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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Purpose of the Response to Comments Document 

This Response to Comments document responds to comments received on the South Bay Salt Pond 
(SBSP) Restoration Project Phase 2 Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report (EIS/R). The Draft 
EIS/R identified the environmental consequences associated with the implementation of the SBSP 
Restoration Project Phase 2 actions, as well as mitigation measures to reduce significant and potentially 
significant impacts. As a result of comments received, the Draft EIS/R has been revised. The revised 
Draft EIS/R, together with this Response to Comments document, constitutes the Final EIS/R for the 
proposed SBSP Restoration Project Phase 2.  

The Final EIS/R is an informational document prepared by the lead agencies that must be considered by 
decision-makers before approving or denying a proposed project. 

Sec. 1502.9(b) of the CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA states: 

Final environmental impact statements shall respond to comments as required in Part 1503 of this 
chapter. The agency shall discuss at appropriate points in the final statement any responsible 
opposing view which was not adequately discussed in the draft statement and shall indicate the 
agency's response to the issues raised. 

CEQA Guidelines (Section 15132) specify that a Final EIR shall consist of: 

(a) The Draft EIR or a revision of the draft. 

(b) Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in summary. 
 
(c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR. 
 
(d) The response of the lead agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and 
consultation process. 

(e) Any other information added by the lead agency. 

1.2 Environmental Review Process 

On July 24, 2015, the lead agencies (US Fish and Wildlife Service and California State Coastal 
Conservancy) released the SBSP Restoration Project Phase 2 Draft EIS/R for public review (State 
Clearinghouse No. 2013092010). The public review and comment period on the Draft EIS/R began on 
July 24, 2015 and closed on October 30, 2015. 

The lead agencies provided a Notice of Availability notifying the public of the publication of the Draft 
EIS/R. This notice was mailed to the individuals and organizations that have been involved in the SBSP 
Restoration Project planning effort as well as those who previously requested such notice in writing. The 
notice and the Draft EIS/R were also posted on the Project website (www.southbayrestoration.org). 

The 60-day public comment period was extended to a total of 98 days. During that time, one public 
meeting was held to discuss the proposed Project and receive comments on the Draft EIS/R. The meeting 
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was held at the Mountain View Community Center on August 4, 2015. The date, time, and place of the 
meeting were identified in the publicly-circulated Notice of Availability of the Draft EIS/R. 

1.3 Report Organization 

Chapter 2 of this Response to Comments document contains copies of comments received during the 
comment period followed by the lead agencies’ responses to those comments. Master Comment 
Responses (MCRs) that address multiple comments with similar concerns are provided below, in Section 
2.1. Each comment in a comment letter was assigned a number, in sequential order (note that some letters 
may have more than one comment). The numbers were then combined with an abbreviation for affiliation 
type as well as an abbreviation for each commenting entity. These alphanumeric codes are indicated in 
the margin of each comment letter. Responses to the comments follow the comment letter, and are also 
coded to correspond to the comment codes assigned in the letter. 

A number of comments that were received addressed similar concerns. Responses to these comments 
were consolidated into MCRs. Ten MCRs were prepared in response to these common issues/concerns. 
These master responses cover the following topics: 

• Charleston Slough Restoration to Tidal Marsh, as in Alternative Mountain View C 
• Refuge Management Activities versus SBSP Restoration Project Impacts 
• Long-Term (i.e., Beyond Phase 2) Restoration Planning/Relationship to Shoreline Study 
• Inclusion of Bayfront Canal and Atherton Channel Project 
• Update of the AMP 
• Statement of` the Preferred Alternative 
• Impacts, Thresholds of Significance, and Management Triggers 
• Scope of the EIS/R (includes Ponds Selected for Phase 2 and Alternatives Considered) 
• Public Access and Impacts to Wildlife 
• Impacts of Sea Level Rise 

Where a response includes a change to the text of the Draft EIS/R, the text has been revised in the Final 
EIS/R. The responses to comments note where in the revised text of the Final EIS/R the relevant changes 
have been made. 

