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1.0

Introduction

This Addendum is being prepared to the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for
the Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District (Regional San or SRCSD) /
Sacramento Power Authority (SPA)/ City of Sacramento (City) Water Recycling Pipeline
Project (Project) (State Clearinghouse Number 2013122046). Regional San is the lead
agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and Regional San’s
Board of Directors approved the Final EIR on November 12, 2014. The Notice of
Determination was filed with the State Clearinghouse on November 13, 2014.
The Project, as described in the Final EIR, would convey recycled water from Regional
San’s Water Reclamation Facility (WRF) and the future advanced wastewater treatment
plant located at the Sacramento Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant (SRWTP) to
SPA’s Cogeneration Plant and other potential customers. The Project alignment contains
recycled water main, laterals, lateral structures, and equipment lay-down areas. The
Project’s recycled water main would initially convey 1-mgd to serve the SPA
Cogeneration Plant on a year-round basis but would be sized to convey a maximum of
4.2-mgd to serve additional future users with recycled water laterals and lateral structures
within the study area.
In December 2014, Regional San evaluated the option of incorporating a pipeline (called
the Sidestream Effluent (SSE) pipeline) into the design and construction along a portion
the recycled water main pipeline. The SSE pipeline extension is a component of
Regional San’s Advanced Wastewater Treatment Upgrade Project (also known as the
EchoWater Project), and would connect from an existing pipeline and extend north, out
of the Project Area, to the Lower Northwest Interceptor (LNWI). The SSE pipeline
provides nitrified effluent injection into the sewer system and would be a means of odor
control.
Regional San is preparing this addendum to address the minor addition of the SSE
pipeline and slight changes in the Project alignment. An addendum is appropriate where a
previously Draft EIR has been prepared and some changes or revisions to the project are
proposed, or the circumstances surrounding the project have changed, but none of the
changes or revisions would result in significant new or substantially more severe
environmental impacts, consistent with CEQA Section 21166 and State CEQA
Guidelines Sections 15162, 15163, 15164, and 15168.
Regional San has determined that the proposed slight modifications in the Project
alignment and SSE pipeline integration (involving modifications to construction methods
and disturbance area), differ sufficiently from the approved Final EIR to warrant
preparation of an addendum to the Final EIR, but have determined that changes or
revisions to the project description would not result in significant new or substantially
more severe environmental impacts. Therefore, based Chapter 4 “Environmental
Analysis,” a supplemental EIR is not warranted.
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2.0

Project History

This section describes the background of the Project and current California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) approvals for the Project.

2.1

Background

Regional San is a special district that provides wastewater conveyance and treatment
services throughout most of the urbanized areas of Sacramento County, including the
cities of Folsom, Citrus Heights, Rancho Cordova, Sacramento, West Sacramento, and
Elk Grove; the communities of Courtland and Walnut Grove; and urbanized portions of
unincorporated Sacramento County.
Within the next decade, the SRWTP will be improved to produce tertiary effluent
meeting Title 22 tertiary recycled water or equivalent effluent standards through Regional
San’s EchoWater Project.
The SRWTP currently houses Regional San’s WRF which consists of a tertiary treatment
plant, pump station, and storage reservoir. The WRF was originally designed to produce
up to 5 million gallons per day (mgd) of tertiary effluent, but is permitted up to 10 mgd
(State Water Resources Control Board, 1996).
The Project would convey recycled water from Regional San’s WRF and the future
advanced wastewater treatment plant located at the SRWTP to SPA’s Campbell
Cogeneration Plant (SPA Cogeneration Plant) and other potential customers.

2.2

CEQA Approvals

On July 16, 2014, Regional San released for public review a Draft EIR for the Project.
The public review and comment period for the Draft EIR began on July 16, 2014 and
ended August 29, 2014. On July 16, 2014, the Draft EIR and Notice of Completion were
provided to the State Clearinghouse for distribution to interested State agencies. In
addition, a public notice was posted in the Sacramento Bee on July 16, 2014.The public
meeting was held at Sacramento City Hall Council Chambers on July 30, 2014.
The Draft EIR for the Project, along with the Response to Comments on the Draft EIR
Document, constituted the Final EIR for the Project. Regional San’s Board of Directors
approved the Final EIR on November 12, 2014 and the Notice of Determination was filed
with the State Clearinghouse on November 13, 2014. The Draft and Final EIRs are
incorporated by reference in this document.
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3.0

Project Description

This section describes an overview of the Project description modifications, the location
where the modifications occur, a description of the construction characteristics and
existing conditions. Also, this section describes the required discretionary actions for the
Project by Regional San and other agencies.

3.1

Overview

This section describes the SSE pipeline and minor modifications to the recycled water
main alignment near Delta Shores.
3.1.1 SSE Pipeline
As stated above, In December 2014, Regional San evaluated the option of incorporating
the SSE pipeline into the design and construction along a portion the recycled water main
pipeline (SPA pipeline).
The SSE pipeline is a component project from the EchoWater Project. Within the
EchoWater Project are several new wastewater treatment processes to convert the
treatment plant from secondary level treatment to tertiary level treatment. The new
treatment processes are selected and designed to meet Regional Water Quality Control
Board discharge permit requirements as specified in Order No. R5-2010-0114, National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) No.CA0077682 and subsequent
amendments for the SRWTP.
One of the principal constituents for additional treatment under the permit is Ammonia.
The treatment plant currently collects supernatant from their Sludge Storage Basins
(SSB’s) and leachate from their Lined Dedicated Land Disposal Sites (DLD’s). The
combined supernatant and leachate are high in ammonia. These are referred to as
“sidestream” flows and are typically returned to the plant headworks for re-processing
and treatment. The higher levels of ammonia were thought to potentially risk discharge
permit violations at certain times of the year and the EchoWater Project team decided to
include the construction of an additional sidestream treatment step to these effluents to
convert the high ammonia content effluent to a nitrified (nitrate-rich) effluent. The
Nitrifying Sidestream Treatment (NST) Project will provide a continuous production of a
highly nitrified effluent and thus created an opportunity for Regional San in relation to its
current program for chemical injection to influent flows for odor control. Nitrate
compounds are routinely injected into sewer collection systems as a means of odor
control.
Regional San plans to deliver the nitrate-rich effluent from the NST Project to various
points in the sewer collection system upstream of the SRWTP to reduce its current use of
chemicals and related costs for odor control treatment. EchoWater plans already include
an on-site pipeline running north to convey nitrate-rich NST effluent to the future
Primary Effluent Pump Station and to the City Interceptor on the SRWTP site. The
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proposed SSE Pipeline will connect to this line and extend north to the LNWI sewer
force main.
The EchoWater Progam Management Office (PMO) conducted a business case
evaluation of the operating and capital costs of the existing odor control chemical
injection system as well as new pipelines from the NST facility and found a significant
long term savings in implementing the SSE pipeline for nitrified effluent injection into
the Lower Northwest Interceptor (LNWI) Sacramento Force Main.
Regional San currently injects chlorine gas to the Influent Junction Structure (IJS), as
well as liquid bioxide to the interceptors upstream, in order to minimize odors due to
hydrogen sulfide (H2S) gas. Part of the EchoWater Project proposes to convert this
chlorine gas to liquid sodium hypochlorite, which is a safer, but more expensive process.
The NST effluent pipelines being proposed (including SSE Pipeline) will be a means of
reducing the amount of sodium hypochlorite injected daily at the IJS and upstream
interceptors of the SRWTP.
A pipeline is already running north in the NST project to convey nitrate-rich effluent to
the Primary Effluent Pump Station and to the City Interceptor (within SRWTP Property
and covered by the EchoWater project FEIR). The SSE pipeline extension will connect
from this line and extend north to the LNWI.
The design, permitting, and construction timeline of SPA recycled water pipeline created
an opportunity to incorporate the SSE pipeline design and construction as well. This will
allow nitrified effluent injection in the LNWI pipelines for odor control on an accelerated
time scale and consolidate construction impacts and improve constraints on subsequent
construction occurring at the SRWTP for the EchoWater Project.
The SPA and SSE pipelines will be installed with similar techniques and materials under
one construction contract.
3.1.2 Minor Modifications to Recycled Water Main near Delta Shores
In addition, the modification the Project also include a slight adjustment to the Project
alignment within the area of the Delta Shores. Originally, the recycled water main (SPA
pipeline) started at the WRF and progressed approximately one mile north-northwesterly
through Regional San property to the intersection of the Future 24th Street extension and
Cosumnes River Boulevard. In the vicinity of the intersection of 24th Street and
Cosumnes River Boulevard, the recycled water main would have followed 24th Street
north approximately four miles to its terminus at the SPA Cogeneration Plant.
The SPA pipeline alignment now progresses approximately ¾ of a mile northnorthwesterly through the Regional San property, makes a slight turn to the west, then
travels north approximately ¼ of a mile to the future 24th Street extension near
Consumnes River Boulevard. The recycled water main (SPA pipeline) would then
follow 24th Street north just over four miles to its terminus at the SPA Cogeneration Plan.
The SSE pipeline follows the same route, but turns right at Consumnes River Boulevard
and would terminate at its connection to the Sacramento Force Main.
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3.2

Project Location

As with the original Project description, both the SPA and SSE pipelines are located near
the SRWTP (Figure 1-1 and 1-2) and will require tunneling under the Morrison and
Laguna Creek levees near the SRWTP via horizontal directional drilling (HDD) (Figure
1-3).
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Figure 1-1. Project Vicinity Map

Figure 1-2. Location Map
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Figure 1-3. Detailed Location Map
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The recycled water main alignment North from Future Consumnes Boulevard (along 24th
street) and the lateral alignments have not changed from the Draft EIR Project
description. See figures 1-4 and 1-5. Also, the laydown areas have not changed from the
Draft EIR Project description. See figure 1-6.

Figure 1-4. Recycled Water Lateral Alignments Map
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Figure 1-5. Recycled Water Lateral Alignment and Pump Station Map

Final

3-7 – March 11, 2015

Regional San/SPA/City of Sacramento
Water Recycling Pipeline Project – Addendum to the Final EIR

Figure 1-6. Recycled Water Laydown Area Map
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3.3

Construction Characteristics

The construction characteristics for the SPA and SSE pipelines are the similar as
described in the Draft EIR. The construction of the pipelines would involve site
preparation, installment of the pipelines, and testing/start-up. Construction of the
pipelines would involve earthwork to remove pavement, place bedding, install the
pipelines, backfill, re-grade land to present contour, and repave. Construction would
occur within existing right-of-ways, when available. For construction on private parcels,
temporary easements would be obtained before construction.
Discussed below are only the construction characteristics for the SPA and SSE pipelines
from the WRF to the terminus of the SSE pipeline. All other construction characteristics
are the same as described in the Draft EIR.
Three types of construction methods, open-cut, jack and bore, and HDD, would be used
during the construction of the recycled water main and SSE pipeline. For a detailed
description the HDD, open-cut and jack and bore methods, see Chapter 2 “Project
Description” of Draft EIR.
Open cut and/or jack and bore construction would be used for the SPA and SSE pipelines
from the WRF until just North of the SWRTP, then again along the Future 24th Street
extension. For the open cut portion of the alignment, the SPA and SSE pipelines would
be placed side-by-side (parallel) in a common trench with a 4-foot offset until the jack
and bore portion of the pipelines reach Consumnes River Blvd. The SSE pipeline would
then follow the existing Regional San easement for the LNWI – Sacramento Force Main
until an 8-inch tie-in is made to a valve box and the dual manholes at the Sacramento
Force Main. It is assumed the trench for the collated SPA and SSE pipelines would be
approximately 10-feet wide (vs. 5-feet wide as stated in the Draft EIR) and 15-feet deep
(same depth as in the Draft EIR). The SPA pipeline would then follow 24th street north
as described Chapter 2 “Project Description” of Draft EIR.
HDD method of construction would be used across the wetlands and Morrison/Laguna
creeks north of the SWRTP. The SPA and SSE pipelines would each require a separate
HDD bore and the bores will be done one right after the other. A minimum 10-ft offset
would be maintained between the two bores to account for vertical and horizontal
variability of the HDD method and to avoid intersection between the first established
bore, pipeline placement, and the second bore. The jacking and receiving shaft
construction would be approximately 15-feet in width and 30-feet in depth (same size and
depth as stated in the Draft EIR).
The SPA and SSE pipeline construction is estimated to begin early 2015. It is anticipated
that the HDD construction schedule could take an additional two to three weeks due to
the addition of the SSE pipeline. Pipeline installation is estimated to progress at a
minimum rate of 120 feet per day for open-cut construction. Trenchless construction
methods, when applied, are expected to progress at 40 feet per day.
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4.0 Environmental Checklist for
Supplemental Environmental Review
4.1

