e.g., ranch marketing, timber harvesting, mining, agriculture, residential).  Development 

intensity and density could be more widespread at buildout because all available 

developable land could already be in use by that time.  The potential for incompatibilities 

that could be encountered throughout the County in 2025 could be fully realized at 

buildout.  Moreover, the General Plan acknowledged that the discretionary review 

process could allow development near existing mining operations resulting in land use 

incompatibilities.   

California is experiencing an ongoing loss of agricultural land, as productive farmland 

and ranchlands are converted to urban and suburban uses, or subdivided into rural 

ranchettes.  In the four-county region (El Dorado, Amador, Placer, and Sacramento), a 

net loss of 2,273 acres of important farmland has been documented from 1998 to 2000.  

In addition, another 6,862 acres of grazing land were converted.  The 2004 General Plan 

provides a set of policies intended to protect the productive agricultural and grazing lands 

in El Dorado County; however, incremental development in the rural regions and urban 

fringe would add to the cumulative conversion of agricultural lands in the region.  The 

2004 General Plan EIR concluded the cumulative loss of agricultural lands over time in 

the region would be significant and unavoidable.
 10

 

The proposed project would in no way alter designated land uses presented in the 2004 

General Plan and subsequent amendments to the General Plan, because EDWPA’s 

purpose is limited to providing water supply to serve already approved uses.  However, 

because the provision of new supplies will serve growth allocated under the General Plan, 

the cumulative land use and agricultural land conversion impacts identified in the 2004 

General Plan EIR are considered to be an indirect impact of the proposed project.  These 

impacts are found to be significant and unavoidable in the 2004 General Plan EIR.  We 

refer the reader to Chapter 7.1 of this Draft EIR (Land Use and Agricultural Resources) 

which addresses in greater detail the indirect impact of the proposed project on land use 

due to growth and development within the proposed project service areas.     

                                                 
9  El Dorado County Planning Department, El Dorado County General Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report 

(SCH #2001082030), May 2003 (2003 General Plan DEIR), pp.7-5 – 7-6. 

10  2003 General Plan DEIR, pp.7-6 – 7-7. 
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As discussed in Chapter 7.1, this EIR assumes that indirect impacts from the project 

could occur throughout the proposed project service areas, consistent with those impacts 

assigned to development within those areas in the 2004 General Plan EIR.  In this sense, 

the indirect impact of the project due to growth and development is indistinguishable 

from the cumulative impact of development within the project service areas.  Where the 

General Plan EIR concluded that an impact from planned growth will be significant and 

unavoidable, this EIR often conservatively reaches the same conclusion, based on the 

assumption that, without the water supply associated with the proposed project, some 

portion of the planned growth, at least within EID and GDPUD’s service areas and the 

Favorable Areas, would not occur.   

Land use impacts identified in Chapter 7.1 of this EIR as significant and unavoidable 

include:  

7.1-2 Future development within EID and GDPUD service areas and Favorable 

Areas could result substantial alteration or degradation of land use 

character.  

7.1-4 Development served by the proposed project would result in substantial 

conversion of agricultural lands to non-agricultural uses. 

As previously noted, this EIR also addresses, at a programmatic level, the potentially 

significant land use impacts due to construction and operation of infrastructure required 

for the proposed project might cause.  This analysis is presented in Chapter 10.0 (Growth 

Inducement) of this EIR. 

9.5.6 Noise 

9.5.6.1 Proposed project’s Contribution to Indirect Cumulative Impacts 

The cumulative effect of noise generated by growth and development served by the 

proposed project is generally localized within county boundaries, except along roadways 

that carry significant traffic in and out of El Dorado County.  For most noise-related 

impacts, the location of the impact is site specific and influenced by local rather than 

regional conditions (e.g., traffic on a roadway, local topographic conditions, and adjacent 

stationary noise sources).  As overall development within the County occurs, ambient 

noise levels will increase.  Compliance with standards that define noise impacts, 

however, will continue to be invariably controlled by traffic levels and site-specific 

development.   

Potential cumulative noise impacts that are of key importance include traffic noise on the 

regional freeway, U.S. 50, and aircraft noise from Mather Field in Sacramento County.  

Increases in traffic noise on U.S. 50 resulting from growth would affect adjacent land 

uses in Sacramento and El Dorado counties.  The source of traffic noise in El Dorado 
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County on U.S. 50 is from a broader regional area (Sacramento County and other areas), 

not just El Dorado County.  These cumulative traffic noise levels were evaluated in the 

2004 County General Plan EIR.  In addition to traffic noise in El Dorado County, traffic 

from implementation of the General Plan in combination with other regional growth 

would increase noise levels adjacent to U.S. 50 in Sacramento County as well.  

The 2004 County General Plan EIR considered the evaluation of county-wide cumulative 

noise impacts presented in the Draft Program EIR on the Final Draft Metropolitan 

Transportation Plan (MTP) for 2025
11

 which evaluated, among other things, increases in 

noise levels on several regional roads as a result of growth in the six-county Sacramento 

Area Council of Governments (SACOG) region, including El Dorado County.  The MTP 

EIR predicts a 3 dBA increase in traffic noise along U.S. 50 from Prairie City Road to the 

El Dorado County line.  The General Plan would contribute to this cumulatively 

significant impact, and the contribution would slightly exceed (in 2025) what was 

predicted in the MTP EIR.  The MTP EIR identifies mitigation measures for these 

cumulative impacts, including construction of sound walls as needed (to a limit) and 

other noise barriers, and specifies that such measures are the responsibility of the 

implementing agency for specific road projects.  SACOG acknowledges that this impact 

may not be able to be fully reduced, and concludes it would be significant and 

unavoidable.  Since preparation of the 2004 General Plan Update EIR, SACOG prepared 

the MTP for 2035.  The plan along with the MTP Final Program EIR
12

 was approved on 

March 20, 2008.  The findings concerning cumulative noise impacts were not 

substantially different in the 2035 MTP EIR than those presented in the 2025 MTP EIR.   