Table 1 below lists all persons and organizations that submitted comments on the Draft EIS/R during the 
comment period, the date of the letters, and the code used to identify each letter. 
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Table 1 Persons and Organizations that Submitted Comments on the Draft EIS/R 
COMMENTER AFFILIATION CODE DATE 
FEDERAL AND STATE AGENCIES 
Eshoo, Anna Congress of the United States F-C1 9/18/2015 
Eshoo, Anna Congress of the United States F-C2 9/18/2015 
Goforth, Kathleen Environmental Protection Agency F-EPA 10/29/2015 
Sulouff, David US Coast Guard 11th District F-USCG 11/24/2015 
Torres, Naomi United States Department of the Interior F-USDI 10/22/2015 
Oggins, Cy R California State Lands Commission S-CSLC 9/3/2015 
REGIONAL AND LOCAL AGENCIES 
Gee, Jeffrey City of Redwood City L-CRC 9/4/2015 

Goeden, Brenda San Francisco Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission L-BCDC 11/2/2015 

Haya, Ahmad City of Redwood City L-CRC2 10/27/2015 
Keene, James City of Palo Alto L-CPA 10/30/2015 

Materman, Len San Francisquito Creek Joint Powers 
Authority L-SFCJPA 11/2/2015 

McAlister, John City of Mountain View L-CMV 9/9/2015 
Monowitz, Steve County of San Mateo L-CSM 9/22/2015 
Nguyen, Ngoc Santa Clara Valley Water District L-SCVWD 10/30/2015 
Thompson, Laura San Francisco Bay Trail L-SFBT 10/23/2015 

Wines, Brian San Francisco Bay Regional Water 
Quality Control Board L-RWQCB 10/7/2015 

Zsutty, Yves City of San Jose - Trail Program L-CSJ 7/22/2015 
BUSINESSES AND ORGANIZATIONS 
Coleman, John Bay Planning Coalition O-BPC 9/23/2015 
Dev, Gita Sierra Club Loma Prieta Chapter O-SC2 11/4/2015 
Ferreira, Michael Sierra Club Loma Prieta Chapter O-SC 10/30/2015 

High, Carin Citizens Committee to Complete the 
Refuge O-CCCR 9/18/2015 

High, Carin Citizens Committee to Complete the 
Refuge O-CCCR2 10/30/2015 

Jones, Andrea Audubon California O-AC 10/30/2015 
Kleinhaus, Shani Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society O-SCVAS 10/30/2015 
Mapelli, Pat Cargill B-C 10/30/2015 
Ross-Leech, Diane Pacific Gas & Electric Company B-PGE 9/22/2015 
Thomson, David San Francisco Bay Bird Observatory O-SFBBO2 10/20/2015 
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Table 1 Persons and Organizations that Submitted Comments on the Draft EIS/R 
COMMENTER AFFILIATION CODE DATE 
Tokatlian, Karine San Francisco Bay Bird Observatory O-SFBBO 10/30/2015 

Tyson, Paul Menlo-Atherton Storage and Tyson 
Kennels B-MAS 10/29/2015 

INDIVIDUALS 

Baye, Peter Consultant, on behalf of Citizens 
Committee to Complete the Refuge I-PB 10/30/2015 

Hobbs, James U.C. Davis – Biologist I-JAH 8/24/2015 

Lucas, Libby Individual / Member of the Citizens 
Committee to Complete the Refuge I-LL1 9/15/2015 

Lucas, Libby Individual / Member of the Citizens 
Committee to Complete the Refuge I-LL2 9/19/2015 

Lucas, Libby Individual / Member of the Citizens 
Committee to Complete the Refuge I-LL3 10/27/2015 

Reid, Chris and Jim Individuals I-JCR 9/18/2015 
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2. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

2.1 Master Comment Responses (MCRs) 

2.1.1 MCR #1: Charleston Slough Restoration to Tidal Marsh  

The restoration of approximately half of Charleston Slough to tidal marsh is a regulatory requirement for 
the City of Mountain View under a permit from the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development 
Commission (BCDC). It is not a decision to be made by either the City of Mountain View or the SBSP 
Restoration Project. The inclusion of Charleston Slough in Phase 2 of the SBSP Restoration Project 
(instead of as a separate project to be undertaken by the city) was initially considered  because such a 
joint effort would reduce the financial cost, the temporary environmental impacts associated with 
construction, and the permanent environmental impacts of having a flood levee between two restoring 
marshes. It would also increase the ecological function and habitat connectivity of the two restored 
marshes. 

However, in the public comments on the Draft EIS/R, a number of regulatory agencies expressed concern 
about the potential effects on steelhead and other estuarine fish under Alternative Mountain View C. At 
the center of this concern is the question of whether the combined elements of the initial proposal for 
Alternative Mountain View C in the Draft EIS/R would have an impact on these fish. The increased 
connectivity between Stevens Creek, Pond A1 and Pond A2W were planned to provide additional nursery 
habitat for outmigrating steelhead and good general use habitat for other estuarine fish. However, the 
relocation of the water intake for the Shoreline Park sailing lake into the breach at the southwest corner of 
Pond A1 has potential to entrain some of these fish. 