Explanation of Checklist Evaluation Categories

As stated above, the Draft EIR for the Project, along with the Response to Comments on
the Draft EIR Document, constituted the Final EIR for the Project. Therefore, when
“Draft EIR” is used below, it is referencing the Draft EIR that was incorporated into the
Final EIR (certified in 2014) for the Project.
The purpose of this checklist is to evaluate the categories in terms of any “changed
condition” (i.e., changed circumstances, project changes, or new information of
substantial importance) that may result in environmental impact significance conclusions
different from those found in the Draft EIR. The row titles of the checklist include the
full range of environmental topics, as presented in Appendix G of the State CEQA
Guidelines. The column titles of the checklist have been modified from the Appendix G
presentation to help answer the questions to be addressed pursuant to CEQA Section
21166 and State CEQA Guidelines Section 15162. A “no” answer does not necessarily
mean that there are no potential impacts relative to the environmental category, but that
there is no change in the condition or status of the impact since it was analyzed and
addressed with mitigation measures in the Draft EIR. For instance, the environmental
categories might be answered with a “no” in the checklist because the impacts associated
with the proposed project were adequately addressed in the Draft EIR, and the
environmental impact significance conclusions of the Draft EIR remain applicable. The
purpose of each column of the checklist is described below.
4.1.1 Where Impact was Analyzed
This column provides a cross-reference to the pages of the Draft EIR where information
and analysis may be found relative to the environmental issue listed under each topic.
4.1.2 Do Proposed Changes Involve New Significant Impacts?
The significance of the changes proposed to the project, as it is described in the Draft EIR
is indicated in the columns to the right of the environmental issues.
4.1.3 Any New Circumstances Involving New or Substantially More Severe
Significant Impacts?
Pursuant to Section 15162(a)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines, this column indicates whether
there have been changes to the project site or the vicinity (circumstances under which the
project is undertaken) that have occurred subsequent to the Draft EIR, which would result
in the current project having new significant environmental impacts that were not
considered in the prior environmental documents or having substantial increases in the
severity of previously identified significant impacts.
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4.1.4 Any Substantially Important New Information Requiring New
Analysis or Verification?
Pursuant to Section 15162(a)(3)(A-D) of the CEQA Guidelines, this column indicates
whether new information of substantial importance which was not known and could not
have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous
environmental documents were certified as complete is available, requiring an update to
the analysis of the previous environmental documents to verify that the environmental
conclusions and mitigation measures remain valid. If the new information shows that: (A)
the project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the prior
environmental documents; or (B) that significant effects previously examined will be
substantially more severe than shown in the prior environmental documents; or (C) that
mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact be
feasible and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects or the project, but
the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative; or (D) that
mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those analyzed
in the prior environmental documents would substantially reduce one or more significant
effects on the environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation
measure or alternative, the question would be answered ‘Yes’ requiring the preparation of
a subsequent EIR or supplement to the EIR. However, if the additional analysis
completed as part of this Environmental Checklist Review finds that the conclusions of
the prior environmental documents remain the same and no new significant impacts are
identified, or identified significant environmental impacts are not found to be
substantially more severe, the question would be answered ‘No’ and no additional EIR
documentation (supplement to the EIR or subsequent EIR) would be required.
Notably, where the only basis for preparing a subsequent EIR or a supplement to an EIR
is a new significant impact or a substantial increase in the severity of a previously
identified impact, the need for the new EIR can be avoided if the project applicant agrees
to one or more mitigation measures that can reduce the significant effect(s) at issue to
less than significant levels. (See River Valley Preservation Project v. Metropolitan
Transit Development Board (1995) 37 Cal.App.4th 154, 168.)
4.1.5 Mitigations Implemented or Address Impacts
This column indicates whether the 2014 EIR and adopted CEQA Findings provide
mitigation measures to address effects in the related impact category. If “N/A” is
indicated, this Environmental Checklist Review concludes that the impact does not occur
with this project and, therefore, no mitigation measures are needed.

4.2

Discussion and Mitigation Sections

4.2.1 Discussion
A discussion of the elements of the checklist is provided under each environmental
category to clarify the answers. The discussion provides information about the particular
environmental issue, how the project relates to the issue, and the status of any mitigation
that may be required or that has already been implemented.
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4.2.2 Mitigation Measures
Applicable mitigation measures from the prior environmental review that would apply to
the proposed addendum are listed under each environmental category. New mitigation
measures are included, if needed.
4.2.3 Conclusions
A discussion of the conclusion relating to the need for additional environmental
documentation is contained in each section.
4.2.4 Acronyms Used in Checklist Tables
Acronyms used in the Environmental Checklist tables and discussions include:
EIR
MM
N/A

Environmental Impact Report
mitigation measure
not applicable
Table 3-1. Aesthetics

Environmental Issue Area

Where Impact
Was Analyzed
in the EIR

Do Any New
Circumstances
Involve New or
Substantially
More Severe
Significant
Impacts?

Any
Do Prior
Substantially
Environmental
Important New
Documents’
Information
Mitigations
Requiring New
Address/Resolve
Analysis or
Impacts?
Verification?

1. Aesthetics. Would the Project:
a

Have a substantial adverse effect on Section 3.2 –
a scenic vista?
Aesthetics, Issues
or Potential
Impacts Not
Discussed Further
(p. 3.2-18)

No

No

N/A

b

Substantially damage scenic
resources, including but not limited
to, trees, rock outcroppings, and
historic buildings within a state
scenic highway?

Section 3.2 –
Aesthetics, Impact
3.2-1

No

No

N/A

c

Substantially degrade the existing
Section 3.2 –
visual character or quality of the site Aesthetics, Issues
and its surroundings?
or Potential
Impacts Not
Discussed Further
(p. 3.2-18, 3.2-19)
And Impact 3.2-2

No

No

N/A

d

Create a new source of substantial Section 3.2 –
light or glare which would adversely Aesthetics, Impact
affect day or nighttime views in the 3.2-3
area?

No

No

N/A

Key:
EIR = Environmental Impact Report
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Discussion

No substantial change in the environmental and regulatory settings related to aesthetics
and visual resources, described in Draft EIR Section 3.2, has occurred since certification
of the Final EIR in 2014.
a. A scenic vista is generally considered a view of an area that has remarkable
scenery or a natural feature or cultural resource that is indigenous to the area. The
alignment of the SPA and SSE pipelines from the SRWTP to Cosumnes River
Boulevard does not contain any scenic vistas. Installation of an additional
underground pipelines would have no impact on a scenic vista; no mitigation is
required; and the proposed SPA and SSE pipeline installation would not change
the conclusion of the Draft EIR (Draft EIR page 3.2-18).
b. The Sacramento County General Plan designates all freeways within Sacramento
County as Scenic Corridors, including I-5 in the vicinity of SRWTP. Scenic
corridors extend 660 feet on each side of the right-of-way. In addition, SR 160 in
the vicinity of the SPA alignment is an Officially Designated State Scenic
Highway. SR 160 runs parallel to the east side of the Sacramento River and is
located approximately 1 to 1.5 miles west of the SRWTP. However, as
documented in the Draft EIR, views from I-5 or SR 160 to the proposed SPA and
SSE pipelines from the SRWTP to Cosumnes River Boulevard are obscured by
vegetation, fencing, and urban development. Therefore, the temporary
construction activities and equipment would not be visible from scenic corridors
or State-designated scenic highways. Furthermore, underground pipelines would
not be visible from these highways. No impact would occur. No mitigation is
required, and the modifications would not change the conclusion of the Draft EIR
(Draft EIR Impact 3.2-1).
c. As with the approved SPA pipeline, the proposed SPA and SSE pipelines would
be placed underground and would not be visible after construction. Consistent
with Draft EIR pages 3.2-18 and 3.2-19, modification to install the SSE pipeline
concurrently with a section of the SPA pipe would have no operational (long
term) visual impact and would not conflict with policies to protect aesthetic and
open space resources identified in the Bufferlands Master Plan nor with plans,
policies, or regulations that have been adopted for the protection or enhancement
of aesthetic or visual resources by the City of Sacramento or County of
Sacramento.
The quality of views of the alignment would be temporarily degraded by the
presence of equipment, vehicles, pipes, and materials stored at laydown areas
during construction. However, impacts to scenic resources would be minor and
temporary. Although the HDD construction schedule could take an additional two
to three weeks due to the addition of the SSE pipeline, HDD equipment would be
removed after the drilling portion of the work is complete. The open cut trench
would be common to both pipelines and would be filled and repaved and/or
revegetated following construction. As determined in the Draft EIR, temporary
disturbance of visual character would be less than significant and no mitigation
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is required for this portion of pipeline alignment. The conclusion of the Draft EIR
remains valid and the proposed modifications would not result in new or
substantially more severe significant visual impacts (Draft EIR Impact 3.2-2).
d. Neither construction nor operation of the SSE pipeline would result in substantial
changes to light and glare conditions. No night construction would occur for the
collocated SPA and SSE pipelines (HDD or open trench construction) between
the SRWTP and Cosumnes River Boulevard. No operational lighting would be
required, as the pipelines would be underground. As determined in the Draft EIR,
lighting impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. The
conclusion of the Draft EIR remains valid and the proposed modifications would
not result in new or substantially more severe significant lighting impacts (Draft
EIR 3.2-3).
Mitigation Measures No mitigation measures are required.
Conclusion

No substantial changes to the project or to the circumstances under which the project
would be undertaken have occurred. No new information of substantial importance has
arisen that would require new analysis or verification. Therefore, the conclusions of the
Draft EIR remain valid and the proposed modifications to the Project would not result in
new or substantially more severe significant impacts to visual quality and aesthetics.
Table 3-2. Agriculture and Forestry Resources

Environmental Issue Area

Where Impact
Was Analyzed
in the EIR

Any New
Circumstances
Involving New
Significant
Impacts or
Substantially
More Severe
Impacts?

Do Prior
Any New
Environmental
Information
Documents’
Requiring New
Mitigations
Analysis or
Address/Resolve
Verification?
Impacts?

2. Agriculture and Forestry Resources. Would the project:
a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on
the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program of the California Resources
Agency, to non-agricultural use?

Section 3.3 –
Agricultural
resources, Issues
or Potential
Impacts Not
Discussed
Further (p. 3.3-7)

No

No

N/A

b. Conflict with existing zoning for
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract?

Section 3.3 –
Agricultural
resources, Issues
or Potential
Impacts Not
Discussed
Further (p. 3.3-7)

No

No

N/A

c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or
cause rezoning of, forest land (as
defined in Public Resources Code

Chapter 1,
Introduction,
Section 1.6.1,

No

No

N/A
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Environmental Issue Area

Where Impact
Was Analyzed
in the EIR

Any New
Circumstances
Involving New
Significant
Impacts or
Substantially
More Severe
Impacts?

Do Prior
Any New
Environmental
Information
Documents’
Requiring New
Mitigations
Analysis or
Address/Resolve
Verification?
Impacts?

2. Agriculture and Forestry Resources. Would the project:
section 12220(g)), timberland (as
Effects Found Not
defined by Public Resources Code
to be Significant
section 4526), or timberland zoned
Timberland Production (as defined by
Government Code section 51104(g))?
d. Result in the loss of forest land or
Chapter 1,
conversion of forest land to non-forest Introduction,
land?
Section 1.6.1,
Effects Found Not
to be Significant

No

No

N/A

e. Involve other changes in the existing
environment which, due to their
location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland, to nonagricultural use or conversion of forest
land to non-forest use?

No

No

N/A

Section 3.3 –
Agricultural
Resources,
Impact 3.3-1 (3.37)

Key:
EIR = Environmental Impact Report

Discussion

No substantial change in the environmental and regulatory settings related to agricultural
and forestry resources, described in Draft EIR Section 3.3, has occurred since
certification of the Final EIR in 2014.
a. b.
As with the approved SPA pipeline, the proposed SSE pipeline would not result in
the permanent conversion of any Farmland to non-agricultural uses, because
impacts associated with construction of the water recycled main and laterals will
be temporary in nature. In addition, there are no Williamson Act contracts along
the Project alignment (Draft EIR 3.3-7).
c. d.
As with the approved SPA pipeline, the proposed SSE pipeline is surrounded by
the existing SRWTP (designated for Public/Utilities land uses in the Sacramento
County General Plan) and existing or planned residential development, industrial
development, and the Sacramento River. There are no lands along the proposed
alignment that are zoned for forest land or timberlands, the alignment is not
forested, and a portion of the alignment is surrounded by open space grassland
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habitat and agricultural land uses (the Bufferlands area of the Regional San
property) (Draft EIR 1-12).
e. As with the approved SPA pipeline, areas temporarily disturbed by construction
of the proposed SSE pipeline would be restored upon completion of construction,
and all pipelines would be underground. Operation of the proposed Project would
have no effect on continued agricultural use of affected areas. Additionally,
Regional San will coordinate with agricultural leaseholders and modify
construction timing to ensure that the proposed alignment is constructed while
fields are fallowed. As determined in the Draft EIR, lighting impacts would be
less than significant and no mitigation is required (Draft EIR 3.3-7).
Mitigation Measures No mitigation measures are required.
Conclusion

No substantial changes to the project or to the circumstances under which the project
would be undertaken have occurred. No new information of substantial importance has
arisen that would require new analysis or verification. Therefore, the conclusions of the
Draft EIR remain valid and the proposed modifications would not result in new or
substantially more severe significant impacts to agricultural resources.
Table 3-3. Air Quality

Environmental Issue Area

Where Impact
Was Analyzed
in the EIR

Any New
Circumstances
Involving New
Significant
Impacts or
Substantially
More Severe
Impacts?

Any
Do Prior
Substantially
Environmental
Important New
Documents’
Information
Mitigations
Requiring New
Address/Resolve
Analysis or
Impacts?
Verification?

3. Air Quality. Would the project:
a. Conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the applicable air
quality plan?

Section 3.4 – Air
Quality, Issues or
Potential Impacts
Not Discussed
Further (pages
3.4-16 and 3.417), Impact 3.4-1
and Impact 3.4-2

No

No

Mitigation Measure
3.4-1

b. Violate any air quality standard or
contribute substantially to an existing
or projected air quality violation?

Section 3.4 – Air
Quality, Issues or
Potential Impacts
Not Discussed
Further (pages
3.4-16 and 3.417), Impact 3.4-1
and Impact 3.4-2

No

No

Mitigation Measure
3.4-1

c. Result in a cumulatively considerable Section 3.4 – Air
net increase of any criteria pollutant for Quality, Issues or
which the project region is nonPotential Impacts

No

No

Mitigation Measure
3.4-1
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Environmental Issue Area

Where Impact
Was Analyzed
in the EIR

Any New
Circumstances
Involving New
Significant
Impacts or
Substantially
More Severe
Impacts?

Any
Do Prior
Substantially
Environmental
Important New
Documents’
Information
Mitigations
Requiring New
Address/Resolve
Analysis or
Impacts?
Verification?

3. Air Quality. Would the project:
attainment under an applicable federal
or state ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions which
exceed quantitative thresholds for
ozone precursors)?
d. Expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations?