From an air traffic noise perspective, noise from continued aircraft operations at Mather 

Field in Sacramento County would add to the noise impact on El Dorado County 

residents through exposure to aircraft over flights.  As residential development increases 

south of U.S. 50 near the Sacramento County line including areas within EID service area 

and Favorable Areas, more residences would be under one or more of the common 

aircraft approach paths to this airfield.  A greater number of El Dorado County residents 

would be exposed to aircraft noise because of the location of residential development, but 

this would be a direct General Plan-related effect, rather than a contribution to a regional, 

cumulative impact concern.
13

   

As additional development occurs throughout the county, the potential exists for new 

noise-sensitive land uses to encroach upon existing or proposed stationary noise sources.  

Development of new stationary noise sources, such as industrial and commercial 

                                                 
11  Final Program Environmental Impact Report for the Metropolitan Transportation Plan for 2025. State 

Clearinghouse Number 2002022070. 2002. 

12  Draft Final Environmental Impact Report for the Metropolitan Transportation Plan for 2035. Sacramento Area 

Council of Governments. State Clearinghouse #2007012050.  February 2008. 

13  2003 General Plan DEIR pp.7-14 – 7-15. 
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operations, may also result in a noticeable increase in ambient noise levels at nearby 

existing noise-sensitive land uses.  To the extent that new development is discretionary, 

noise-related impacts associated with many of these uses, such as new shopping centers, 

industrial uses, emergency sirens associated with fire stations, etc. would be considered 

by the County during project review.  Many of the major stationary sources of noise, such 

as mining and lumber mill operations, are located in the more rural areas of the county.   

Implementation of the relevant goals and policies presented in the 2004 General Plan 

would help to protect both existing and proposed noise-sensitive land uses from non-

transportation noise sources.  Nonetheless, even though sources may not exceed the 

applicable maximum allowable noise standards, increased development would likely still 

result in substantial increases in ambient noise levels at some existing and future noise-

sensitive land uses.  Consequently, this impact of implementing the County General Plan 

was found to be cumulatively significant and unavoidable. 

Finally, under 2025 conditions, additional development throughout the County may lead 

to incompatibility between noise-sensitive land uses and stationary noise sources.  

Implementation of the relevant General Plan goals and policies would help to protect 

both existing and proposed noise-sensitive land uses from non-transportation noise 

sources, but would not prevent impacts related to increases in ambient noise levels caused 

by non-transportation noise sources.  This cumulative impact is potentially significant 

and unavoidable.   

The proposed project would in no way alter designated land uses presented in the 2004 

General Plan and subsequent amendments to the General Plan, because EDWPA’s 

purpose is limited to providing water supply to serve already approved uses.  However, 

because the provision of new supplies will serve growth allocated under the General Plan, 

the cumulative impact of this growth on noise identified in the 2004 General Plan EIR is 

considered to be an indirect impact of the proposed project.  As noted above, this impact 

is found to be significant and unavoidable in the 2004 General Plan EIR.   

This EIR assumes that indirect impacts from the project could occur throughout the 

proposed project service areas, consistent with those impacts assigned to development 

within those areas in the 2004 General Plan EIR.  In this sense, the indirect impact of the 

project due to growth and development is indistinguishable from the cumulative impact 

of development within the project service areas.  Where the General Plan EIR concluded 

that an impact from planned growth will be significant and unavoidable, this EIR often 

conservatively reaches the same conclusion, based on the assumption that, without the 

water supply associated with the proposed project, some portion of the planned growth, at 

least within EID and GDPUD’s service areas and the Favorable Areas, would not occur.   



Chapter 9.0 Cumulative Impacts  

 

9.0-129 

We refer the reader to Chapter 7.2 of this EIR (Noise) which addresses in greater detail 

the indirect impact of the proposed project on noise due to growth and development 

within the proposed project service areas.  Indirect impacts of the proposed project would 

contribute to the cumulative impact on noise identified in the 2004 General Plan EIR and 

found to be significant and unavoidable. 

Chapter 7.2 presents the following impact:  

7.2-1 Planned development within the project service areas could increase 

exposure of sensitive receptors to noise levels above established federal, state 

or local standards due to short-term exposure to construction noise, exposure 

to ground transportation noise sources, exposure of sensitive receptors to 

fixed or non-transportation noise sources, or exposure to aircraft noise. 

As previously noted, this EIR also addresses, at a programmatic level, the potentially 

significant impact of noise generated by construction and operation of infrastructure 

required to serve the proposed project.  This analysis is presented in Chapter 10.0 

(Growth Inducement) of this EIR. 