In coordination with the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), other possible configurations of the 
restoration components were considered to reduce or remove the risk to fish posed by the pump intake, 
but the SBSP Restoration Project has concluded that without a fish screen in place at the new water intake 
location, the effects could rise to the level of a significant impact and “take” of a species listed under the 
Endangered Species Act. A fish screen is likely to be a required part of this project component. However, 
the limited area available for the water intake would be inadequate when the intake was enlarged to offset 
the screen’s effect on overall intake size. That technical and logistical infeasibility combined with the 
very high initial capital cost and ongoing operations and maintenance costs have made it impracticable to 
include the fish screen for the water intake at this new location in the breach of the levee between Pond 
A1 and Charleston Slough. Without the water intake at the breach location, the City of Mountain View 
has concerns about meeting the demand for water intake for the Shoreline Park sailing lake in the case 
where the Mountain View Ponds were connected to Charleston Slough itself.  

Therefore, the Preferred Alternative at the Mountain View Ponds does not include Charleston Slough. 
The current configuration of the water intake, the Charleston Slough tide gate, and alignment of existing 
pond levees would not change, and thus, there would be no change to the existing conditions regarding 
adverse impacts to fish. Ponds A1 and A2W would still be opened to the tides, and estuarine fish and 
outmigrating steelhead from Stevens Creek would receive habitat benefits from these ponds being made 
available to them for forage and growth prior to entering the South Bay. 

There were a large number of other comments about the potential benefits, risks, and challenges 
associated with incorporating Charleston Slough into the Phase 2 restoration planning. The responses to 
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those individual comments address the particular topics in the comments themselves. However, since 
Charleston Slough is no longer being considered as part of the Phase 2 implementation, those responses 
are largely for informational purposes.  

2.1.2 MCR #2: Refuge Management Activities versus SBSP Restoration 
Project Impacts 

Many of the comment letters on the Draft EIS/R contained questions about the importance of ongoing 
management of the Don Edwards National Wildlife Refuge and of features of the SBSP Restoration 
Project itself. The specifics of these comments addressed various existing levees, proposed levee 
modifications, invasive species control, nuisance wildlife species control, control of people who would 
use the trails and other public access features in the Refuge and/or in the adjacent city parks, and other 
topics. Several commenters inquired about whether and how the SBSP Restoration Project would be able 
to adequately maintain (or fund the maintenance of) levees in the face of the expected sea-level rise.  

The responses to the individual comments and the specific topics or points made in them are addressed in 
the individual responses that follow. A complete relisting of those discussions here is unnecessary. 
However, there are broader and more general points that should be made here to provide some additional 
context and background for those individual responses. 

Note first that NEPA and CEQA are intended to inform the public about potential impacts on the 
environment from the implementation and operation of a proposed project. Project proponents are 
required to analyze and disclose these impacts on the environment from, in this case, the SBSP 
Restoration Project itself. However, NEPA and CEQA generally do not require the converse of this 
disclosure (see, for example, California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District, filed 17-December-2015). That is, with a few exceptions, analysis and disclosure of 
the environment’s impacts on a project are neither the intent nor a requirement of these laws. 

Sea-level rise is an example of a potential future impact of the environment on the project, not a project 
impact on the environment. So, while the design of the project should and does plan for sea-level rise in 
order to help implement a successful project, this is not a NEPA or CEQA issue. Thus, continuing with 
sea-level rise as an example, the National Wildlife Refuge would have to maintain and occasional 
improve many of the pond levees and berms in the future to protect against coastal flooding, regardless of 
whether there is an SBSP Restoration Project or not. Again, these are not NEPA/CEQA issues. 

More generally, these types of management actions are things that the Refuge would need to do 
regardless of which alternative is selected or whether there was a restoration project at all. Other 
examples include consistently keeping dogs and feral cats out of the Refuge lands to protect the wildlife 
there, and invasive weed management. As above, the details of these comments are addressed in the 
specific responses that follow.  

A related issue is the request in several comments that the project proponents demonstrate the ability to 
provide adequate staffing and funding for ongoing management and maintenance of the project features 
as well as for participation in broader multi-agency efforts such as the Invasive Spartina Project. NEPA 
and CEQA neither require nor encourage demonstration of all future funding levels, and those are not 
included in the EIS/R.  
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That said, the SBSP Restoration Project and the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife 
Refuge are committed to participating in the ongoing control and management of invasive vegetation 
species in general and to invasive Spartina (and its hybrids) in particular. Similar commitment is made to 
control nuisance wildlife species and human uses of the Refuge trails and access features. They will do so 
through the continued support and collaboration with the Invasive Spartina Program and other efforts to 
control invasive species. As the comment notes, costs of this control are an important part of 
management, and both the project team and the Refuge management will ensure that costs and funding 
are appropriately considered, estimated, and aggressively sought through various federal, state, regional 
and local funding sources. 