Not Discussed
Further (pages
3.4-16 and 3.417), Impact 3.4-1
and Impact 3.4-2
Section 3.4 – Air
Quality, Impact
3.4-3

No

No

N/A

e. Create objectionable odors affecting a Section 3.4 – Air
substantial number of people?
Quality, Impact
3.4-4

No

No

N/A

Key:
EIR = Environmental Impact Report

Discussion

No substantial change in the environmental and regulatory settings related to air quality,
described in Draft EIR Section 3.4, has occurred since certification of the Final EIR in
2014.
a. b. c.
Carbon Monoxide Concentrations
The Project area is in attainment for National Ambient Air Quality Standard
(NAAQS) and California Ambient Air Quality Standard (CAAQS) for carbon
monoxide (CO), and no violation of CO standards has occurred for many years.
Operation of the proposed SSE pipeline in addition to the SPA pipeline would not
result in an increase in vehicle trips on the local roadway network, as maintenance
would result in minimal (one or two) vehicle trips each year (Draft EIR pages 3.416 and 3.4-17). However, concurrent pipeline installation would increase the
construction workforce and truck trips by an estimated 34 trips per day during the
SSE pipeline installation, as documented in Appendix A. Even with this increase
in construction-related trips, neither construction nor operation of the modified
Project would contribute traffic congestion to an affected intersection that exceeds
the recommended level of 31,600 vehicles per hour (SMAQMD 2013b).
Therefore, consistent with the conclusion of the Draft EIR, modification of
construction-generated traffic would not result in a contribution to a violation of
an air quality standard for CO or contribute to nonattainment conditions. No
mitigation is required for CO, and the modifications would not change the
conclusion of the Draft EIR (Draft EIR pages 3.4-16 and 3.4-17).
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Construction
The concurrent installation of the SSE pipeline with the SPA pipeline from the
SRWTP to Cosumnes River Boulevard would generally involve the same
construction methods and equipment as described in the Draft EIR. The timing of
the HDD component would be sequential, possibly adding two to three weeks to
the construction schedule, and the trench would be wider. Workforce and truck
trips, which were estimated to be 124 trips during peak phases of Project
construction, would increase by an estimated 34 trips per day during the SSE
pipeline installation, as documented in Appendix A. The modifications would
contribute to short-term construction-related emissions of criteria air pollutants
and precursors (Draft EIR Impact 3.4-1). Overall construction-related activities
were estimated to result in Project-generated emissions of reactive organic gasses
(ROG), oxides of nitrogen (NOX), respirable particulate matter with an
aerodynamic diameter of 10 micrometers or less (PM10) and respirable particulate
matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less (PM2.5, a subset
of PM10) from site preparation (e.g., excavation, clearing), trenching, off-road
equipment, material and equipment delivery trips, worker commute trips, and
other miscellaneous activities. As shown in Draft EIR Table 3.4-6, the recycled
water main between SRWTP and the SPA Cogeneration Plan would result in
maximum unmitigated daily emissions of approximately 7 lb/day of ROG, 63
lb/day of NOX, 22 lb/day of PM10 (exhaust plus dust), and 12 lb/day of PM2.5
(exhaust plus dust). As shown in Appendix A, the 34 daily trips associated with
the modifications would result in approximately 0.3 lb/day of ROG, 10.6 lb/day
of NOX, 0.3 lb/day of PM10 (exhaust plus dust), and 0.2 lb/day of PM2.5 (exhaust
plus dust). Therefore, the Project with the SSE pipeline installation, would result
in maximum unmitigated daily emissions of approximately 7.3 lb/day of ROG,
73.6 lb/day of NOX, 22.3 lb/day of PM10 (exhaust plus dust), and 12.2 lb/day of
PM2.5 (exhaust plus dust). Even with the proposed modifications to install the SSE
pipeline, the maximum construction day would not cause emissions of NOX to
exceed the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District
(SMAQMD)-recommended threshold of 85 lb/day. Unmitigated concentrations of
PM10 for all construction activities would not be expected to exceed the CAAQS
of 50 micrograms per cubic meter (μg/m3) because of the limited area that would
be disturbed on any given day; however, construction-related fugitive dust could
nonetheless contribute to the existing nonattainment status of the SVAB for PM10
and PM2.5. As identified in the Draft EIR, this impact would be potentially
significant. As required by the adopted Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program (MMRP), Regional San will implement Mitigation Measure 3.4-1, which
involves fugitive dust control measures during construction, as required by
SMAQMD’s Rule 403. Implementation of these measures would reduce the
fugitive dust emissions to a less-than-significant level through dust suppression,
limitation of off-road vehicle speeds, and restrictions during high-wind events.
These measures would similarly apply to any minor addition of emissions
associated with the SSE pipeline modifications. Therefore, the conclusion of the
Draft EIR remains valid and the proposed modifications would not result in new
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or substantially more severe significant impacts to air quality (Draft EIR Impact
3.4-1).
Operation
Operation of the SSE pipeline and the SPA pipeline would not result in long-term
operational emissions of ROG, NOX, PM10, or PM2.5 that exceed SMAQMD’s
thresholds of significance (65 lb/day for ROG and 65 lb/day for NOX) or
substantially contribute to an exceedance of the NAAQS or CAAQS. The
modifications would not alter operations or maintenance, and would not increase
operational emissions. This impact would be less than significant. No mitigation
is required and the proposed modifications would not result in new or
substantially more severe significant impacts to air quality (Draft EIR Impact
3.4-2).
d. Operation of the SSE pipeline would not result in any additional sources of toxic
air contaminants (TAC). Further, the modifications would not result in the siting
of sensitive receptors. Construction-related activities would result in temporary,
short-term emissions of diesel PM from off-road, heavy-duty diesel equipment
exhaust for site preparation, trenching, material hauling, and other miscellaneous
activities. The concurrent installation of the SSE pipeline would contribute
slightly but not measurably to construction diesel PM emissions (Draft EIR
Impact 3.4-3). Overall Project emissions were found not to result in a substantial
increase in health risk exposure at offsite sensitive receptors, nor increase cancer
risk. As identified in the Draft EIR, this would be a less-than-significant impact.
No mitigation is required and the proposed modifications would not result in new
or substantially more severe significant impacts to air quality (Draft EIR Impact
3.4-3).
e. The SSE pipeline construction could contribute to short-term, construction-related
odors. However, any construction-related odors would be temporary and limited
to the immediate vicinity of the equipment. The pumping of treated effluent and
recycled water in underground pipes would not create objectionable odors
affecting a substantial number of people. This impact would be less than
significant. No mitigation is required and the proposed modifications would not
result in new or substantially more severe significant impacts to air quality (Draft
EIR Impact 3.4-4).
Mitigation Measures In accordance with the adopted MMRP, the following mitigation
measure would remain applicable if the proposed addendum is adopted.
•

Mitigation Measure 3.4-1. Regional San shall implement fugitive dust control
measures during construction, as required by SMAQMD’s Rule 403.

Conclusion

No substantial changes to the project or to the circumstances under which the project
would be undertaken have occurred. No new information of substantial importance has
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arisen that would require new analysis or verification. Therefore, the conclusions of the
Draft EIR remain valid and the proposed modifications to the Project would not result in
new or substantially more severe significant impacts to air quality.
Table 3-4. Biological Resources

Environmental Issue Area

Any New
Any New
Do Prior
Circumstances
Information Environmental
Where Impact
Involving New
Requiring
Documents’
Was Analyzed
Significant
New
Mitigations
Impacts or
in the EIR
Analysis or Address/Resolve
Substantially More
Impacts?
Verification?
Severe Impacts?

4. Biological Resources. Would the project:
a. Have a substantial adverse effect,
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
Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

Section 3.5 –
No
Biological
Resources, Effects
Determination for
Federally listed
Species from
Construction of the
Recycled Water
Main, Laterals and
Associated
Equipment
Laydown Areas
(pages 3.5-43
through 3.5-45),
Impact 3.5-1,
Impact 3.5-2 and,
3.5-3

No

Mitigation Measure
3.5-1, 3.5-2,and
3.5-3

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on
any riparian habitat or other sensitive
natural community identified in local or
regional plans, policies, and
regulations or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or US
Fish and Wildlife Service?

Section 3.5 –
No
Biological
Resources, Issues
or Potential
Impacts Not
Discussed Further
(pages 3.5-43
through 3.5-45),

No

N/A

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on
federally protected wetlands as defined
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
(including, but not limited to, marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through
direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means?

Section 3.5 –
No
Biological
Resources, Issues
or Potential
Impacts Not
Discussed Further
(pages 3.5-43
through 3.5-45),

No

N/A

d. Interfere substantially with the
movement of any native resident or
migratory fish and wildlife species or
with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede
the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

Section 3.5 –
No
Biological
Resources, Impact
3.5-1 and 3.5-2

No

Mitigation Measure
3.5-1, 3.5-2

e. Conflict with any local policies or
ordinances protecting biological

Section 3.5 –
Biological

No

Mitigation Measure
3.5-7
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Environmental Issue Area

Any New
Any New
Do Prior
Circumstances
Information Environmental
Involving New
Where Impact
Requiring
Documents’
Was Analyzed
Significant
New
Mitigations
Impacts or
in the EIR
Analysis or Address/Resolve
Substantially More
Impacts?
Verification?
Severe Impacts?

4. Biological Resources. Would the project:
resources, such as a tree preservation Resources, Impact
policy or ordinance.
3.5-7
f.

Conflict with the provisions of an
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation Plan,
or other approved local, regional, or
state habitat conservation plan?

Section 3.5 –
No
Biological
Resources, Issues
or Potential
Impacts Not
Discussed Further
(page 3.5-46)

No

N/A

g. Have the potential to cause a
Section 3.5 –
No
commercial and/or recreational fishery Biological
to drop below self-sustaining levels?
Resources, ,
Issues or Potential
Impacts Not
Discussed Further
(page 3.5-46)