9.5.7 Air Quality 

9.5.7.1 Proposed project’s Contribution to Indirect Cumulative Impacts 

Air quality is a regional environmental issue, with the majority of air pollutant emissions 

being created by motor vehicle use within the county’s air basins and other air basins in 

the region.  As noted previously, the designated growth areas of the county are on the 

west slope, which is in the MCAB.  The MCAB is designated as non-attainment for the 

State and national ozone standards and the State particulate (PM10) standard.  Ozone 

pollution is the primary air quality impact of cumulative concern, because precursor 

emissions of ozone can occur throughout the region and combine to exacerbate 

attainment of air quality standards in El Dorado County.  Pollutants transported from the 

San Francisco Bay area also contribute to regional air quality impacts.  The County 

AQMD participated with other AQMDs in the Sacramento area to prepare the 1991 Air 

Quality Attainment Plan, which includes strategies for achieving the State and national 

air quality standards.  The 2004 County General Plan includes policies and mitigation 

measures to support reduction of air emissions and help attain the standards, in keeping 

with the attainment plan.  While various mitigation measures designed to address 

potential air pollutant emissions related to stationary and mobile sources resulting from 

implementation of County growth were included in the 2004 Genial Plan EIR, it was 

determined that the significant impacts on regional air quality could not be avoided, 

despite these measures.  The County concluded that planned development under the 

General Plan would result in increases in motor vehicle travel, wood fire 
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stoves/fireplaces, and other sources.  These would contribute cumulatively to the 

significant impact on air quality in the region.  Although all feasible policies and 

mitigation measures were included in the General Plan EIR, this cumulative impact was, 

and is still considered significant and unavoidable.
14

  

As noted above, the proposed project would in no way alter designated land uses 

presented in the 2004 General Plan and subsequent amendments to the General Plan, 

because EDWPA’s purpose is limited to providing water supply to serve already 

approved uses.  However, because the provision of new supplies will serve growth 

allocated under the General Plan, the cumulative impact of this growth on air pollution 

emissions identified in the 2004 General Plan EIR is considered to be an indirect impact 

of the proposed project.  As noted above, this impact is found to be significant and 

unavoidable in the 2004 General Plan EIR.  Indirect impacts of the proposed project 

would contribute to the cumulative impact of increased air emissions from vehicles, 

stationary sources, and construction activities throughout the project service areas: 

increases that are identified in the 2004 General Plan EIR and found to be significant and 

unavoidable.   

We refer the reader to Chapter 7.3 of this Draft EIR (Air Quality) which addresses in 

greater detail the indirect impact of the proposed project due to growth and development 

within the proposed project service areas.  For reasons presented in Chapter 7.3, indirect 

impacts from the project could occur throughout the proposed project service areas and 

would be consistent with those impacts assigned to development presented in the 2004 

General Plan EIR.  In this sense, the indirect impact of the project on regional air quality 

due to growth and development is indistinguishable from the cumulative impact of 

development within the project service areas, and, therefore, significant and 

unavoidable. 

The construction of new dwelling units, nonresidential development, and other 

supporting infrastructure would generate emissions of ROG, NOX, and PM10.  As noted 

in previous discussions, such emissions would be caused by site grading and excavation, 

paving, application of architectural coatings (e.g., paint, stucco), motor vehicle exhaust 

associated with construction equipment and construction employee commute trips, 

material transport (especially on unpaved surfaces), demolition, and other construction 

operations.  Construction of nonresidential development and other supporting 

infrastructure would result in some new ROG, NOX, and PM10 emissions, but residential 

construction would account for the majority of construction and this would contribute the 

majority of construction-related emissions.
15

   

                                                 
14    2003 General Plan DEIR. pp.5.11-19 - 5.11-26. 

15    2003 General Plan DEIR.  pp.7-15 – 7-16. 
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Increased development and related resident transportation needs would result in regional 

emissions of ROG, NOX, CO, and PM10 due to vehicle trips, use of natural gas, burning, 

use of maintenance equipment and consumer products that exceed the applicable 

thresholds and thus would contribute to a violation of applicable NAAQS or CAAQS.  

Activities involving the long-term use of diesel-powered equipment and heavy duty 

trucks, such as gravel mining and land filling activities are, therefore, of particular 

concern.  In addition, the attainment plan would potentially be conflicted with due to the 

increase in population and employment growth, which consequently leads to an increase 

in VMT and mobile-source emissions.  As a result, this impact was considered 

cumulatively significant.   

Toxic air contaminant emissions from mobile sources (as diesel particulate matter) and 

stationary sources could cumulatively exceed applicable standards, which were 

considered a significant and unavoidable impact.
16

 

Odor sources (e.g., agriculture operations, landfills, rendering plants, food-processing 

facilities, and wastewater treatment facilities) can affect sensitive receptors at distances of 

more than a mile from the source.  Emission sources common within urbanized settings, 

such as fast-food restaurants particularly those using charbroiling equipment, and dry-

cleaning establishments, are not typically considered major odor emission sources.  

Though such sources often do not affect large numbers of people, sensitive receptors 

located within close proximity can be exposed to odors on a frequent basis.  Odor-

generating sources can reduce impacts by modifying operations or by installation of odor-

controlling equipment, but for sensitive receptors, mitigation measures are limited.  In 

fact, in some instances, the only measure available to sensitive receptors is to relocate 

upwind or further downwind from a source.  Continued development within the County 

would result in the location of sensitive receptors near odor-generating sources.  