2.1.3 MCR #3: Relationship to Shoreline Study/Long-Term Restoration 
Planning 

Section S.1.2 of the 2007 EIS/R’s Executive Summary states that “the SBSP Restoration Project was 
planned in close coordination with a related but separate project, the South San Francisco Bay Shoreline 
Study.” That project, often referred to as the Shoreline Study is a joint federal-state-local project being 
developed and run by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), the California State Coastal 
Conservancy (SCC), and the Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD). The 2007 EIS/R also 
explained that, because the two projects “have similar objectives and geographic scope and include 
restoration and flood management components, the planning and management of these two projects will 
be closely integrated.”  

At the time of that document, the Shoreline Study was very early in its conception. The limited 
information on it available at the time was presented in the EIS/R to provide full public disclosure of the 
relationship and close integration between the two projects. However, the 2007 EIS/R did not provide 
program-level or project-level compliance under NEPA and CEQA for the Shoreline Study. The 
responses to comments on the Draft 2007 EIS/R explained in some detail the connections and interactions 
between the two projects and what types of environmental clearances and disclosures were provided by it. 
The changes and other details of the responses to comments (which were Appendix O of the Final EIS/R 
in 2007) were incorporated into the revised and Final EIS/R. 

In 2016, the Shoreline Study is still in its relatively early stages. In December 2015, project proponents 
completed preliminary designs and a Draft NEPA/CEQA document for the first of multiple planning and 
implementation projects which focused just on the community of Alviso in San Jose. The Final 
NEPA/CEQA for the Alviso section is in the process of being adopted now, and design for that segment 
may begin in 2016. Separate environmental documentation will be prepared for each separate phase of the 
overall Shoreline project.  

For analyzing potential impacts of Phase 2 alternatives for the SBSP Restoration Project, the Draft EIS/R 
was largely able to treat the Shoreline Study as an external project and analyze its impacts only in Chapter 
4 – Cumulative Impacts of the Draft EIS/R. However, in response to several comments and to recently 
completed and adopted planning and design documents for the Shoreline Study (including the EIS/R for 
Shoreline Study’s first project area that near the community of Alviso), more detail has been added to the 
cumulative impacts section to address those impacts, mitigation measures, and other important 
interactive, cumulative effects between the two projects. For example, part of the levee and other flood 
control system improvements in that portion of the Shoreline Study will include levee widening and 
transition zones that extend into the overall SBSP Restoration Project’s footprint, though not into areas 
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included in Phase 2. In addition, the proposed restoration of Ponds A9-A15 that are part of the Shoreline 
Study will move forward under the same parameters of the Adaptive Management Plan of the larger 
SBSP Restoration Project.  The details of these impacts and other aspects of the cumulative interactions 
between the Phase 2 projects are provided in Chapter 4 of the Final EIS/R. 

Several comments asked about the long-term overlap and interactions between the two projects, most 
notably about what would happen beyond Phase 2. The SBSP Restoration Project’s actions subsequent to 
Phase 2 and the separately designed, managed, and implemented Shoreline Study projects would not 
occur simultaneously. Rather, the SBSP Restoration Project will not begin planning Phase 3 until after the 
Phase 2 actions are implemented. This would allow adequate time to see how the South Bay’s ecology, 
hydrology, and sediments respond to actions from Phase 1 and Phase 2 of the SBSP Restoration Project 
as well as to other planned and ongoing restoration projects in the South Bay, including the Shoreline 
Study. This assessment would analyze marsh formation, sediment availability, sea-level rise, mercury, 
effectiveness of habitat islands and habitat transition zones, the response of the pond-dependent wildlife 
species to restoration efforts, and other longer-term dynamics inquired about in many of the comments. 
Results of that assessment would inform considerations of whether or not additional restoration of tidal 
marsh is appropriate, or if restoring more marsh would cause one or more of the established triggers or 
thresholds identified in the respective Adaptive Management Plans of the SBSP Restoration Project and 
the Shoreline Study to be crossed.  

2.1.4 MCR #4: The Bayfront Canal and Atherton Channel Project 

There were several reasons for initially considering including the Bayfront Canal and Atherton Channel 
(BCAC) Project in the Preferred Alternative. Most importantly, the close physical proximity of Ponds R5 
and S5 to a substantial stormwater outflow that regularly receives large amounts of runoff (during non-
drought years) provided a unique opportunity to achieve several important benefits at once. The residual 
salinity in the seasonally dry bottoms of these former ponds would have been reduced by the periodic 
introduction of freshwater runoff. Since brackish areas were a plentiful and natural part of the pre-
development Bay re-establishing this type of habitat would have re-created some of the Bay’s historic 
habitat diversity to the project. In addition, this element of the SBSP Restoration Project would have 
reduced an existing flood control problem in portions of Redwood City, Atherton, Menlo Park, and 
unincorporated San Mateo County. During periods of high stormwater runoff when Flood Slough is also 
at high tide, there is nowhere for the water to go. The temporary diversion into these ponds would not 
have completely eliminated this problem (because the storage capacity of the ponds is limited), but it 
would have reduced its frequency and severity. 