No

N/A

Key:
EIR = Environmental Impact Report

Discussion

No substantial change in the environmental and regulatory settings related to biological
resources, described in Draft EIR Section 3.5, has occurred since certification of the Final
EIR in 2014.
a. d.
Potential habitat for federally listed species exists in Laguna Creek, Morrison
Creek, and adjacent wetlands and riparian areas, but direct impacts to these areas
from construction will be completely avoided by the HDD construction method.
All other SPA and SSE pipeline construction areas will be more than 250 feet
from these habitats (Draft EIR page 3.5-46). No effect is expected on the
following species, because they do not utilize habitat in or near areas that would
be disturbed by construction or operation of the SPA and SSE pipelines:
Conservancy fairy shrimp, vernal pool fairy shrimp, valley elderberry longhorn
beetle, vernal pool tadpole shrimp, green sturgeon, delta smelt, Central Valley
steelhead, Central Valley spring-run chinook salmon, winter-run chinook salmon,
Sacramento River, California tiger salamander, central population, California redlegged frog, and giant garter snake (Draft EIR 3.5-44).
Construction of the SPA and SSE pipelines could result in temporary disturbance
of nesting habitat for special-status birds, including those protected under the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). Trees and grasslands along and near the
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proposed alignment could provide nesting habitat for a number of special-status
avian species known to nest in the area, including great egret, great blue heron,
American bittern, northern harrier, white-tailed kite, least bittern, loggerhead
shrike, song sparrow, double-crested cormorant and other bird species, including
those protected by the MBTA. These impacts are potentially significant.
Potential nesting trees are found along the proposed alignment at the SRWTP and
in the northeast portion of the Bufferlands and Delta Shores area north of the
SRWTP. Construction activities associated with the proposed alignment could
disturb nesting birds possibly resulting in nest abandonment, forced fledging
and/or mortality. Some examples of project related activities that could cause nest
abandonment or forced fledging are: demolition, large mobile construction
equipment such as large bulldozers, and earth movers working directly under the
nest trees for a significant amount of time. Nesting raptors and migratory nesting
birds are protected under the MBTA and/or California Department of Fish and
Game (CDFG) Code 3503, 3503.5, 3511 and 3513. SPA and SSE pipeline
construction could result in the disturbance to protected nesting avian species
potentially leading to nest abandonment and mortality (Draft EIR Impact 3.5-1).
Construction of the SPA and SSE pipelines could result in the disturbance of
nesting habitat for Swainson’s hawks. Potential nesting trees are found along the
proposed alignment at the SRWTP and in the northeast portion of the Bufferlands
and Delta Shores area north of the SRWTP. Construction activities associated
with the proposed Project could disturb nesting birds possibly resulting in nest
abandonment, forced fledging and/or mortality. Some examples of Project related
activities that could cause nest abandonment or forced fledging are: demolition,
large mobile construction equipment such as large bulldozers, and earth movers
working directly under the nest trees for a significant amount of time. This impact
would be considered potentially significant (Draft EIR Impact 3.5-2)
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5-1(a) would require surveys for
protected bird species to confirm the presence of active nests during the
appropriate nesting season. If construction activities cannot be avoided during the
nesting season, then implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5-1(b) through (d)
ensures that active nests are protected by instituting appropriate buffer zones and
avoiding or minimizing loss or take of this species. Implementation of Mitigation
Measures 3.5-1(a) through (d) would reduce the potential disturbance of nesting
avian species to less than significant.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5-2(a) would require surveys for nesting
Swainson’s hawks to confirm the presence of active nests during the appropriate
nesting season. If construction activities cannot be avoided during the nesting
season, then implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5-2(b) ensures that active
nests are protected and the potential for nest abandonment is minimized by
instituting appropriate buffer zones and avoiding or minimizing disturbance to
any nesting birds reducing the impact to less than significant.
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Construction of the SPA and SSE pipelines could result in the loss of active
burrowing owl nest burrows. The CNDDB shows four recorded occurrences of
burrowing owls along the SPA and SSE alignment. Burrowing owls are a State
and Federal species of concern and; therefore, protected under Section 3503 of the
CDFG Code and the MBTA. Ground squirrel burrows present in the irrigation
ditches along the proposed alignment in agricultural areas north of the SRWTP
are considered potential nesting habitat for burrowing owls. The loss of occupied
(“[a] site should be assumed occupied if at least one burrowing owl has been
observed occupying a burrow there within the last three years”) burrowing owl
nest or its occupants would be considered potentially significant (Impact 3.5-3).
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5-3: burrowing owl (nesting). - Once
implemented, Mitigation Measure 3.5-3 would reduce the above impact to less
than significant through the avoidance of any active burrowing owl nests, the
safe exclusion of burrowing owls from any burrows to be destroyed prior to
construction of the SPA and SSE pipelines, and the purchase of additional
burrowing habitat, if necessary.
Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the project applicant shall retain a
qualified biologist to conduct a pre-construction burrowing owl survey. If no
suitable burrows are found, no further mitigation is required. If suitable burrows
are found, but no owls are found, all burrows shall be hand-excavated and
collapsed prior to SPA and SSE pipeline construction. If nesting owls are found,
no disturbance shall be allowed within 160-feet of the active nest burrow between
February 1 and August 31. Outside the nesting season, and/or upon confirmation
by the qualified biologist, and in consultation with California Department Fish
and Wildlife (CDFW), that all young have fledged and left an active nest,
burrowing owls present in the burrow shall be excluded from the burrow(s) by a
qualified biologist through a passive relocation as outlined in the California
Burrowing Owl Consortium’s April 1993 Burrowing Owl Survey Protocol and
Mitigation Guidelines (California Burrowing Owl Consortium 1993) and 2012
Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFG 2011). Once the burrows have
been cleared, they must be hand-excavated and collapsed prior to SPA and SSE
construction.
To offset the loss of foraging and burrow habitat along the SPA and SSE
alignment, mitigation will be implemented as directed in CDFG (2012), which
states that, “permanent habitat loss necessitates replacement with an equivalent or
greater habitat area for breeding, foraging, wintering, dispersal, presence of
burrows, burrow surrogates, presence of fossorial mammal dens, well drained
soils, and abundant and available prey within close proximity to the burrow.” The
project proponent shall provide funding for long-term management and
monitoring of the protected lands. The monitoring plan shall include success
criteria, remedial measures, and an annual report to the Department. This
mitigation could overlap with mitigation requirements for Swainson’s hawk
foraging habitat as deemed appropriate by CDFW.
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If destruction of occupied burrows is unavoidable, the project applicant shall
coordinate with CDFW to identify existing suitable burrows located on the
protected lands site to be enhanced (enlarged or cleared of debris) or new burrows
created (by installing artificial burrows) at a ratio of 2:1.
b. c.
Construction and operation of the SPA and SSE pipelines do not involve direct
impacts to Morrison Creek, Laguna Creek, or other riparian or wetland areas,
therefore no wetland permitting would be required. As detailed in Section 3.10,
“Hydrology and Water Quality” in the Draft EIR, all impacts to Morrison Creek
and Laguna Creek would be avoided by using the HDD method for tunneling
approximately 30 feet underneath the creek channel and staging equipment and
laydown areas at least 300 feet from the toe of the levee that encloses Morrison
Creek. These measures avoid impacts to aquatic habitat during Project
construction and operation (Draft EIR page 3.5-46).
e. Trees protected by the County and City General Plans may be removed or
damaged during construction of the SPA and SSE pipelines. This impact would
be potentially significant. HDD activities would be used in riparian areas where
the highest potential for tree damage occurs. Where damage and removal of trees
subject to County and City regulations cannot be avoided, mitigation measures
will be implemented in accordance with the Sacramento County 2030 General
Plan and the City of Sacramento Tree Preservation Ordinance. For projects in the
unincorporated County, native tree impacts would be mitigated as outlined in
General Plan policies CO-138, CO-139, and CO-140. Impacts to woodland
habitat, such as a riparian or native oak, are mitigated on an acreage basis, as
described in CO-140. Individual native tree impacts outside of the habitat areas
are mitigated based on the tree's dbh per CO-139. Non-native tree impacts are
mitigated using a canopy measurement based on 15-year shade cover values (CO145), or, if onsite mitigation is not possible, by contributing to the Greenprint
fund (CO-146).
Trees removed within the City of Sacramento would be mitigated according to the
City of Sacramento Tree Preservation Ordinance, which specifies replacement
planting of trees of at least 24 inch box size for impacts to trees greater than six
inches in diameter, or replacement trees of a minimum of 15 gallon can size for
impacts to trees less than six inches in diameter. Implementation of these
mitigation measures would reduce impacts resulting from tree removal to less
than significant (Draft EIR Impact 3.5-7).
f. The study area is within the proposed South Sacramento County Habitat
Conservation Plan (SSCHCP) area and Regional San is participating in the
development of the SSCHCP. The SSCHCP is currently being drafted by
Sacramento County and is in the initial stages of environmental review; however,
the plan has not been adopted. Since the SSCHCP is still being drafted, it would
be premature to attempt to analyze the Project’s consistency with the SSCHCP.
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Also, because it is not an adopted plan, the Project’s consistency is not required to
be analyzed under CEQA. Therefore, an analysis of construction and operation of
the SPA and SSE pipelines’ consistency with the SSCHCP was not included in
the EIR.
g. As detailed in Section 3.10, “Hydrology and Water Quality” of the Draft EIR, all
impacts to Morrison Creek and Laguna Creek would be avoided by using the
HDD method for tunneling approximately 30 feet underneath the creek channel
and staging equipment and laydown areas at least 300 feet from the toe of the
levee that encloses Morrison Creek. These measures avoid impacts to aquatic
habitat during SPA and SSE pipeline construction and operation. Also, as detailed
in Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, effects of the proposed SPA and
SSE pipeline operation on background Sacramento River flows are negligible.
The 0.1-0.2 percent change in flows would have a minimal effect to no effect on
aquatic species near the Freeport outfall of the SRWTP (Draft EIR page 3.5-46).
Mitigation Measures The following mitigation measures were referenced in the Draft
EIR analysis would remain applicable if the proposed addendum is adopted.
•

Mitigation Measure 3.5-1: Regional San shall implement measures to protect
Special-status birds, including those protected under the MBTA.

•

Mitigation Measure 3.5-2: Regional San shall implement measures to protect
Swainson’s hawk (nesting).

•

Mitigation Measure 3.5-3: Regional San shall implement measures to protect
burrowing owl (nesting).

•

Mitigation Measure 3.5-7: Regional San shall implement measures to protect trees
covered under City and County ordinances and implement mitigation as detailed
in mitigation Measure 3.5-7, where appropriate.

Conclusion

No substantial changes to the project or to the circumstances under which the project
would be undertaken have occurred. No new information of substantial importance has
arisen that would require new analysis or verification. Therefore, the conclusions of the
Draft EIR remain valid and the proposed modifications would not result in new or
substantially more severe significant impacts to biological resources.
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Table 3-5. Cultural Resources

Environmental Issue Area

Where Impact
Was Analyzed
in the EIR

Any New
Circumstances
Involving New
Significant
Impacts or
Substantially
More Severe
Impacts?

Do Prior
Any New
Environmental
Information
Documents’
Requiring New
Mitigations
Analysis or
Address/Resolv
Verification?
e Impacts?

5. Cultural Resources. Would the project:
a. Cause a substantial adverse change in Section 3.6 –
the significance of a historical resource Cultural
as defined in §15064.5?
Resources,
Impacts 3.6-1 and
3.6-2

No

No

Mitigation Measure
3.6-2

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in Section 3.6 –
the significance of an archaeological
Cultural
resource pursuant to §15064.5?
Resources,
Impacts 3.6-1 and
3.6-2

No

No

Mitigation Measure
3.6-2

c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or
unique geologic feature?

Section 3.6 –
Cultural
Resources, Impact
3.6-4

No

No

Mitigation Measure
3.6-4

d. Disturb any human remains, including
those interred outside the formal
cemeteries?

Section 3.6 –
Cultural
Resources, Impact
3.6-3

No

No

Mitigation Measure
3.6-3

Key:
EIR = Environmental Impact Report

Discussion

No substantial change in the environmental and regulatory settings related to cultural
resources, described in Draft EIR Section 3.6, has occurred since certification of the Final
EIR in 2014.
a. b.
No evaluated or documented significant cultural resources have been identified
within the alignment of the collocated SPA and SSE pipelines. Two locally
significant cultural resources have been identified immediately adjacent to the
Project alignment: segments of the WPRR (P-34-0491) and Morrison Creek
Levee (P-34-1363). However, only the Morrison Creek Levee is immediately
adjacent to the collocated SPA and SSE pipeline alignment. As was proposed for
the SPA pipeline, HDD trenchless crossing 30 feet below the Morrison and
Laguna Creek levees is proposed for the SSE pipeline, which would preserve the
integrity of the levee system consistent with the continuing program of
maintenance and upgrades. Therefore, the proposed modifications would have no
impact on the integrity of, or the National Register of Historical Places (NRHP)
or California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) eligibility status of, the
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Morrison Creek Levee. No mitigation is required, and the proposed modifications
would not result in new or substantially more severe significant impacts to
documented cultural resources (Draft EIR Impact 3.6-1).
Increasing the size of the trench to accommodate the SSE pipeline would increase
subsurface disturbances, which could potentially destroy or damage as-yet
undiscovered prehistoric or historic cultural resources. Newly discovered cultural
resources could be eligible for listing in the NRHP, CRHR, or Sacramento
Register or be unique archaeological resources and could be adversely affected
during Project construction. The modifications would contribute to this potentially
significant impact. As required by the adopted MMRP, Mitigation Measure 3.6-2
will be implemented to ensure that any undocumented cultural resources or
inadvertent discoveries of cultural resources during construction or grounddisturbing activities would be properly recorded and the historical significance of
the resources documented. Therefore, potentially significant impacts resulting
from inadvertent damage or destruction of unknown cultural resources during
construction would be reduced to less than significant. These measures would
similarly apply to the ground disturbing activities associated with the
modifications. Therefore, the conclusion of the Draft EIR remains valid and the
proposed modifications would not result in new or substantially more severe
impacts to undiscovered prehistoric or historic cultural resources (Draft EIR
Impact 3.6-2).
c. Due to the known presence of paleontological resources in the region,
construction activities in the Riverbank Formation geologic unit have the potential
to disturb or destroy newly discovered paleontological resources. The
modifications would contribute to this potentially significant impact. As required
by the adopted MMRP, Mitigation Measure 3.6-4 will be implemented to ensure
that any inadvertent discoveries of paleontological resources during construction
or ground-disturbing activities are properly documented and salvaged. Therefore,
potentially significant impacts resulting from inadvertent damage or destruction
of unknown paleontological resources would be reduced to less-than-significant
levels. These measures would similarly apply to the ground disturbing activities
associated with the modifications. Therefore, the conclusion of the Draft EIR
remains valid and the proposed modifications would not result in new or
substantially more severe impacts to paleontological resources (Draft EIR Impact
3.6-4).
d. Although there is a low potential for human remains to be discovered during
ground disturbance, construction activities could potentially uncover or disturb
unanticipated discoveries of human remains, including those interred outside of
formal cemeteries. The modifications would contribute to this potentially
significant impact. As required by the adopted MMRP, Mitigation Measure 3.6-3
will be implemented to ensure that any undocumented or inadvertent discoveries
of human remains during construction or ground-disturbing activities would be
properly mitigated in accordance with the laws of the State of California.
Therefore, potentially significant impacts resulting from inadvertent disturbance
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of undocumented human remains during construction would be reduced to lessthan-significant levels. These measures would similarly apply to the ground
disturbing activities associated with the modifications. Therefore, the conclusion
of the Draft EIR remains valid and the proposed modifications would not result in
new or substantially more severe impacts to undocumented human remains (Draft
EIR 3.6-3).
Mitigation Measures In accordance with the adopted MMRP, the following mitigation
measures would remain applicable if the proposed addendum is adopted.
•

Mitigation Measure 3.6-2: Implement inadvertent discovery measures for the
protection of cultural resources.

•

Mitigation Measure 3.6-3: Implement inadvertent discovery measures for the
protection of human remains.

•

Mitigation Measure 3.6-4: Implement inadvertent discovery measures for the
protection of paleontological resources.

Conclusion

No substantial changes to the project or to the circumstances under which the project
would be undertaken have occurred. No new information of substantial importance has
arisen that would require new analysis or verification. Therefore, the conclusions of the
Draft EIR remain valid and the proposed modifications would not result in new or
substantially more severe significant impacts to cultural resources.
Table 3-6. Geology and Soils

Where Impact
Was Analyzed
in the EIR

Environmental Issue Area

Any New
Circumstances
Involving New
Significant
Impacts or
Substantially
More Severe
Impacts?

Do Prior
Any New
Environmental
Information
Documents’
Requiring New
Mitigations
Analysis or
Address/Resolv
Verification?
e Impacts?

6. Geology and Soils. Would the project:
a. Expose people or structures to
potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving:
i. Rupture of a known earthquake
fault, as delineated on the most
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or
based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault? Refer
to Division of Mines and Geology
Special Publication 42.
ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?

Final

Section 3.7 –
Geology and Soils,
Impacts 3.7-1
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Where Impact
Was Analyzed
in the EIR

Environmental Issue Area

Any New
Circumstances
Involving New
Significant
Impacts or
Substantially
More Severe
Impacts?

Do Prior
Any New
Environmental
Information
Documents’
Requiring New
Mitigations
Analysis or
Address/Resolv
Verification?
e Impacts?

6. Geology and Soils. Would the project:
iii. Seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction?
iv. Landslides?
b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the Section 3.7 –
loss of topsoil?
Geology and Soils,
Impact 3.7-3

No

No

N/A

c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil
Section 3.7 –
that is unstable, or that would become Geology and Soils,
unstable as a result of the project, and Impact 3.7-4
potentially result in: on-or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?

No

No

N/A

d. Be located on expansive soil, as
defined in Table 18- 1-B of the
Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial risks to life or
property?