Continued enforcement of AQMD Rule 205 and implementation of general plan policies 

to limit development near odor emission sources would reduce this impact, but would not 

eliminate exposure of sensitive receptors to nuisance odors, which would remain a 

significant impact.
17

 

                                                 
16   2003 General Plan DEIR.  pp. 5.11-39 – 5.11-43. 

17    2003 General Plan DEIR.  pp.5.11-50 – 5.11-54. 
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Chapter 7.3 presents the following impacts:  

7.3-1 Development within the Project Service Areas would result in emissions of 

generated by construction-related activities ROG, NOx, and PM10.  

7.3-2  Long-term operational (regional) emissions of ROG, NOx, and PM10 is an 

indirect effect of growth and development served by the proposed project. 

7.3-3 Toxic air emissions is a potential indirect effect of growth and development 

served by the proposed project. 

7.3-4 Local mobile-source emissions of carbon monoxide (CO) is a potential 

indirect effect of growth and development served by the proposed project. 

7.3-5 Odorous emissions is a potential indirect effect of growth and development 

served by the proposed project. 

 

As previously noted, this EIR also addresses, at a programmatic level, the potential for 

significant impact related to construction and operation of infrastructure required to serve 

the proposed project.  This analysis is presented in Chapter 10.0 (Growth Inducing 

Impacts) of this EIR. 

9.5.8 Traffic, Transportation and Circulation  

9.5.8.1 Proposed project’s Contribution to Indirect Cumulative Impacts 

Traffic impacts are a regional concern.  As regional growth continues, development 

patterns will affect traffic and circulation in El Dorado County, and planned growth in the 

county resulting from the equal-weight alternatives would affect the regional road 

network, including the U.S. 50 corridor.  Growth may foster increased improvements to 

the County’s roadway system, but would also cause greater levels of traffic and a greater 

level of improvement need. 

Jobs created in El Dorado County would result in employees commuting from 

Sacramento and Placer counties.  Similarly, housing opportunities in western El Dorado 

County resulting from General Plan implementation would increase peak-hour trips into 

Sacramento, Rancho Cordova, Folsom, and other areas of Sacramento County where 

most of the regional area jobs are concentrated.   

The Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) is intended to respond to the cumulative 

traffic effects that local plans have on the circulation system of the entire Sacramento 

region.  These significant General Plan impacts would also cause a considerable 
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contribution to significant regional traffic impacts.  Much of the cumulative traffic impact 

outside of El Dorado County would occur in Sacramento County as a result of the 

increased commute traffic along the U.S. 50 corridor.  As reported in the 2004 General 

Plan EIR, the SACOG 2025 MTP projected a regional (SACOG-wide) increase in 

population of 928,048 between 2000 and 2025.  The MTP allocated a share of this 

population growth, 69,500, to El Dorado County.  To the degree that the county does not 

accommodate this level of growth, it is possible that this growth would occur in the 

adjacent counties, Sacramento, Placer, and Amador.  This would place higher traffic 

levels in these counties.  Since preparation of the 2004 General Plan Update EIR, 

SACOG prepared the MTP for 2035.  The plan along with the MTP Final Program EIR
18

 

was approved on March 20, 2008.  The findings concerning cumulative transportation 

impacts were not substantially different in the 2035 MTP EIR than those presented in the 

2025 MTP EIR. 

The 2004 County General Plan EIR concluded that by 2025, a range of shortfalls relative 

to the MTP allocation would occur.  A potential shift of traffic volume to adjacent 

counties traffic that would otherwise have occurred in El Dorado County could result.  

This is a potentially significant cumulative impact, although surrounding jurisdictions 

retain land use authority and authority over the approval of land uses that may result in 

significant traffic impacts.  It is not feasible to mitigate such an impact because it is not 

known where; or whether it would occur, and mitigation would be the responsibility of 

whichever surrounding county would approve development that would cause the impact.   

The proposed Shingle Springs Rancheria Casino/Hotel project (renamed the Redhawk 

Casino, and now open) was addressed in the 2004 General Plan EIR and was projected to 

add additional traffic impacts on U.S. 50 and other county roads.  The traffic associated 

with the casino was predicted have a considerable contribution to cumulatively 

significant regional traffic impacts.  

Implementation of various mitigation measures by the County would minimize El 

Dorado County’s contribution to cumulative traffic impacts, but would not reduce them 

to less-than significant levels.  Consequently, cumulative regional traffic impacts were 

found to be significant and unavoidable in the General Plan DEIR.
 19

   

The proposed project would in no way alter designated land uses presented in the 2004 

General Plan and subsequent amendments to the General Plan.  However, the proposed 

project would serve a portion of anticipated growth-related demand for water supplies, 

and the proposed project would, therefore, be growth-accommodating.  Indirect impacts 

due to that growth would contribute to the cumulative impact on traffic and circulation 

                                                 
18    Draft Final Environmental Impact Report for the Metropolitan Transportation Plan for 2035. Sacramento Area 

Council of Governments. State Clearinghouse #2007012050.  February 2008. 

19    2003 General Plan DEIR.  pp.7-7 – 7-9. 
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conditions in the region: impacts that are identified in the 2004 General Plan EIR and 

found to be significant and unavoidable.   