However, the BCAC Project is not included in the Phase 2 Preferred Alternative for the SBSP Restoration 
Project because a water quality monitoring and control plan for that project was not developed and 
approved by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in time for it to be incorporated in the ongoing project 
development steps. A water quality monitoring and control plan is necessary to ensure that the water 
diverted into the ponds would not have undesirable impacts to the pond environment. Without the 
information provided by this plan, the SBSP Restoration Project cannot fully analyze the impacts of the 
BCAC Project and, therefore, it is not being considered for inclusion in the Preferred Alternative at 
Ravenswood. However, since the SBSP Restoration Project anticipates no changes to design or 
construction of the Ravenswood Ponds would be necessary to accommodate the BCAC Project in the 
future, nothing in this Phase 2 decision precludes future inclusion of the BCAC Project, as long as water 
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quality standards are met and sufficient environmental impacts analysis and disclosure are undertaken 
under NEPA and CEQA. 

2.1.5 MCR #5: Updates to the Adaptive Management Plan (AMP) 

Several different comment letters suggested that an update or an extension to the Adaptive Management 
Plan (AMP) be included as part of – or even prior to – the selection and implementation of Phase 2 
activities as a way to incorporate information from recent scientific research papers, the results of 
monitoring studies from the SBSP Restoration Project or otherwise, and insights or concerns from 
California’s recent drought. 

The SBSP Restoration Project understands the concern about updates to the AMP. However, the AMP is 
not a set of actions or of results from scientific studies. Rather, it is a system and a process for how to 
identify, integrate, and act on such scientific information. Thus, while the inputs into that system or 
process must be and are updated frequently, the processes and systems of the AMP itself do not need to 
be. Nor is such an update required under NEPA or CEQA. Rather, the requirements of a project under 
NEPA and CEQA are to analyze and disclose environmental impacts from the project being proposed. 
The AMP is intended to not only guide the selection and implementation of restoration actions within 
ponds but also to guide the ongoing management and operation of ponds that are part of completed, 
current, and possibly future phases of implementation.  

Finally, the PMT has discussed conducting a formal evaluation of the project’s status against the AMP’s 
table of Targets and Triggers. This would provide a kind of “scorecard” to evaluate the specifics of the 
AMP table’s contents. The Pond Management Working Group has recently finalized work on the baseline 
bird numbers, and the USGS has also recently finished the Bird Survey Synthesis report. Work on that 
scorecard has begun in conjunction with the SBSP Restoration Project’s research team. This is not a 
requirement under NEPA or CEQA, but it does demonstrate the PMT’s commitment to keeping the 
AMP’s content current and appropriately applied. The results of this process will be made public in the 
future. 

2.1.6 MCR #6: Statement of the Preferred Alternative 

Several of the comments asked about the Preferred Alternative at each of the four pond clusters evaluated 
for inclusion in Phase 2 at the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge. The federal and 
state lead agencies (the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the State Coastal Conservancy, respectively) 
along with the Project Management Team and other project partners (including, for example, the Cities of 
Mountain View and Redwood City) decided not to specify a Preferred Alternative in the Draft EIS/R for 
Phase 2. Instead, they opted to wait until the Final EIS/R to make that designation. This would allow 
input received from the public, regulatory agencies, and other stakeholders on the Draft EIS/R’s 
alternatives and impact analyses to factor into the decision about the Preferred Alternative.  

That intended process and outcome is what happened. Many of the comments on the Draft EIS/R 
contained statements supporting or opposing particular components of the alternatives in the document. 
Those arguments informed and shaped the selection of individual components as well as their 
recombination into the Preferred Alternative. Further, as was described in the 2007 EIS/R and other 
project planning documents, the SBSP Restoration Project’s approach has been to take the lessons learned 
from each project phase and from the ongoing applied studies and other scientific research and 
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monitoring and allow them to inform future phases and determine the ultimate outcome. These 
observations and results were also used to shape the selection of components. 

It is important to note that each pond cluster’s portion of the Preferred Alternative is made up entirely of 
the individual components that were presented and analyzed in the Draft EIS/R. The combinations of the 
components are different than those presented in the Draft EIS/R’s action alternatives, but there are no 
new components or new significant impacts. 