Section 3.7 –
Geology and Soils,
Impact 3.7-2

No

No

N/A

e. Have soils incapable of adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative waste water disposal
systems where sewers are not
available for the disposal of waste
water?

Section 3.7 –
Geology and Soils,
Issues or Potential
Impacts Not
Discussed Further
(p. 3.7-10)

No

No

N/A

Key:
EIR = Environmental Impact Report

Discussion

No substantial change in the environmental and regulatory settings related to geology and
soils, described in Draft EIR Section 3.7, has occurred since certification of the Final EIR
in 2014.
a. As with the approved SPA pipeline, the proposed SSE pipeline is not located
within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone and is not underlain by known
active faults (Jennings and Bryant 2010). As shown in Figure 3.7-1 of the Draft
EIR, the Project alignment is located relatively distant from any major fault
system of California. The alignment is located between 37 and 59 miles from the
active Concord, Green Valley, Greenville, Hayward, and Cordelia faults (see
Figure 3.7-1). Risks associated with surface rupture along the project alignment
are, therefore, very low. As with the approved SPA pipeline, the proposed SSE
pipeline and associated facilities would be constructed in compliance with
accepted engineering practices and CBC requirements to resist the anticipated
potential ground shaking hazard. With adherence to these standards, the Project
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would not expose people or structures to greater risk of adverse effects associated
with ground shaking. Therefore, seismic hazards would be minimized to
acceptable levels.
The Project would be designed, engineered, and constructed in conformance with
standard engineering practices and CBC requirements. Therefore, potential
structural damage and associated hazards to people during a seismic event would
be minimized, and this impact would be less than significant.
b. As with the approved SPA pipeline, the soils along the proposed SSE pipeline
alignment have a low erosion potential (erodibility) and, therefore, would not
likely be subject to substantial increases in wind and/or water erosion. However,
standard construction practices, such as compliance with BMPs included within a
SWPPP (as described in Section 3.10, “Hydrology and Water Quality”), would
minimize wind and/or water erosion. Therefore, this impact would be less than
significant.
c. Deep trench backfills (i.e. deeper than about 10 feet) may undergo some
settlement following construction even with proper construction techniques. This
condition is especially prevalent when newly place backfill materials become
saturated. However, as with the approved SPA pipeline, the proposed SSE
pipeline would backfill only trenches 8 feet or less in depth. These backfilled
trenches would have minimal potential for post-construction settling.
Construction of portions of the proposed Project that occur at greater depths will
be with trenchless methods, HDD, or pipe jacking, which would occur at depth of
approximately 30-40 feet. Subsidence is not expected to affect construction
activities at this depth. The topography and soils along the Project alignment are
not prone to on- or offsite landslides, lateral spreading, liquefaction, or collapse,
and the Project would not change this condition. This impact would be less than
significant.
d. As with the approved SPA pipeline, the proposed SSE pipeline is underlain by
multiple soil types with high shrink-swell potential (NRCS 1993). The shrinking
and swelling of expansive soils as a result of moisture changes can damage
building foundations, underground utilities, and other subsurface facilities if these
facilities are not designed and constructed to resist the changing soil conditions.
As with the approved SPA pipeline, the proposed SSE pipeline (storage tank and
booster pump stations), would be designed, engineered, and constructed in
conformance with standard engineering practices and CBC requirements to
minimize potential damage from expansive soils to the Project alignment and
facilities. This impact would be less than significant.
e. As with the approved SPA pipeline, the proposed SSE pipeline does not involve
the construction or use of septic tanks or other alternative waste disposal systems,
therefore there are no risks associated with the Project regarding construction in
soils that cannot support use of these facilities and no impact would occur.
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Mitigation Measures No mitigation measures are required.
Conclusion

No substantial changes to the project or to the circumstances under which the project
would be undertaken have occurred. No new information of substantial importance has
arisen that would require new analysis or verification. Therefore, the conclusions of the
Draft EIR remain valid and the proposed modifications would not result in new or
substantially more severe significant impacts to geology and soil resources.
Table 3-7. Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Environmental Issue Area

Any New
Any
Do Prior
Circumstances
Substantially
Environmental
Involving New
Important New
Where Impact
Documents’
Was Analyzed
Significant
Information
Mitigations
Impacts or
Requiring New
in the EIR.
Address/Resolve
Substantially More
Analysis or
Impacts?
Severe Impacts?
Verification?

7. Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Would the project:
a. Generate greenhouse gas
emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the
environment?

Section 3.8 –
Climate Change,
Impacts 3.8-1 and
3.8-2

No

No

N/A

b. Conflict with an applicable plan,
policy or regulation adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions
of greenhouse gases?

Section 3.8 –
Climate Change,
Impacts 3.8-1 and
3.8-2

No

No

N/A

Key:
EIR = Environmental Impact Report

Discussion

No substantial change in the environmental and regulatory settings related to GHGs,
described in Draft EIR Section 3.8, has occurred since certification of the Final EIR in
2014.
a. b.
Greenhouse gas emissions would be generated during project construction and
operation (Draft EIR Impact 3.8-1). As with the air quality discussion, the
modifications to concurrently install the SSE pipeline would be minor and would
not measurably change greenhouse gas emissions. Even in a worst-case scenario
of overlapping construction and operational emissions occurring in a single year,
which would result in an increase of 664 MT CO2e/year, the proposed
modifications would contribute to, but would not significantly change the
incremental increase in GHG emissions, and would not result in exceedance of
the 10,000 MT CO2e/year threshold. This impact is less than significant. No
mitigation is required and the proposed modifications would not result in new or
substantially more severe impacts to GHG emissions (Draft EIR Impact 3.8-1).
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Climate change is expected to result in a variety of effects in the Project area
including changes to timing and intensity of precipitation events resulting in
increased flood risk and impacts associated with increased storm water runoff.
Climate change could also result in increased temperatures, leading to increased
wildland fire and elevated sea levels. However, the Project is not located in an
area prone to wildland fire and is located far enough away from the California
coast, Delta, and San Francisco Bay and at a high enough elevation above sea
level such that projected sea level rise would not affect the Project location.
Furthermore, the proposed modifications would not significantly alter the Project
alignment. The modifications would not alter this less-than-significant impact.
No mitigation is required and the conclusion of the Draft EIR remains valid (Draft
EIR Impact 3.8-2).
Mitigation Measures No mitigation measures are required.
Conclusion

No substantial changes to the project or to the circumstances under which the project
would be undertaken have occurred. No new information of substantial importance has
arisen that would require new analysis or verification. Therefore, the conclusions of the
Draft EIR remain valid and the proposed modifications would not result in new or
substantially more severe significant impacts to GHGs and climate change.
Table 3-8. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Environmental Issue Area

Where Impact
Was Analyzed
in the EIR

Any New
Circumstances
Involving New
Significant
Impacts or
Substantially
More Severe
Impacts?

Do Prior
Any New
Environmental
Information
Documents’
Requiring New
Mitigations
Analysis or
Address/Resolve
Verification?
Impacts?

8. Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Would the project:
a. Create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment through
the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?

Section 3.9 –
No
Hazard and
Hazardous
Materials, Issues
or Potential
Impacts Not
Discussed Further
(p. 3.9-14)

No

N/A

b. Create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into
the environment?

Section 3.9 –
No
Hazard and
Hazardous
Materials, Impacts
3.9-1

No

Mitigation Measure
3.9-1

No

N/A

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle Section 3.9 –
hazardous or acutely hazardous
Hazard and
materials, substances, or waste
Hazardous
Materials, Issues
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Environmental Issue Area

Where Impact
Was Analyzed
in the EIR

Any New
Circumstances
Involving New
Significant
Impacts or
Substantially
More Severe
Impacts?

Do Prior
Any New
Environmental
Information
Documents’
Requiring New
Mitigations
Analysis or
Address/Resolve
Verification?
Impacts?

8. Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Would the project:
within one-quarter mile of an
existing or proposed school?

or Potential
Impacts Not
Discussed Further
(p. 3.9-14)

d. Be located on a site which is
included on a list of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5
and, as a result, would it create a
significant hazard to the public or
the environment?

Section 3.9 –
No
Hazard and
Hazardous
Materials, Impacts
3.9-1

No

Mitigation Measure
3.9-1

e. For a project located within an
airport land use plan or, where such
a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or public
use airport, would the project result
in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project
area?

Section 3.9 –
No
Hazard and
Hazardous
Materials, Issues
or Potential
Impacts Not
Discussed Further
(p. 3.9-14)

No

N/A

f.

For a project within the vicinity of a
private airstrip, would the project
result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working on the project
area?

Section 3.9 –
No
Hazard and
Hazardous
Materials, Issues
or Potential
Impacts Not
Discussed Further
(p. 3.9-14)

No

N/A

g. Impair implementation of or
physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

Section 3.9 –
No
Hazard and
Hazardous
Materials, Issues
or Potential
Impacts Not
Discussed Further
(p. 3.9-15)

No

N/A

h. Expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or
death involving wildland fires,
including where wildlands are
adjacent to urbanized areas or
where residences are intermixed
with wildlands?

Section 3.9 –
No
Hazard and
Hazardous
Materials, Issues
or Potential
Impacts Not
Discussed Further
(p. 3.9-15)

No

N/A

Key:
EIR = Environmental Impact Report
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Discussion

No substantial change in the environmental and regulatory settings related to hazards and
hazardous materials, described in Draft EIR Section 3.9, has occurred since certification
of the Final EIR in 2014.
a. c. e. f. g. h.
Construction activities would involve the use of hazardous materials such as fuels,
lubricants, paints, solvents, gasoline, asphalt, and oil. The use and storage of these
materials could potentially expose and adversely affect workers, the public, or the
environment as a result of improper handling or use; accident; environmentally
unsound disposal methods; or fire, explosion, or other emergencies, resulting in
adverse health effects. All allowable uses would be subject to compliance with
Federal, State, and local hazardous materials regulations, and would be monitored
by the State (e.g., Cal/OSHA and DTSC), County, and the District. Therefore, it is
anticipated that the routine use of these materials handled in accordance with
these laws and regulations would not create any impacts to the public or the
environment (Draft EIR page 3.9-14).
The SSE pipeline and modified SPA main pipeline alignment would not occur on
school grounds. Therefore, no impact related to schools would occur (Draft EIR
page 3.9-14).
The Borges-Clarksburg Airport, a small, unpaved (i.e., turf runway) private
airstrip for primarily agricultural and limited recreational use, is located
approximately 1.2 miles west of the existing Regional San property where
recycled water main construction will commence from the existing WRF. The
next closest airport is the Sacramento Executive Airport, which is located
approximately 3.5 miles northwest of the Regional San property and
approximately 2,000 feet away from the proposed recycled water laterals and
above-ground storage tank to be constructed to service Chorley Park and Bing
Maloney Gold Course. The SPA and SSE alignment is not located within any
airport approach or departure safety zones, and no structures would be constructed
that could result in a safety hazard. Therefore, no impact related to private
airstrips or public airports would occur (Draft EIR page 3.9-14).
The proposed project will not involve demolition or tie-ins to existing building
more than 50 years old on the Regional San property which may contain asbestos
or lead-based paint, therefore no impacts related to release of these hazardous
materials would occur (Draft EIR page 3.9-14).
The proposed project is located on Regional San property or previously developed
City of Sacramento lands, therefore there are no wildland fire risks associated
with the project and no impact would occur (Draft EIR page 3.9-14).
The Sacramento County Flood Emergency Evacuation Plan identifies evacuation
areas and evacuation routes in the vicinity of the proposed alignment. These are
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located to the north of Morrison Creek, and along and to the west of I-5, and
including I-5 (City and County of Sacramento 2005). The Project will not
generate traffic (except during construction; see Section 3.13, “Traffic and
Transportation”), such that nearby evacuation routes would be affected.
Therefore, Project construction is not expected to interfere with evacuation plans,
and no impact would occur (Draft EIR page 3.9-15).
b.

d.
Prior to 1998, several historic USTs were located on Regional San property and
used for storage of fuels. SWRCB’s GeoTracker database indicates that a LUST
was reported within the project area in February 1986; cleanup of the LUST was
completed in 1986, and the case has since been closed. Other non-leaking USTs
remained onsite until they were eventually removed in 1998, and replaced by
ASTs (SWRCB 2013a). Today, ASTs are used onsite for the storage of gasoline
and diesel. Additionally, the results of the environmental records search indicate
that several other documented hazardous materials (“Cortese list”) sites or other
areas of existing hazardous materials contamination exist as Closed, Inactive or
currently permitted USTs within 50 feet of the proposed SPA or SSE piplelines .
As noted previously, soils contaminated with hydrocarbons were recently
identified on Regional San property. Identified soils are planned for removal and
disposal at an appropriate landfill. Other potentially contaminated soils may exist
on the Regional San that have not been identified; these soils could be
encountered during construction. SPA and SSE pipeline alignment soil is not
known to be contaminated, and neither the off-haul nor the stockpile scenario
would be expected to result in impacts related to public health and safety.
Exposure to hazardous materials is not expected during the course of construction,
because known contaminated sites will be avoided. However, previously
unknown subsurface contaminants may exist, and construction activities could
potentially result in the disturbance of such contaminants. These actions could
result in the exposure of project construction workers or members of the public to
hazardous materials. This impact would be potentially significant (Draft EIR
Impact 3.9-1).

Mitigation Measures The following mitigation measures were referenced in the Draft
EIR analysis and would remain valid if the proposed addendum is adopted.
•

Mitigation Measure 3.9-1: Remediate contaminated soils discovered during
construction

Conclusion

No substantial changes to the project or to the circumstances under which the project
would be undertaken have occurred. No new information of substantial importance has
arisen that would require new analysis or verification. Therefore, the conclusions of the
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Draft EIR remain valid and the proposed modifications would not result in any new or
substantially more severe significant impacts related to hazards or hazardous materials.
Table 3-9. Hydrology and Water Quality

Environmental Issue Area

Any New
Do Prior
Any New
Circumstances
Environmental
Information
Involving New
Where Impact
Documents
Was Analyzed
Requiring New
Significant
Mitigations
Analysis or
Impacts or
in the EIR
Address/Resolve
Substantially More Verification?
Impacts?
Severe Impacts?