We refer the reader to Chapter 7.4 of this Draft EIR (Non-Diversion Related Traffic and 

Circulation) which addresses in greater detail the indirect impact of the proposed project 

due to growth and development within the proposed project service areas.    For reasons 

presented in Chapter 7.4, indirect impacts from the project could occur throughout the 

proposed project service areas and would be consistent with those impacts assigned to 

development presented in the 2004 General Plan EIR.  In this sense, the indirect impact 

of the project on regional air quality due to growth and development is indistinguishable 

from the cumulative impact of development within the project service areas.  Therefore 

the proposed project’s contribution to the cumulative impact of General Plan buildout on 

noise is considered to be substantial.  Thus, the proposed project would result in 

significant and unavoidable cumulative impact and traffic in the project service areas.  

Impacts identified in Chapter 7.4 of the EIR include:  

7.4-1 Potential inconsistencies with LOS policies could result from growth and 

development within the project services areas served with new water supplies 

provided by the proposed project.  

7.4-2 Increase in daily and peak hour traffic due to growth and development 

within the project service areas indirectly related to the proposed project. 

7.4-3 Short-term unacceptable LOS conditions related to the generation of new 

traffic in advance of transportation improvements due to growth and 

development within the project service area. 

7.4-4 Insufficient Transit Capacity to serve growth and development within the 

project service areas. 

 

It is important to note that the adopted General Plan includes concurrency policies.  As a 

result, roadway improvements are expected to generally keep pace with new 

development.  However, even under the concurrency policies, some new traffic could 

occur in advance of transportation improvements and thus was found to have a 

potentially significant and unavoidable impact. 

As previously noted, this EIR also addresses, at a programmatic level, the potential for 

significant impact related to construction and operation of infrastructure required to serve 

the proposed project.  This analysis is presented in Chapter 10 (Growth Inducing 

Impacts) of this EIR. 
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9.5.9 Public Services and Utilities 

9.5.9.1 Proposed project’s Contribution to Indirect Cumulative Impacts 

Utility services in El Dorado County are generally a local concern.  New development 

under the General Plan would place additional demands on municipal utilities and related 

services.  Municipal utility and related service impacts are addressed in Chapter 5.6, 

Utilities, including drainage infrastructure, solid waste, communications, and energy 

supplies (electricity, natural gas, propane).  Most of these utilities serve the county only, 

so they would not contribute to cumulative impacts along with regional development.  

The County concluded there would be no cumulative impacts on municipal utilities and 

related services, with the potential exception of electrical power generation and natural 

gas, as discussed below.   

Demand for electrical power generation and natural gas, unlike other municipal utilities 

and services, has the potential to affect a broader area in a cumulative manner, because 

the energy systems are interconnected statewide.  Pacific Gas and Electric Company 

(PG&E) provides electricity in El Dorado County and natural gas services to El Dorado 

Hills.  As stated in Chapter 5.6 of the EIR, PG&E has indicated that it has the ability and 

capacity to provide infrastructure for electricity and natural gas services to support 

growth related to any of the equal-weight alternatives.  Electric power supply is generated 

from a variety of sources; however, if growth in regional supplies does not keep pace 

with regional demand, the cumulative demand from growth in the county and the rest of 

the region has the potential to create shortages, as experienced recently throughout the 

state.  Natural gas supplies originate from outside the region and, to some degree, from 

outside the state, so it is conceivable that, over time cumulative demand in the region 

could put stresses on natural gas supply and transmission capacity.  However, given the 

limited service area in the county, General Plan development would not place a 

considerable demand on this resource.   

Approval and development of additional electric power generation is regulated by the 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission and California Public Utilities Commission, so 

they are beyond the county’s control.  Electricity capacity may be constrained in the 

future, and development of additional capacity would reasonably be expected to result in 

environmental effects where the energy supplies are developed.  It is not feasible at this 

time to describe the nature and location of new energy supply development necessary to 

support cumulative demands in the region, but the types of impacts described in Chapter 

5.6 would be expected.  Energy conservation policies described in Chapter 5.6 would 

reduce El Dorado County’s contribution to cumulative energy demands to the extent 

feasible.  Regardless, electricity demands would increase with implementation of any of 

the equal-weight alternatives, with the 1996 General Plan Alternative resulting in the 
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largest increased demand and the other three equal-weight alternatives producing lower 

demands based on their lower development potential.  A considerable contribution to 

regional cumulative demands, and therefore the potential for significant cumulative 

environmental effects of providing additional supplies, would result.  Because approval 

of new electricity supplies is the responsibility of other agencies, the County concluded 

that resulting impacts are potentially significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts.
 
 

Public services are a countywide, and not generally cumulative, concern.  All public 

services except fire protection are provided by various departments (police, fire, etc.) and 

districts (schools) in El Dorado County.  The County concluded development outside the 

County’s jurisdiction would not result in cumulative impacts on services, except for Cal-

Fire (formerly CDF), which provides wild land fire protection and may need new 

facilities in El Dorado County as a consequence of General Plan development.  