For reader convenience, the tables below summarize the components of the Preferred Alternative as it 
would be implemented at each pond cluster. However, Chapter 6 of the Final EIS/R for Phase 2 identifies 
and fully describes the Preferred Alternative (as well as the Environmentally Superior Alternative) at each 
of the four pond clusters in Phase 2. The Phase 2 Preferred Alternative provides a variety of restoration 
enhancements at all four clusters as well as maintained or improved flood protection and public access 
and recreation features at two of the Phase 2 pond clusters. In a few cases, minor clarifications and 
refinements to the individual components were made either in response to suggestions in the comments 
received or to guidance from regulatory agencies. These changes do not increase and in most cases 
decrease the potential for significant environmental impacts (e.g., there would be less earth moved or a 
smaller footprint).  These clarifications or refinements are noted in the tables below and described in the 
relevant parts of the document’s main text. 
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Alviso-Island Ponds 
Alternative Island B Alternative Island C Preferred Alternative at the Alviso-Island Ponds  

Breach north side of Pond A19 
in two places. 

Breach north side of Pond A19 
in two places. 

As described in Alternatives Island B and C: Breach north side of Pond A19 in two places.  

Clarifications and refinements: Locate breaches to avoid small spikerush plants. Sidecast material into ponds to fill 
borrow ditches and ditch blocks and to create raised areas. Lower levees only to mean higher-high water instead 
of mean high water. 

Lower or remove much of 
Pond A19’s northern and 
southern levees. 

Lower or remove much of Pond 
A19’s northern and southern 
levees. 

As described in Alternatives Island B and C: Lower or remove much of Pond A19’s northern and southern levees 
west of the western breaches.  

Clarifications and refinements: Lower levees only to mean higher-high water instead of mean high water. Leave 
several high sections of existing levees to serve as high-tide refugia. Sidecast material as described above. 

Remove Pond A19’s western 
levee and Pond A20’s eastern 
levee to connect these two 
ponds. 

Remove Pond A19’s western 
levee and Pond A20’s eastern 
levee to connect these two 
ponds. 

As described in Alternatives Island B and C: Remove Pond A19’s western levee and Pond A20’s eastern levee to 
connect these two ponds.  

Clarifications and refinements: Leave several high sections of existing levees to serve as high-tide refugia. 
Sidecast material as described above. 

Do not breach north sides of 
Ponds A20 and A21. 

Breach the north sides of Ponds 
A20 and A21. As described for Alternative Island B: do not breach north sides of Ponds A20 and A21. 

Do not lower or remove Pond 
A20's northern or southern 
levees. 

Lower portions of Pond A20’s 
northern and southern levees. As described for Alternative Island B: do not lower or remove Pond A20's northern or southern levees. 

Do not widen existing 
breaches on Pond A19’s 
southern side. 

Widen existing breaches on 
Pond A19’s southern side. 

A scaled-down version of that described in Alternative Island C: widen only the westernmost of the two existing 
breaches on south side of Pond A19. Sidecast material as described above. 

Do not excavate pilot channels 
within Pond A19. 

Excavate two pilot channels 
within Pond A19. As described for Alternative Island B, do not excavate pilot channels within Pond A19. 
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Alviso-Mountain View Ponds 
Alternative Mountain View B Alternative Mountain View C Preferred Alternative at the Alviso-Mountain View Ponds 

Do not include Charleston Slough in 
tidal marsh restoration. 

Include Charleston Slough in tidal 
marsh restoration. 

As described for Alternative Mountain View B: do not include Charleston Slough in tidal marsh 
restoration. 

Raise and improve western levee of 
Pond A1. 

Lower and breach western levee of 
Pond A1. As described for Alternative Mountain View B: raise and improve western levee of Pond A1. 

Breach the west side of Pond A1 at 
one location. Breach Pond A1 at three locations. 

Largely as described for Alternative Mountain View C: breach Pond A1 at more than one location. 
Clarifications and refinements: breach at only two of the three locations in that alternative. 

Do not breach Charleston Slough and 
connect it to Pond A1. 

Breach Charleston Slough and connect 
it to Pond A1 (necessarily includes the 
italicized listed subcomponents below). 

As described for Alternative Mountain View B: do not breach Charleston Slough to connect it to 
Pond A1. 
Clarifications and refinements: Include only the subcomponents from Alternative C as listed below. 

  

§  Open Charleston Slough to full tidal 
exchange, by breaching the northern 
levee or by removing the tide gate 
structure itself, to allow vegetation to 
colonize the mud flats surrounding the 
slough’s main channel. 

  

§  Raise and improve the western levee 
of Charleston Slough, which separates 
it from the Palo Alto Flood Basin. 

  

§  Raise the Coast Casey Forebay 
levee along southern border of 
Charleston Slough and associated 
sailing lake water intake and pump 
station structures. 