9. Hydrology and Water Quality. Would the Project:
a. Violate any water quality standards Section 3.10 –
No
or waste discharge requirements? Hydrology and
Water Quality,
Issues or Potential
Impacts Not
Discussed Further
(p. 3.10-22)

No

N/A

b. Substantially deplete groundwater
supplies or interfere substantially
with groundwater recharge such
that there would be a net deficit in
aquifer volume or a lowering of the
local groundwater table level (e.g.,
the production rate of pre-existing
nearby wells would drop to a level
which would not support existing
land uses or planned uses for
which permits have been granted?

Section 3.10 –
No
Hydrology and
Water Quality,
Issues or Potential
Impacts Not
Discussed Further
(p. 3.10-22)

No

N/A

c. Substantially alter the existing
drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of
the course of a stream or river, in a
manner which would result in
substantial erosion or siltation onor off-site?

Section 3.10 –
Hydrology and
Water Quality,
Impacts 3.10-1,
3.10-2

No

No

Mitigation Measure
3.10-2

d. Create or contribute runoff water
which would exceed the capacity of
existing or planned storm water
drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?

Section 3.10 –
Hydrology and
Water Quality,
Impacts 3.10-2

No

No

Mitigation Measure
3.10-2

e. Otherwise substantially degrade
water quality?

Section 3.10 –
Hydrology and
Water Quality,
Impacts 3.10-4

No

No

N/A

f.

Section 3.10 –
No
Hydrology and
Water Quality,
Issues or Potential
Impacts Not
Discussed Further
(p. 3.10-22)

No

N/A

Place housing within a 100-year
flood hazard area as mapped on a
federal Flood Hazard Boundary or
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other
flood hazard delineation map?
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Table 3-9. Hydrology and Water Quality (contd.)

Environmental Issue Area

Any New
Do Prior
Any New
Circumstances
Environmental
Information
Involving New
Where Impact
Documents
Was Analyzed
Requiring New
Significant
Mitigations
Analysis or
Impacts or
in the EIR
Address/Resolve
Substantially More Verification?
Impacts?
Severe Impacts?

9. Hydrology and Water Quality. Would the Project:
g. Place within a 100-year flood
Section 3.10 –
No
hazard area structures which would Hydrology and
impede or redirect flood flows?
Water Quality,
Issues or Potential
Impacts Not
Discussed Further
(p. 3.10-22)

No

N/A

h. Expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or
death involving flooding, including
flooding as a result of the failure of
a levee or dam?

Section 3.10 –
Hydrology and
Water Quality,
Impacts 3.10-3

No

No

N/A

i.

Section 3.10 –
No
Hydrology and
Water Quality,
Issues or Potential
Impacts Not
Discussed Further
(p. 3.10-22)

No

N/A

Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or
mudflow?

Key:
EIR = Environmental Impact Report

Discussion

No substantial change in the environmental and regulatory settings related to hydrology
and water quality, described in Draft EIR Section 3.10, has occurred since certification of
the Final EIR in 2014.
a. e.
Operation of the SPA and SSE pipelines is not expected to require changes to
Regional San’s NPDES permit terms. However, because rated flows from the
WRF were originally intended for delivery south to the Phase 2 recycled water
area in Elk Grove, and a portion of the Phase 2 flow will go to the SPA
Cogeneration Plant via the proposed Project, Regional San intends to file a
change in point of use petition with the State Water Board along with release of
the Water Recycling Pipeline Project Public Draft EIR. This issue is not further
discussed in the EIR (Draft EIR page 3.10-22).
Operation of the collocated SPA and SSE pipelines will not have any effects to
stormwater quality, as the WRF, recycled water main, laterals and lateral
structures will act as a closed system, to convey recycled water to users and no
discharges to surface waters will occur during Project operation.
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During operation, the collocated SPA and SSE pipelines will rely entirely on the
existing WRF for supply and thus will not have any impacts to groundwater
resources (Draft EIR page 3.10-22).
b. d.
Stormwater runoff from construction-related activities could cause temporary
water quality degradation in nearby waterways within the Morrison Creek
watershed and to the Sacramento River. Construction of the proposed Project
would involve grading and excavation, trenching, backfilling, hauling,
compaction, soil disposal activities, the use and on-site storage of chemicals
(petroleum and other potentially polluting substances), and construction material
delivery. Construction of storage tanks and booster pump stations may also
involve paving, lighting, drainage, reinforced concrete/steel structures. These
activities have the potential to cause or increase soil erosion and could
accidentally discharge waste petroleum products or other construction-related
substances containing metals that could enter waterways in runoff. This impact
would be potentially significant. Approximately 60 percent of the Project
alignment is within consolidated Pleistocene alluvial fan deposits of sand, silt and
clay, and is above groundwater levels. However, approximately 40 percent of the
Project alignment is within mostly unconsolidated flood basin sediments with
potential groundwater/perched water conditions that may require dewatering
during construction activities. Discharge of dewatered groundwater could exceed
physical, chemical, and thermal standards. The potential impact for temporary
construction-related discharges to degrade water quality in receiving waters
would to be potentially significant (Draft EIR Impact 3.10-2).
As required by the adopted MMRP, Mitigation Measure 3.10-2 will be
implemented to ensure that potential temporary construction-related water quality
effects will not result in discharges of sufficient frequency, magnitude, and
geographic extent to result in a substantial degradation of water quality in
receiving waters. Therefore, potentially significant impacts resulting from water
quality degradation during construction would be reduced to less than
significant. Therefore, the conclusion of the Draft EIR remains valid and the
proposed modifications would not result in new or substantially more severe
impacts to water quality.
f. g.
Construction and operation of the collocated SPA and SSE pipelines will not
result in construction of housing or other structures within a 100-year flood
hazard area (Draft EIR page 3.10-22).
h. Inundation of the proposed SPA and SSE pipeline alignment by seiche, tsunami,
or mudflow is not a possibility due to the Project location in an inland, urbanized
area (Draft EIR page 3.10-22).

Final

4-29 – March 11, 2015

Regional San/SPA/City of Sacramento
Water Recycling Pipeline Project – Addendum to the Final EIR

Mitigation Measures The following mitigation measures were referenced in the Draft
EIR analysis and would remain valid if the addendum is approved.
•

Mitigation Measure 3.10-2: Implement construction erosion control and water
quality BMPs.

Conclusion

No substantial changes to the project or to the circumstances under which the project
would be undertaken have occurred. No new information of substantial importance has
arisen that would require new analysis or verification. Therefore, the conclusions of the
Draft EIR remain valid and the proposed modifications would not result in any new
significant impacts related to hydrology and water quality.
Table 3-10. Land Use and Planning

Environmental Issue Area

Any New
Do Prior
Circumstances
Any New
Environmental
Information
Involving New
Where Impact
Documents
Requiring New
Was Analyzed
Significant
Mitigations
Analysis or
Impacts or
in the EIR
Address/Resolve
Substantially More Verification?
Impacts?
Severe Impacts?

10. Land Use and Planning. Would the project:
a. Physically divide an established
community?

Chapter 1,
Introduction,
Section 1.6.1,
Effects Found Not
to be Significant

No

No

N/A

b. Conflict with any applicable land use
plan, policy, or regulation of an
agency with jurisdiction over the
project (including, but not limited to
the general plan, specific plan, local
coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose
of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

Chapter 1,
Introduction,
Section 1.6.1,
Effects Found Not
to be Significant

No

No

N/A

c. Conflict with any applicable habitat
conservation plan or natural
community conservation plan?

Chapter 1,
Introduction,
Section 1.6.1,
Effects Found Not
to be Significant

No

No

N/A

Key:
EIR = Environmental Impact Report

Discussion

No substantial change in the environmental and regulatory settings related to land use,
described in Draft EIR Section 1.6 has occurred since certification of the Final EIR in
2014.
a. b. c.
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The proposed installation and operation of the SPA or SSE pipeline would not
involve changes to existing land uses along the Project alignment and the Project
would not conflict with Sacramento County General Plan or City of Sacramento
General Plan policies. The proposed Project would support and be consistent
with State and regional recycled water regulations and initiatives including the
following, as described in Section 1.1, “Setting”: California Senate Bill X7 and
the resulting 20 by 2020 Plan; State Water Board’s 2009 Recycled Water Policy;
California Water Code, Chapter 7, Article 7 (encourages the increased use of
recycled water); the Water Forum Agreement; and the 2013 Sacramento
Integrated Regional Water Management Plan. Therefore, no significant land use
or planning effects would occur.
Mitigation Measures No mitigation measures are required.
Conclusion

No substantial changes to the project or to the circumstances under which the project
would be undertaken have occurred. No new information of substantial importance has
arisen that would require new analysis or verification. Therefore, the conclusions of the
Draft EIR remain valid and the proposed modifications would not result in any new
significant impacts related to land use and planning.
Table 3-11. Mineral Resources

Environmental Issue Area

Any New
Do Prior
Circumstances
Any New
Environmental
Where Impact
Involving New
Information
Documents
Was Analyzed
Requiring New
Significant
Mitigations
Analysis or
in the EIR
Impacts or
Address/Resolve
Substantially More Verification?
Impacts?
Severe Impacts?

11. Mineral Resources. Would the Project:
a. Result in the loss of availability of a
known mineral resource that would
be of value to the region and the
residents of the state?

Chapter 1,
Introduction,
Section 1.6.1,
Effects Found Not
to be Significant

No

No

N/A

b. Result in the loss of availability of a
locally-important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan or other
land use plan?

Chapter 1,
Introduction,
Section 1.6.1,
Effects Found Not
to be Significant

No

No

N/A

Key:
EIR = Environmental Impact Report

Discussion

No substantial change in the environmental and regulatory settings related to mineral
resources has occurred since certification of the Final EIR in 2014.
a. b.
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According to the Sacramento County General Plan Conservation Element, no
significant mineral deposits have been identified along the Project alignment.
Additionally, the project is not located within an Aggregate Resource Area as
identified by the Sacramento County General Plan Land Use Diagram
(Sacramento County 2011). Therefore, no impacts to mineral resources would
occur and this issue was not discussed further in the Draft EIR.
Mitigation Measures No mitigation measures are required.
Conclusion

No substantial changes to the project or to the circumstances under which the project
would be undertaken have occurred. No new information of substantial importance has
arisen that would require new analysis or verification. Therefore, the conclusions of the
Draft EIR remain valid and the proposed modifications would not result in any new
significant impacts related to mineral resources.
Table 3-12. Noise

Environmental Issue Area

Any New
Any
Do Prior
Circumstances
Substantially
Environmental
Where Impact Involving New or Important New
Documents’
Substantially
Was Analyzed
Information
Mitigations
More Severe
Requiring New
in the EIR.
Address/Resolve
Significant
Analysis or
Impacts?
Impacts?
Verification?

12. Noise. Would the project result in:
a. Exposure of persons to or generation Section 3.11,
of noise levels in excess of standards Noise, Impact
established in the local general plan 3.11-1
or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies?

No

No

N/A

b. Exposure of persons to or generation Section 3.11,
of excessive groundborne vibration or Noise, Impact
groundborne noise levels?
3.11-2

No

No

N/A

c. A substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without
the project?

Section 3.11,
Noise, Issues or
Potential Impacts
not Discussed
Further (page
3.11-17)

No

No

N/A

d. A substantial temporary or periodic
increase in ambient noise levels in
the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project?

Section 3.11,
Noise, Impact
3.11-1

No

No

N/A
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Table 3-12. Noise (contd.)

Environmental Issue Area

Any New
Any
Do Prior
Circumstances
Substantially
Environmental
Where Impact Involving New or Important New
Documents’
Substantially
Was Analyzed
Information
Mitigations
More Severe
Requiring New
in the EIR.
Address/Resolve
Significant
Analysis or
Impacts?
Impacts?
Verification?

12. Noise. Would the project result in:
e. For a project located within an airport
land use plan or where such a plan
has not been adopted, within two
miles of a public airport or public use
airport, would the project expose
people residing or working in the
project area to excessive noise
levels?

Section 3.11,
Noise, Issues or
Potential Impacts
not Discussed
Further (page
3.11-18)

No

No

N/A

f.

Section 3.11,
Noise, Issues or
Potential Impacts
not Discussed
Further (page
3.11-18)

No

No

N/A

For a project within the vicinity of a
private airstrip, would the project
expose people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise
levels?

Key:
EIR = Environmental Impact Report

Discussion

No substantial change in the environmental and regulatory settings related to noise,
described in Draft EIR Section 3.11, has occurred since certification of the Final EIR in
2014.
a. b.
Although the construction equipment and activities to concurrently install the SSE
pipeline would be substantially similar to those for the SPA pipeline alone, the
collocated pipelines would require some additional equipment and truck trips (an
estimated 34 additional trips per day), and the construction timeframe could
possibly be two to three weeks longer. The proposed modifications would
contribute to, but would not significantly change, the Project’s short-term
construction-related noise impacts. The SSE pipeline would not require any
nighttime construction and would not involve work at the intersections of 24th
Street and Florin Road and 24th Street and Meadowview Road. Therefore, the
proposed modifications would not contribute to the Project’s significant and
unavoidable ambient noise levels during nighttime construction at these locations.
Rather, construction-related activities would occur during the exempt daytime
hours. As such, the SSE modifications would be less than significant and no
mitigation is required. The proposed modifications would not result in new or
substantially more severe significant noise impacts (Draft EIR Impact 3.11-1).
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b. Construction and operational activities would not result in vibration levels that
exceed the Caltrans recommended level of 0.2 in/sec PPV at the nearest sensitive
land use (for prevention of structural damage of normal buildings) or the FTA
maximum acceptable level of 80 VdB (for prevention of human disturbance or
annoyance). The proposed SSE pipeline would be installed within same impact
area of the SPA pipeline and would use the same construction methods.
Therefore, this impact would remain less than significant. No mitigation is
required and the proposed modifications would not result in new or substantially
more severe vibration impacts (Draft EIR Impact 3.11-2).
c. Consistent with Draft EIR page 3.11-17, neither operation of the Project nor
operation of the additional SSE pipeline would result in any new employees.
Therefore, there would be no substantial new long-term vehicle trips or trafficrelated noise. No impact would occur and the modifications would not change the
conclusion of the Draft EIR.
The SSE modifications do not include any new stationary noise sources, such as
pump stations, and would not contribute to any Project-generated stationary
source noise levels, which were determined to be less than significant. No
mitigation is required and the modifications would not result in new or
substantially more severe operational noise impacts (Draft EIR Impact 3.11-3).
e, f.