Development in the Sierra Nevada foothills in and around El Dorado County is 

increasing the number of people living in proximity to wild lands, and increasing the 

potential for wild land fires.  This can be expected to place higher demands on scarce 

state fire protection resources.  It can also be expected that this demand would create the 

need for new fire protection facility development in surrounding foothill areas, which 

could result in environmental impacts.  It is assumed that this cumulative demand and 

subsequent facility development would lead to significant environmental impacts.  The 

analysis and mitigation of any potential impacts would be the responsibility of the State 

of California.  The County concluded this would be a potentially significant and 

unavoidable impact.
20

 

The proposed project would not directly or indirectly result in the alteration of designated 

land uses presented in the 2004 General Plan and subsequent amendments to the General 

Plan, because EDWPA’s purpose is limited to providing supply water to already-

approved land uses.  However, the proposed project would serve a portion of anticipated 

growth-related demand for water supplies, and the proposed project would be growth-

accommodating.  Indirect impacts associated with this growth would contribute to the 

cumulative impact on public services and utilities: impacts that are identified in the 2004 

General Plan EIR and, in some instances, found to be significant and unavoidable.  We 

refer the reader to Chapter 7.5 of this EIR (Public Services and Utilities) which addresses 

in greater detail the indirect impact of the proposed project due to growth and 

development within the proposed project service areas.     

As explained in Chapter 7.5, indirect impacts from the project could occur throughout the 

proposed project service areas and would be consistent with those impacts assigned to 

development presented in the 2004 General Plan EIR.  In this sense, the indirect impact 

                                                 
20   2003 General Plan DEIR. pp. 7-11– 7-12. 
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of the project on demand for public services and utilities due to growth and development 

is indistinguishable from the cumulative impact of development within the project service 

areas.  Therefore the proposed project’s contribution to the cumulative impact of General 

Plan buildout on public services and utilities is considered to be substantial.  Thus, the 

proposed project would result in the significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts 

identified in Chapter 7.5 and listed here:  

 7.5-2 Increased wastewater flows generated by development served by the 

proposed project will require infrastructure improvements which may result 

in physical changes to the physical environment.  

7.5-3 Increased levels of surface water pollutants could result from increases in 

wastewater treatment plant discharges due to growth and development is 

areas served by the proposed project.  

7.5-5 Increases in solid waste generated by uses within the project service areas 

may require new and/or expanded solid waste and hazardous waste facilities 

which may result in land use compatibility or other impacts.  

7.5-6 Increases in solid waste generated by uses within the project service areas 

may result in noncompliance with state-mandated rates for the diversion of 

recyclable materials.  

7.5-7 Increases in demand for dry utilities (electricity, natural gas, communication 

facilities due to development served by water supplies from the proposed 

project. 

As discussed in Chapter 7.5, the respective impacts of growth and development within 

the project service areas related to increased demand for new or expanded fire protection, 

emergency services and medical facilities; law enforcement facilities; schools; or libraries 

and the need for construction of new facilities was found to be less than significant.  In 

addition, the impact of growth on storm drainage facilities and anticipated increased 

pollutant levels in stormwater runoff was found to be mitigable to a less than significant 

level.    

As previously noted, this EIR also addresses, at a programmatic level, the potential for 

impact related to construction and operation of infrastructure required to serve the 

proposed project.  This analysis is presented in Chapter 10.0 (Growth Inducing Impacts) 

of this EIR. 
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9.5.10 Geology, Soils, Paleontology, and Mineral Resources 

9.5.10.1 Proposed project’s Contribution to Indirect Cumulative Impacts 

As noted previously, the proposed project would not directly or indirectly result in the 

alteration of designated land uses presented in the 2004 General Plan and subsequent 

amendments to the General Plan, because EDWPA’s purpose is limited to supply water.  

However, the proposed project would serve a portion of anticipated growth-related 

demand for water supplies, and the proposed project would be growth-accommodating.  

Indirect impacts of the proposed project would contribute to the cumulative impacts on 

geological resources that are identified in the 2004 General Plan EIR and found to be 

significant and unavoidable.  We refer the reader to Chapter 7.6 (Geology, Soils, Mineral 

and Paleontological Resources) of this Draft EIR which addresses in greater detail the 

indirect impact of the proposed project due to growth and development within the 

proposed project service areas.     

For reasons presented in Chapter 7.6, indirect impacts from the project could occur 

throughout the proposed project service areas and would be consistent with those impacts 

assigned to development presented in the 2004 General Plan EIR.  In this sense, the 

indirect impact of the project on geologically related resources due to growth and 

development is indistinguishable from the cumulative impact of development within the 

project service areas.  As noted in Chapter 7.7, the General Plan EIR found two (2) 

impacts to be significant and unavoidable relative to these resources.  These include: 

7.6-3 Substantially increase erosion or loss of topsoil due to site disturbance. 

7.6-4 Loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the 

region and residents of the state, or result in the loss of availability of a 

locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated in the El Dorado 

General Plan could occur as an indirect result of the proposed project 

For reasons discussed above, the cumulative contribution of the proposed project to these 

impacts is considered considerable and, therefore, cumulatively significant and 

unavoidable. 

9.5.11 Hazardous Materials 

9.5.11.1 Proposed project’s Contribution to Indirect Cumulative Impacts 

The County concluded hazardous materials effects are generally county-specific and not 

a cumulative concern, and that development would not result in cumulative health and 

safety impacts.
21

 

                                                 
21   2003 General Plan DEIR.  pg. 7-7. 
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The proposed project would not directly or indirectly result in the alteration of designated 

land uses presented in the 2004 General Plan and subsequent amendments to the General 

Plan, because EDWPA’s purpose is limited to supply water.  However, the proposed 

project would serve a portion of anticipated growth-related demand for water supplies, 

and the proposed project would be growth-accommodating.  Indirect impacts of the 

proposed project would contribute to the cumulative impacts on public services and 

utilities: impacts that are identified in the 2004 General Plan EIR and found to be 

significant and unavoidable.  We refer the reader to Chapter 7.6 (Hazards and 

Hazardous Materials) of this Draft EIR which addresses in greater detail the indirect 

impact of the proposed project due to growth and development within the proposed 

project service areas.     