§  Raise the Coast Casey Forebay levee along southern border of Charleston Slough 
and  necessary utilities.  

§  Add a primary water intake  for the 
Mountain View Shoreline Park sailing 
lake at the breach in the levee between 
Charleston Slough and Pond A1. 

  

§  Lower western levee of Pond A1.   
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§  Rebuild the existing viewing platform 
along the Coast Casey Forebay levee; 
rebuild the existing trail and replace 
benches and signage along the 
improved western levee of Charleston 
Slough. 

§  Rebuild the existing viewing platform along the Coast Casey Forebay levee; rebuild the existing 
trail and replace benches and signage along the improved western levee of Charleston Slough.  

§ Armor levee on landward side of 
breach between Pond A1 and 
Charleston Slough. 

  

Construct bird habitat islands in Ponds 
A1 and A2W. 

Construct bird habitat islands in Ponds 
A1 and A2W. 

As described for Alternatives Mountain View B and C: construct bird habitat islands in Ponds A1 
and A2W.  
Clarifications and refinements: Plan is for 3-5 bird habitat islands in each of Ponds A1 and A2W, a 
lower number than in the Draft EIS/R. 

Construct habitat transition zones 
across entire southern extent of Ponds 
A1 and A2W. 

Construct a habitat transition zone 
across entire southern extent of Pond 
A1 but only across central portion of 
A2W. 

As described for Alternative Mountain View C: construct a habitat transition zone across entire 
southern extent of Pond A1 but only across central portion of A2W. 

Breach Pond A2W at four locations. Breach Pond A2W at four locations. As described for Alternatives Mountain View B and C: breach Pond A2W at four locations. 

Armor the two eastern breaches of 
Pond A2W and add railcar bridges over 
the two breaches for Pacific Gas and 
Electric Company (PG&E) access. 

Armor the two eastern breaches of 
Pond A2W and add railcar bridges for 
PG&E access and recreational trail 
access. 

As described for Alternative Mountain View C: armor the two eastern breaches of Pond A2W and 
add railcar bridges over the two breaches for Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) access 
and recreational trail access. 

Raise concrete footings of PG&E 
towers in Pond A2W; elevate existing 
PG&E access boardwalk in Pond A2W; 
construct new sections of boardwalk 
from Pond A2W to connect to existing 
boardwalk over Bay outside of the Palo 
Alto Flood Basin. 

Raise concrete footings of PG&E 
towers in Pond A2W; elevate existing 
PG&E access boardwalk in Pond A2W; 
construct new sections of boardwalk 
from A2W to connect to existing 
boardwalk over Bay outside of Palo Alto 
Flood Basin. 

As described for Alternatives Mountain View B and C: raise concrete footings of PG&E towers in 
Pond A2W; elevate existing PG&E access boardwalk in Pond A2W; construct new sections of 
boardwalk from A2W to connect to existing boardwalk over Bay outside of Palo Alto Flood Basin. 

Add viewing platform in Shoreline Park 
south of Pond A1. 

Add viewing platform in Shoreline Park 
south of Pond A1. 

As described for Alternatives Mountain View B and C: add viewing platform in Shoreline Park 
south of Pond A1. 
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Construct spur trail on improved 
western levee of Pond A1 to a viewing 
platform. 

Construct spur trail on improved west 
levee of Pond A1 to a viewing platform 
at the armored breach. 

As described for Alternative Mountain View B: construct spur trail on improved west levee of Pond 
A1 to a viewing platform. 

Do not add a spur trail from Bay Trail 
spine along Charleston Slough’s 
northern levee 

Add a spur trail from Bay Trail spine 
along Charleston Slough’s northern 
levee to a viewing platform at or near 
the breach location. 

As described for Alternative Mountain View B: do not add a spur trail from Bay Trail spine along 
Charleston Slough’s northern levee to a viewing platform. 

Do not add a recreational trail on 
eastern or northern levee of Pond 
A2W. 

Add recreational trail on eastern and 
northern sides of Pond A2W to a bay 
side viewing platform near PG&E 
turnaround point. 

As described for Alternative Mountain View C: add recreational trail on eastern levee of Pond A2W 
to a bay-side viewing platform on the outer corner of Pond A2W. 
Clarifications and refinements: Trail would be shorter and end at northeast corner of Pond A2W 
instead of the PG&E turnaround at the northwest corner. 

 

Alviso-A8 Ponds 
Preferred Alternative at the Alviso-A8 Ponds 

No changes. Keep as described in Alternative A8 B with habitat transition zones in the southeast and southwest corners. Clarification and refinement: Increase top elevation of the 
transition zone to elevation 9.0 feet NAVD88. 