The SSE pipeline alignment is located within two miles of an active, private
airstrip and a public use airport. The Borges-Clarksburg Airport, a small, unpaved
(i.e., turf runway) private airstrip for primarily agricultural and limited
recreational uses, is located approximately 1.2 miles west of the SRWTP,
immediately west of the Sacramento River. The Sacramento Executive Airport is
the closest public airport and is located adjacent to the alignment of the recycled
water main, as it extends north along 24th Street. Neither the Project nor the
proposed modifications would involve facilities that introduce new sensitive
receptors or result in the development of new structures that would alter flight
patterns associated with either of the two airfields. Therefore, the modifications
would not result in noise impacts related to the exposure of people residing or
working in the project area to excessive aircraft-related noise levels (page 3.1118). No impact would occur and conclusions of the Draft EIR remain valid.

Mitigation Measures No mitigation measures are required.
Conclusion

No new circumstances have occurred nor has any substantially important new
information been found requiring new analysis or verification. Therefore, the conclusions
of the Draft EIR remain valid and the proposed modifications would not result in any
new or substantially more severe significant impacts related to noise.
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Table 3-13. Population and Housing

Environmental Issue Area

Any New
Do Prior
Any New
Circumstances
Environmental
Information
Involving New
Where Impact
Documents
Requiring New
Was Analyzed
Significant
Mitigations
Analysis or
Impacts or
in the EIR
Address/Resolve
Substantially More Verification?
Impacts?
Severe Impacts?

13. Population and Housing. Would the Project:
a. Induce substantial population growth
in an area, either directly (for
example, by proposing new homes
and businesses) or indirectly (for
example, through extension of roads
or other infrastructure)?

Chapter 1,
Introduction,
Section 1.6.1,
Effects Found Not
to be Significant

No

No

N/A

b. Displace substantial numbers of
existing housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

Chapter 1,
Introduction,
Section 1.6.1,
Effects Found Not
to be Significant

No

No

N/A

c. Displace substantial numbers of
Chapter 1,
people, necessitating the construction Introduction,
of replacement housing elsewhere? Section 1.6.1,
Effects Found Not
to be Significant

No

No

N/A

Key:
EIR = Environmental Impact Report

Discussion

No substantial change in the environmental and regulatory settings related to population
and housing, described in Draft EIR Chapter 1, Section 1.6.1, has occurred since
certification of the Final EIR in 2014.
a, b, c. There are no residences within or adjacent to the alignment of the collocated
SSE and SPA pipelines. The alignment is located on SRWTP lands and then
parallel to the future 24th Street extension and future Cosumnes River Boulevard
within the Delta Shores development, where a park/school is proposed. Therefore,
no housing would be displaced. In addition, neither the SPA Project nor the SSE
pipeline would require any additional permanent employees to operate the
pipelines. Approximately 30 construction workers would be temporarily
employed during construction; this estimate would not change substantially with
installation of the SSE pipeline. As described in Chapter 1 of the Draft EIR, the
Sacramento region supports a robust construction workforce that also has the
ability to grow in numbers while reducing local unemployment. As a result,
workers would not relocate to the area because the proposed modifications,
creating a demand for housing. Therefore, no impacts to population,
employment, or housing would occur, and the modifications would not change the
conclusion of the Draft EIR (Draft EIR page 1-13).
Mitigation Measures No mitigation measures are required.
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Conclusion

No substantial changes to the project or to the circumstances under which the project
would be undertaken have occurred. No new information of substantial importance has
arisen that would require new analysis or verification. Therefore, the conclusions of the
Draft EIR remain valid and the proposed modifications would not result in any new
significant impacts related to impacts to population and housing.
Table 3-14. Public Services

Environmental Issue Area

Where Impact
Was Analyzed
in the EIR

Any New
Circumstances
Involving New
Significant
Impacts or
Substantially
More Severe
Impacts?

Do Prior
Any New
Environmental
Information
Documents’
Requiring New
Mitigations
Analysis or
Address/Resolv
Verification?
e Impacts?

14. Public Services
a. Would the project result in substantial
adverse physical impacts associated
with the provision of new or physically
altered governmental facilities, need
for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, to
maintain acceptable service ratios,
response times or other performance
objectives for any the public services:
i. Fire protection?

Chapter 1,
Introduction,
Section 1.6.1,
Effects Found Not
to be Significant

No

No

N/A

ii. Police protection?

Chapter 1,
Introduction,
Section 1.6.1,
Effects Found Not
to be Significant

No

No

N/A

iii. Schools?

Chapter 1,
Introduction,
Section 1.6.1,
Effects Found Not
to be Significant

No

No

N/A

iv. Parks?

Chapter 1,
Introduction,
Section 1.6.1,
Effects Found Not
to be Significant

No

No

N/A
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Table 3-14. Public Services (contd.)

Environmental Issue Area

Where Impact
Was Analyzed
in the EIR

Any New
Circumstances
Involving New
Significant
Impacts or
Substantially
More Severe
Impacts?

Do Prior
Any New
Environmental
Information
Documents’
Requiring New
Mitigations
Analysis or
Address/Resolv
Verification?
e Impacts?

14. Public Services
v. Other public facilities?

Chapter 1,
Introduction,
Section 1.6.1,
Effects Found Not
to be Significant

No

No

N/A

Key:
EIR = Environmental Impact Report

Discussion

No substantial change in the environmental and regulatory settings related to public
services, described in Draft EIR Section Chapter 1, Section 1.6.1, has occurred since
certification of the Final EIR in 2014.
a. The proposed SSE pipeline installation, like the SPA Project, would not involve
construction of housing or any increase in permanent personnel at the SRWTP or
SPA Cogeneration Plant. In addition, based on existing workforce and
unemployment rates in the Sacramento region, the need for temporary
construction workers would be served by existing local residents. Therefore, the
proposed modifications would not generate any increase in demand for schools,
parks, or other public services or facilities. Furthermore, operation of the
pipelines, which would be collocated beneath roadways or publicly owned land,
would not result in a change to any land uses in the Project alignment and would
not increase demand for public services. Therefore, no impact to public services
would occur and the modifications would not change the conclusions of the Draft
EIR (Draft EIR pages 1-13 and 1-14).
Mitigation Measures No mitigation measures are required.
Conclusion

No substantial changes to the project or to the circumstances under which the project
would be undertaken have occurred. No new information of substantial importance has
arisen that would require new analysis or verification. Therefore, the conclusions of the
Draft EIR remain valid and the proposed modifications would not result in any new
significant impacts related to public services.
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Table 3-15. Recreation

Environmental Issue Area

Where Impact
Was Analyzed
in the EIR

Any New
Circumstances
Involving New
Significant
Impacts or
Substantially
More Severe
Impacts?

Any New
Information
Requiring New
Analysis or
Verification?

Do Prior
Environmental
Documents’
Mitigations
Address/Resolve
Impacts?

15. Recreation.
a. Would the project increase the use
of existing neighborhood and
regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial
physical deterioration of the facility
would occur or be accelerated?

Chapter 1,
Introduction,
Section 1.6.1,
Effects Found Not
to be Significant

No

No

N/A

b. Does the project include recreational
facilities or require the construction
or expansion of recreational facilities
which might have an adverse
physical effect on the environment?

Chapter 1,
Introduction,
Section 1.6.1,
Effects Found Not
to be Significant

No

No

N/A

Key:
EIR = Environmental Impact Report

Discussion

See Section 3-14 iv, Public Services, Parks, above.
No substantial changes to the project or to the circumstances under which the project
would be undertaken have occurred. No new information of substantial importance has
arisen that would require new analysis or verification. Therefore, the conclusions of the
Draft EIR remain valid and proposed modifications would not result in any new
significant impacts related to recreation facilities.
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Table 3-16. Transportation and Traffic

Environmental Issue Area

Where Impact
Was Analyzed
the EIR

Any New
Do Prior
Any New
Circumstances
Environmental
Information
Involving New
Documents
Requiring New
Significant
Mitigations
Analysis or
Impacts or
Address/Resolve
Substantially More Verification?
Impacts?
Severe Impacts?

16. Transportation/Traffic. Would the project:
a. Conflict with an applicable plan,
ordinance or policy establishing
measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation
system, taking into account all
modes of transportation including
mass transit and non-motorized
travel and relevant components of
the circulation system, including
but not limited to intersections,
streets, highways and freeways,
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and
mass transit?

Section 3.13,
Transportation and
Traffic, Impact
3.13-1

No

No

Mitigation Measure
3.13-1

b. Conflict with an applicable
congestion management program,
including, but not limited to level of
service standards and travel
demand measures, or other
standards established by the
county congestion management
agency for designated roads or
highways?

Section 3.13,
Transportation and
Traffic, Impact
3.13-1

No

No

Mitigation Measure
3.13-1

c. Result in a change in air traffic
patterns, including either an
increase in traffic levels or a
change in location that results in
substantial safety risks?

Section 3.13,
Transportation and
Traffic, Issues or
Potential Impacts
Not Discussed
Further, page
3.13-11

No

No

N/A

d. Substantially increase hazards due
to a design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections)
or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?

Section 3.13,
Transportation and
Traffic, Impact
3.13-1

No

No

N/A

e. Result in inadequate emergency
access?

Section 3.13,
Transportation and
Traffic, Impact
3.13-2

No

No

Mitigation Measure
3.13-1

f.

Section 3.13,
Transportation and
Traffic, Impact
3.13-3

No

No

Mitigation Measure
3.13-1

Conflict with adopted policies,
plans, or programs regarding public
transit, bicycle, or pedestrian
facilities, or otherwise decrease the
performance or safety of such
facilities?

Key:
EIR = Environmental Impact Report
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Discussion

No substantial change in the environmental and regulatory settings related to
transportation and traffic, described in Draft EIR Section 3.13, has occurred since
certification of the Final EIR in 2014.
a. b. d. e. f.
As described on Draft EIR page 3.13-11, neither the Project, nor installing the
SPA or SSE pipeline would require new employees and would therefore not result
in new long-term vehicle trips; maintenance would result in minimal vehicle trips,
estimated at once or twice a year; and there would be no changes to a design
feature of a roadway. Therefore, the modifications would have no impact to longterm transportation or traffic. The conclusions of the Draft EIR remain valid and
the proposed modifications would not result in any new or substantially more
severe significant impacts to long-term traffic and transportation.
The majority of SSE construction can be accomplished within the effort identified
for the SPA pipeline. However, the additional pipes and materials would add
truck trips and would extend the time period for construction by approximately
two to three weeks. As shown in Appendix A, the SSE pipeline installation may
result in an estimated increase of 34 daily trips. Although there would be no
permanent changes to existing or planned transportation facilities, the
modifications would add short-term construction traffic on roadways (Draft EIR
3.13-1), which could impede emergency access (Draft EIR Impact 3.13-2) and
disrupt transit, pedestrian, and bicycle facilities (Draft EIR 3.13-3). However, as
required by the adopted MMRP, Regional San will implement Mitigation
Measure 3.16-1, which requires development and implementation of a sitespecific construction Traffic Management Plan (TMP) that addresses the specific
steps to be taken before, during, and after construction to minimize traffic
impacts. The TMP will provide for maintenance of acceptable operating
conditions on local roadway, emergency access, transit routes, and pedestrian and
bicyclist safety during construction, thereby reducing construction traffic impacts
to less than significant. This measure would similarly apply to the limited trips
associated with the SSE pipeline modifications. Therefore, the conclusions of the
Draft EIR remain valid and the proposed modifications would not result in any
new or substantially more severe significant impacts to traffic and transportation
(Draft EIR Impacts 3.13-1, 3.13-2, and 3.13-3).
c. Although the Project alignment is within two miles of the Sacramento Executive
Airport, the temporary construction activities and operation of the SSE pipeline in
addition to the SPA pipeline would not result in a change in air traffic patterns or
a change in safety risks. Therefore, the modifications would have no impact on
airport operations and the conclusion of the Draft EIR remain valid (Draft EIR
page 3.13-11).
Mitigation Measures In accordance with the adopted MMRP, the following mitigation
measure would remain applicable if the proposed addendum is adopted.
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•

Mitigation Measure 3.13-1: Implement construction traffic management plan.

Conclusion

No substantial changes to the project or to the circumstances under which the project
would be undertaken have occurred. No new information of substantial importance has
arisen that would require new analysis or verification. Therefore, the conclusions of the
Draft EIR remain valid and the proposed modifications would not result in any new or
substantially more severe significant impacts related to transportation and traffic.
Table 3-17. Utilities and Service Systems

Environmental Issue Area

Any New
Do Prior
Any New
Circumstances
Environmental
Information
Involving New
Where Impact
Documents
Requiring New
Was Analyzed
Significant
Mitigations
Analysis or
Impacts or
in the EIR
Address/Resolve
Substantially More Verification?
Impacts?
Severe Impacts?

17. Utilities and Service Systems. Would the Project:
a. Exceed wastewater treatment
requirements of the applicable
Regional Water Quality Control
Board?

Chapter 1,
Introduction,
Section 1.6.1,
Effects Found Not
to be Significant

No

No

N/A

b. Require or result in the construction
of new water or wastewater
treatment facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of
which could cause significant
environmental effects?