For reasons presented in Chapter 7.7, indirect impacts from the project could occur 

throughout the proposed project service areas and would be consistent with those impacts 

assigned to development presented in the 2004 General Plan EIR.  In this sense, the 

indirect impact of the project on hazards and hazardous materials due to growth and 

development is indistinguishable from the cumulative impact of development within the 

project service areas.  As noted in Chapter 7.7, the General Plan EIR found four impacts 

to be significant and unavoidable relative to hazards and hazardous materials.  These 

include: 

7.7-2 Increased risk of exposure to hazardous materials due to accidental releases 

or through illegal disposal of hazardous materials or wastes could result 

from growth and development served by the proposed project. 

7.7-4 Increased potential for fire incidents and fire hazards could result from 

development served by the proposed project. 

7.7-5 Increased risk of exposure to flood hazards inside dam inundation areas 

could result from development served by the proposed project. 

 

7.7-6 Increased risk of exposure to electromagnetic fields generated by new electric 

energy facilities could result as an indirect effect of development served by 

the proposed project. 

For reasons discussed above, the cumulative contribution of the proposed project to these 

impacts is considered considerable and, therefore, cumulatively significant and 

unavoidable. 
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9.5.12 Visual Resources  

9.5.12.1 Proposed project’s Contribution to Indirect Cumulative Impacts 

The U.S. Highway 50 corridor plays an important scenic role as the gateway to El 

Dorado County from the west.  Changes in the viewshed along the U.S. Highway 50 

corridor are already in process.  The County concluded the continued urbanization of the 

U.S. 50 corridor through Sacramento County, the City of Folsom, and into western El 

Dorado County would have a significant cumulative effect on the visual resources of that 

region, because of a change in landscape from one with a more rural, pastoral character to 

one of urban and suburban development would result in the reduction of the natural 

aesthetic qualities of the corridor.  While the visual impacts in the U.S. 50 corridor would 

be reduced by policies and mitigation measures set forth in the General Plan, they cannot 

feasibly be avoided or reduced to a less than significant level.  The County considered a 

cumulative reduction in the natural aesthetic qualities of the U.S. 50 corridor a significant 

and unavoidable impact
22

 

The proposed project would not directly or indirectly result in the alteration of designated 

land uses presented in the 2004 General Plan and subsequent amendments to the General 

Plan, because EDWPA’s purpose is limited to providing water supply water to previously 

approved uses.  However, the proposed project would serve a portion of anticipated 

growth-related demand for water supplies, and the proposed project, therefore, would be 

growth-accommodating.  Indirect impacts of the proposed project would contribute to the 

cumulative impacts on visual resources: impacts, as noted above, that the 2004 General 

Plan EIR found to be significant and unavoidable.  We refer the reader to Chapter 7.8 

(Visual Resources) of this Draft EIR which explains these impacts in greater detail.     

For reasons presented in Chapter 7.8, indirect impacts from the project could occur 

throughout the proposed project service areas and would be consistent with those impacts 

assigned to development presented in the 2004 General Plan EIR.  In this sense, the 

indirect impact of the project on visual resources due to growth and development is 

indistinguishable from the cumulative impact of development within the project service 

areas.  As noted in Chapter 7.8 this EIR found one impact to be significant and 

unavoidable relative to visual resources.  This is:  

7.8-2 The existing visual character or quality within the project service areas could 

be degraded as a result of development served by the proposed project. 

For reasons discussed above, the cumulative contribution of the proposed project to this 

impact is considerable and, therefore, significant and unavoidable. 

                                                 
22   2003 General Plan DEIR. pg. 5.7-74. 
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9.5.13 Terrestrial Biological Resources   

9.5.13.1 Proposed project’s Contribution to Indirect Cumulative Effects  

The purpose of the proposed project is to acquire a supplemental water right to meet 

increasing demands from population growth and to support development approved under 

the General Plan.  Because issuance of new development permits by the County requires 

applicants to demonstrate availability of sufficient water sources, new development may 

be facilitated by the 40,000 AFA that would be diverted under the new water right.  

EDWPA does not have the authority to regulate future development on private land in the 

project area—jurisdiction over private lands lies with El Dorado County.  The degree of 

impact to biological resources resulting from development would depend, in part, on the 

land use designation assigned to a given parcel.  Undeveloped parcels designated for 

residential, industrial, commercial, research and development, public facilities, and 

―adopted plan‖ development would be the most adversely affected, while those 

designated for recreational, rural, and agricultural development would be moderately 

affected.  Only those parcels designated as natural resource or open space lands would be 

minimally affected or left undisturbed (EDAW 2003).  Under the General Plan EIR it 

was determined that implementation of the Plan, as amended, would contribute to the 

cumulatively significant impact of the loss and fragmentation of woodland and chaparral 

habitats, riparian corridors, and other important terrestrial resources of the Sierra Nevada 

foothills and impacts on special-status species.  Proposed policies and mitigation 

measures identified in the General Plan EIR would reduce the effects on habitat and 

special-status species to the extent feasible, however, the impact of habitat loss and 

fragmentation would still be considered significant and unavoidable. 

As stated in the General Plan EIR future water deliveries, to which the proposed project 

would contribute, would indirectly contribute to the cumulative significant impact on 

terrestrial resources and their habitat.  The amount of water that could be delivered if the 

proposed project is implemented would represent a substantial portion of the water 

needed for build out, and therefore a contribution to the indirect effect.  Implementation 

of the proposed project would not result in authorization of growth beyond that 

authorized in the General Plan, and therefore would not result in any new or more severe 

cumulative impacts on terrestrial resources than that already identified in the General 

Plan DEIR. 

For reasons presented in Chapter 7.9, indirect impacts from the project could occur 

throughout the proposed project service areas and would be consistent with those impacts 

assigned to development presented in the 2004 General Plan EIR.  In this sense, the 

indirect impact of the project on terrestrial biological resources due to growth and 

development is indistinguishable from the cumulative impact of development within the 
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project service areas.  As noted in Chapter 7.9, this EIR found three impacts to be 

significant and unavoidable relative to terrestrial and wildlife resources.  These include:  

7.9-1 Effects of development authorized under the General Plan on federally 

protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, 

riparian habitat, or other sensitive natural community identified in local or 

regional plans, policies or regulations or by CDFG or USFWS. 

7.9-2  Effects of development authorized under the General Plan on any species 

identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or 

regional plans, policies or regulations or by the California Department of 

Fish and Game (CDFG) or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). 

7.9-3  Effects of development authorized under the General Plan on the movement 

of native resident or migratory wildlife species, wildlife corridors, or wildlife 

nursery sites. 

For reasons discussed above, the cumulative contribution of the proposed project to these 

impacts is considered considerable and, therefore, cumulatively significant and 

unavoidable. 

9.5.14 Recreation 

9.5.14.1 Proposed project’s Contribution to Indirect Cumulative Impacts 

Projected new development within the County would increase the demand for park and 

recreation facilities.  Since it is not certain that adequate new park and recreation 

facilities would be developed concurrent with new development based on potential 

funding limitations, there may be degradation in existing facilities. 

The provision of adequate parkland to serve new population growth is an objective of all 

of the General Plan growth scenarios.  The definition of ―adequate‖ parkland is based on 

county-wide standards of 5 acres per 1,000 persons within the residential development 

context.  Based on the level and distribution of anticipated residential development, the 

amount of parkland needed to serve new growth to meet County standards would be 

approximately 268 acres through 2025.  

In order to meet parkland standards for this level of projected growth, a range of between 

approximately 404 and 984 acres of developed parks would be required through 2025 

and/or buildout.   

The provision of parkland under Quimby Act requirements does not ensure the 

development of parks to serve the population.  Substantial funding would be required to 

develop and also to operate and maintain parks.  Limited funding, however, has 

historically been made available to local service providers (i.e., El Dorado Hills CSD, 

Cameron Park CSD, and the GDRD) through property tax revenue; these funds are 
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typically used for operation and maintenance of parks, and are not always sufficient for 

these purposes.  The potential inability to meet established park standards could result in 

the potential overuse of existing park facilities, which may lead to substantial physical 

deterioration of existing facilities.  The lack of adequate funding for maintenance of park 

facilities coupled with increased use could further accelerate their deterioration.  With 

implementation of mitigation measures contained in the 2004 General Plan EIR however, 

this impact is mitigated to a level found to be less than significant.
23

   

9.5.15 Cultural Resources 

9.5.15.1 Proposed project’s Contribution to Indirect Cumulative Impacts 

Cultural resources are a site-specific resource in the County, and although there is 

potential for the cumulative loss of such resources throughout the region, the County 

concluded policies contained in the various growth scenarios associated with the General 

Plan EIR contained mitigation measures that, in general, would adequately protect those 

resources in El Dorado County.  No cumulative impacts on cultural resources were 

identified in the General Plan DEIR. 

As discussed in the Conservation and Open Space Element of the El Dorado County 

General Plan, numerous policies and goals have been identified by the county to protect 

and preserve cultural resources.  Over the years, numerous county and private 

organizations and commissions have endeavored to heighten public awareness of El 

Dorado County’s prehistoric and historic cultural heritage and to preserve and manage 

numerous cultural resource sites in the area.  These include the County Historical 

Museum, County Historical Society, and County Pioneer Cemetery Commission.  These 

organizations and commissions serve in an advisory capacity to the county and assisted in 

the development of some of the policies contained in the Conservation and Open Space 

Element.
24

   

The proposed project would not directly or indirectly result in the alteration of designated 

land uses presented in the 2004 General Plan, and subsequent amendments to the General 

Plan.  The implementation of the proposed water rights, to the extent that it includes 

construction of new facilities, modifications to existing facilities, or other ground-

disturbing activities, could have an impact on cultural resources in those locations.  When 

combined with other proposed projects involving ground disturbance, this could create a 

significant cumulative impact on important archaeological remains or features of the built 

environment.  Project-specific mitigation of these impacts through archival research, 

archaeological excavation, public interpretation, and/or other means, would reduce these 

impacts to a less than significant level. 

                                                 
23   2003 General Plan DEIR.  pg. 5.7-74. 

24   2003 General Plan DEIR.  pp. 7-16 – 7-17. 