Chapter 1,
Introduction,
Section 1.6.1,
Effects Found Not
to be Significant

No

No

N/A

c. Require or result in the construction
of new storm water drainage
facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant
environmental effects?

Chapter 1,
Introduction,
Section 1.6.1,
Effects Found Not
to be Significant

No

No

N/A

d. Have sufficient water supplies
available to serve the project from
existing entitlements and resources,
or are new or expanded entitlements
needed?

Chapter 1,
Introduction,
Section 1.6.1,
Effects Found Not
to be Significant

No

No

N/A

e. Meet required recycled water
reclamation criteria, or result in
demand that would exceed available
recycled water supply?

Chapter 1,
Introduction,
Section 1.6.1,
Effects Found Not
to be Significant

No

No

N/A
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Table 3-17. Utilities and Service Systems (contd.)

Environmental Issue Area

Any New
Do Prior
Any New
Circumstances
Environmental
Information
Involving New
Where Impact
Documents
Requiring New
Was Analyzed
Significant
Mitigations
Analysis or
Impacts or
in the EIR
Address/Resolve
Substantially More Verification?
Impacts?
Severe Impacts?

17. Utilities and Service Systems. Would the Project:
f.

Result in a determination by the
wastewater treatment provider
which serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate capacity
to serve the project’s projected
demand in addition to the provider’s
existing commitments?

Chapter 1,
Introduction,
Section 1.6.1,
Effects Found Not
to be Significant

No

No

N/A

g. Be served by a landfill with sufficient
permitted capacity to accommodate
the project’s solid waste disposal
needs?

Chapter 1,
Introduction,
Section 1.6.1,
Effects Found Not
to be Significant

No

No

N/A

h. Comply with federal, state, and local Chapter 1,
statutes and regulations related to
Introduction,
solid waste?
Section 1.6.1,
Effects Found Not
to be Significant

No

No

N/A

i.

No

No

N/A

Create demand for natural gas,
electricity, telephone, and other
utility services that cannot be met.

Chapter 1,
Introduction,
Section 1.6.1,
Effects Found Not
to be Significant

Key:
EIR = Environmental Impact Report

Discussion

No substantial change in the environmental and regulatory settings related to utilities,
described in Draft EIR Section 1.6, has occurred since certification of the Final EIR in
2014.
a. b. c. d. e. f. g. h. i.
Installation and operation of the SPA or SSE pipelines would not involve
development of new residential, commercial, or industrial areas that would result
in a substantial increase in the demand for utility services or facilities.
Construction and operation of the recycled water pipeline would not involve an
increase in wastewater treatment capacity at the SRWTP, but would result in the
conservation of potable water by replacing the use of potable water at the SPA
Cogeneration Plant with recycled water. The Project would increase the
availability of recycled water, and as a consequence, decrease demand for potable
water for the SPA Cogeneration Plant and for landscape irrigation at parks and
schools. The availability of additional potable water as a result of the Project and
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the potential for such water to serve growth in the region is discussed in Chapter
5.0 “Other CEQA Requirements.
Because the Project would not involve demolition that would result in substantial
construction waste, nor result in development of land uses that would generate
substantial amounts of municipal solid waste, it would not have an adverse effect
on landfill capacity and would not conflict with Federal, State or local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste. The Project would require installation of
additional pumps that would consume electrical energy; however, usage would
not be substantial, would be readily accommodated without the need for
additional electrical generation or transmission facilities, and would offset energy
used to secure potable water, which is currently used at the plant.
Installation of the SPA and SSE pipelines within existing roadways would involve
implementation of standard coordination procedures with utility providers that
have existing underground and overhead infrastructure (water, sewer, natural gas,
and electrical). As such, Regional San would ensure that utility services are not
disturbed by Project construction activities.
No additional demand for utilities and services would result from the Project and
coordination with utility providers would occur to avoid disruption of services.
Therefore, no impacts to utilities would occur.
Mitigation Measures No mitigation measures are required
Conclusion

No substantial changes to the project or to the circumstances under which the project
would be undertaken have occurred. No new information of substantial importance has
arisen that would require new analysis or verification. Therefore, the conclusions of the
Draft EIR remain valid and the proposed modifications would not result in any new
significant impacts related to utilities.
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Table 3-18. Mandatory Findings of Significance

Environmental Issue Area

Where Impact
Was Analyzed in
the EIR

Any New
Circumstances
Involving New
Significant
Impacts or
Substantially
More Severe
Impacts?

Do Prior
Any New
Environmental
Information
Documents’
Requiring New
Mitigations
Analysis or
Address/Resolve
Verification?
Impacts?

18. Mandatory Findings of Significance.
a. Does the project have the potential Statement of
to degrade the quality of the
Overriding
environment, substantially reduce
Considerations
the habitat of a fish or wildlife
species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below selfsustaining levels, threaten to
eliminate a plant or animal
community, substantially reduce the
number or restrict the range of an
endangered, rare or threatened
species or eliminate important
examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory?

No

No

No

b. Does the project have impacts that
are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable?
(“Cumulatively considerable” means
that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when view
in connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable
future projects)?

No

No

Yes

No

No

No

Chapter 5, Other
CEQA
Requirements,
Section 5.2,
Cumulative Impacts

c. Does the project have
Statement of
environmental effects which will
Overriding
cause substantial adverse effects on Considerations
human beings, either directly or
indirectly?
Key:
EIR = Environmental Impact Report

Discussion

No substantial changes to the Mandatory Findings of Significance have occurred since
certification of the Final EIR in 2014.
a. c.
No substantial changes to the Statement of Overriding Considerations has occurred since
certification of the Final EIR in 2014.
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b.
The cumulative context for the collocated SSE and SPA pipeline alignment is the same as
that described for the SPA Project in Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR. Future conditions (i.e.,
the cumulative setting) were defined in the EIR by identifying development projects in
the vicinity of the project site with a reasonable expectation of being built during the time
frame of site development, and by considering the projections contained in the General
Plans for Sacramento County, City of Sacramento, and the City of Elk Grove. The Draft
2014 EIR found that based on a review of the cumulative projects and their timing with
respect to the Project, taken in total and combined with the nonattainment status of
Sacramento County for PM10, that these cumulative projects would result in a
cumulatively significant construction-related air quality impact. As required by the
adopted MMRP, Regional San will implement dust suppression measures (Mitigation
Measure 3.4-1) necessary to reduce its impact to less than significant. However, Regional
San does not have control over cumulative projects, and therefore it is not known if this
impact can be further mitigated. Therefore, cumulative impacts related to PM10 were
determined to be significant and unavoidable. The additional construction disturbance
related to the proposed modifications would make a minor contribution to this significant
and unavoidable impact.
Regional San will also implement a construction traffic management plan, as required by
the adopted MMRP (Mitigation Measure 3.13-1), to reduce the Project’s contribution to
significant construction traffic impacts. However, because the magnitude, specific timing,
and location of haul routes, construction, and operation of related projects cannot be
known at this time, it is possible that—despite implementation of a traffic management
plan—cumulative traffic and transportation result in substantial degradation of levels of
service on area roadways, including those with already deficient levels of service.
Therefore, the contribution to cumulative construction (temporary) traffic due to the
proposed modifications would make a minor contribution to this cumulatively significant
and unavoidable impact.
Less-than-significant cumulative effects were identified for aesthetics, agricultural
resources, climate change, cultural resources, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous
materials, hydrology and water quality, and recreation. Significant cumulative effects that
could be mitigated at a project-level to less-than-significant levels such that the Project’s
contribution would not be cumulatively considerable were identified for air quality (for
pollutants other than PM10), aquatic and terrestrial biological resources, and noise (as the
modifications would not contribute to nighttime construction activities). Because the
work activities associated with the proposed modifications would be within the zones
impacted by the SPA Project, the modifications would not result in new or substantially
more severe significant cumulative environmental impacts, compared to the analysis
presented in the Draft EIR.
Therefore, the conclusions of the Draft EIR remain valid, and the proposed modifications
would not result in any new or substantially more severe significant cumulative impacts.
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Conclusion

No substantial changes to the project or to the circumstances under which the project
would be undertaken have occurred. No new information of substantial importance has
arisen that would require new analysis or verification. Therefore, the conclusions of the
Draft EIR remain valid and the proposed modifications would not result in any new or
substantially more severe significant impacts.
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5.0 List of Preparers and Persons
Consulted
Name

Background/
Expertise

Qualifications

Lead CEQA Agency: Regional San
Primary Consultant: MWH
B.S., Human Nutrition
and Food Science,
Meredith
J.D., Law
Parkin, PMP,
19 years of
J.D.
experience
B.S., Geography;
M.A., Water
Resources
Erica Bishop
11 years of
experience
B.S., Geological
Sciences; M.S., Soil
Jill Chomycia,
Science; M.S.,
P.H. C.P.S.S
Hydrology
6 years of experience
B.S. Biology; M.S.
Environmental
Cynthia
Studies
Jones
17 years of
experience

Michael
Massaro,
PMP P.E.

Steve Irving
Amy Lehman

B.S., Civil
Engineering; M.S.
Environmental
Engineering
14 years of
experience
B.A., Philosophy
21 years of
experience
20 years of
experience

Participation

Environmental
Compliance and
Permitting

Project Management;
Environmental
Compliance

Environmental
Compliance, Hydrology,
Watershed Science

Environmental
Compliance, Agriculture,
Recreation, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials

Environmental
Compliance

Environmental
Compliance, Geology,
Soils, and Seismicity;
Water Quality;
Groundwater

Biological Resources

Biological Resources

Water Recycling Planning
and Facilities

Facilities Planning

Technical Mapping

GIS Specialist

Document Production

Word Processing

Consultant: Ascent
Sydney
Coatsworth,
AICP
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M.A., Geography
B.A., Earth Science
27 years of
experience

Environmental
Compliance

Project Management;
Environmental
Compliance
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Suzanne
Enslow

Heather
Phillips, AICP

Chris
Mundhenk
Jessica
Babcock
Melinda
Rivasplata
Gayiety Lane

B.A., Environmental
Studies
14 years of
experience
M.S., Atmospheric
Science
B.S., Atmospheric
Science
8 years of experience
B.A., Biology/Public
Policy
14 years of
experience
B.A., Environmental
Studies
7 years of experience
B.A., Environmental
Biology
30 years of
experience
16 years of
experience
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Environmental
Compliance,
Traffic/Transportation

Air Quality and Climate
Change

Air Quality, Climate
Change

Environmental
Compliance, Noise
Modeling

Noise

Environmental
Compliance

Environmental Justice

Environmental
Compliance

Aesthetics

Document Production

Word Processing

Final

Chapter 5.0
List of Preparers and Persons Consulted

This page left blank intentionally.

Final

5-3 – March 11, 2015

Chapter 6.0
References

6.0

References

California Burrowing Owl Consortium. 1993. Burrowing Owl Survey Protocol and
Mitigation Guidelines. April.
California Department of Fish and Game. 2011. Staff Report on Burrowing Owl
Mitigation. Available on-line at:
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/wildlife/nongame/survey_monitor.html
Sacramento County. 2011 (November). Sacramento County General Plan of 2005–2030.
Sacramento, California. Adopted December 15, 1993; amended November 9,
2011. Available:
http://www.per.saccounty.net/LandUseRegulationDocuments/Pages/GeneralPlan
Update.aspx. Accessed October 2013.
Sacramento County Regional Sanitation District. 2014. Sacramento Regional County
Sanitation District/Sacramento Power Authority/City of Sacramento Water
Recycling Pipeline Project Final EIR.
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District. 2013a. Air Quality Standards
Attainment Status. Last modified December 23, 2013. Accessed December 31,
2013. Available: http://www.airquality.org/aqdata/attainmentstat.shtml
State Water Resources Control Board. 1996. Application WW-28-Sacramento River
Tributary to Sacramento San Joaquin Delta in Sacramento County, Sacramento
Regional Sanitation District petition for change.

Final

6-1 – March 11, 2015

Regional San/SPA/City of Sacramento
Water Recycling Pipeline Project – Addendum to the Final EIR

This page left blank intentionally.

6-2 – March 11, 2015

Final

Addendum to the Final Environmental Impact Report

Appendix A
Sacramento Regional County Sanitation
District/Sacramento Power
Authority/City of Sacramento Water
Recycling Pipeline Project

State Clearinghouse Number: 2013122046
Date: March 11, 2014
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PREPARED BY:
Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District
Regional San
10060 Goethe Road
Sacramento, CA 95827

WITH ASSISTANCE BY:
MWH Americas, Inc.
Ascent Environmental

Estimated Emissions from Additional Haul Truck Trips for Pipeline Co-Location
Truck Activity
Number of additional one-way truck trips
per day
trip length
additional truck VMT

value
34
15
510

ROG

units

source

trips/day projec description
miles/trip default trip length in SMAQMD's RoadConstructionEmissionsModelVer7_1_5_1
VMT/day calculation

NOx

PM10 PM10 Tire
exhaust
Wear

PM10
Break
Wear

PM2.5
exhaust

PM2.5
Tire
Wear

PM2.5
Break
Wear

CO2

CH4

units

Emission Rates

0.2456

9.4052

0.1266

0.036

0.0617

0.1165

0.009

0.0265

1694.674

0.0114

g/mile

Daily emissions

0.3

10.6

0.1

0.0

0.1

0.1

0.01

0.03

1,905

0.01

lb/day

Summary of Daily Emissions by Pollutant

ROG
0.3

NOx
10.6

PM
0.3

PM2.5
0.2

units
lb/day

value
453.5924

units
g/lb

mass conversion rate
Sources
1 Sacramento Air Quality Management
District. 2013. Roadway Construction
Emission Model, Version 7.1.5.1.
Available at
http://www.airquality.org/ceqa/index.sht
ml. Accessed February 18, 2015.

source
summarization

source
http://www.onlineconversion.com/weight_common.htm

source
default emission
rates in SMAQMD's
RoadConstructionEmi
ssionsModelVer7_1_
5_1
calculation, and mass
conversion