 

Ravenswood Ponds 
Alternative Ravenswood B Alternative Ravenswood C Alternative Ravenswood D Preferred Alternative at the Ravenswood Ponds 

R5/S5 as shallow managed 
ponds. R5/S5 as intertidal mudflats. 

R5/S5 as deeper managed 
ponds for Bayfront Canal & 
Atherton Channel connection. 

As described for Alternative Ravenswood B: R5/S5 as shallow managed ponds. 

No connection from Bayfront 
Canal into S5's triangular 
forebay. 

No connection from Bayfront 
Canal into S5's triangular 
forebay. 

Connect S5's triangular forebay 
to Bayfront Canal. 

As described for Alternatives Ravenswood B and C: No connection from 
Bayfront Canal into S5's triangular forebay. 
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Ravenswood Ponds 
Alternative Ravenswood B Alternative Ravenswood C Alternative Ravenswood D Preferred Alternative at the Ravenswood Ponds 

Improve All-American Canal 
levee. 

Improve All-American Canal 
levee. 

Improve All-American Canal 
levee. 

As described for Alternatives Ravenswood B, C and D: improve All-American 
Canal levee. 
Clarifications and Refinements: Extend levee improvements around to southern 
margin of S5. 

No All-American Canal habitat 
transition zone. 

All-American Canal habitat 
transition zone. 

All-American Canal habitat 
transition zone. 

As described for Alternatives Ravenswood C and D: All-American Canal habitat 
transition zone. 

Bedwell Bayfront Park habitat 
transition zone. 

Bedwell Bayfront Park habitat 
transition zone. 

No Bedwell Bayfront Park 
habitat transition zone. 

As described for Alternatives Ravenswood B and C: Bedwell Bayfront Park 
habitat transition zone. 

No Pond R4 Northwest habitat 
transition zone. 

No Pond R4 Northwest habitat 
transition zone. 

Pond R4 Northwest habitat 
transition zone. 

As described for Alternatives Ravenswood B and C: No transition zone in 
northwest corner of Pond R4. 

Remove parts of Ponds R5 and 
S5 internal levees. 

Remove parts of Ponds R5 and 
S5 levees. 

Remove all of Ponds R5 and S5 
internal levees. 

As described for Alternatives Ravenswood B and C: remove parts of Ponds R5 
and S5 internal levees. 

Do not grade and partially fill 
Ponds R5/S5. 

Grade and partially fill Ponds 
R5/S5. 

Do not grade and partially fill 
Ponds R5/S5. 

As described for Alternatives Ravenswood B and D: do not grade or fill Ponds 
R5/S5. 

Ponds R4/R5 water control 
structure. 

Ponds R4/R5 water control 
structure. 

Ponds R4/R5 water control 
structure. 

As described for Alternatives Ravenswood B, C and D: Ponds R4/R5 water 
control structure. 

No water control structure 
between Ponds R3/S5. 

Ponds R3/S5 water control 
structure. 

Ponds R3/S5 water control 
structure. 

As described for Alternatives Ravenswood C and D: Ponds R3/S5 water control 
structure. 

Pond R3/Ravenswood Slough 
water control structure. 

Pond R3/Ravenswood Slough 
water control structure. 

Pond R3/Ravenswood Slough 
water control structure. 

As described for Alternatives Ravenswood B, C and D: Pond R3/Ravenswood 
Slough water control structure. 
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Ravenswood Ponds 
Alternative Ravenswood B Alternative Ravenswood C Alternative Ravenswood D Preferred Alternative at the Ravenswood Ponds 

Pond S5/Flood Slough water 
control structure. 

Pond S5/Flood Slough water 
control structure. 

Pond S5/Flood Slough water 
control structure. 

As described for Alternatives Ravenswood B, C and D: Pond S5/Flood Slough 
water control structure. 

Pond R4 pilot channel. Pond R4 pilot channel. No Pond R4 pilot channel. As described for Alternatives Ravenswood B and C: Pond R4 pilot channel. 

Pond R4 east breach. Pond R4 east breach. Pond R4 east breach. 
As described for Alternatives Ravenswood B, C and D: Pond R4 breach. 
Clarifications and Refinements: Move breach to the northeast corner of the 
pond instead of on its eastern edge. 

No Pond R4 northwest breach. Pond R4 northwest breach. No Pond R4 northwest breach. As described for Alternatives Ravenswood B and D: no breach at northwest 
corner of Pond R4. 

Lower Pond R4 northwest levee. Lower Pond R4 northwest levee. Do not lower Pond R4 northwest 
levee. 

As described for Alternatives Ravenswood B and C: lower Pond R4 levee. 
Clarifications and Refinements: Lower only to mean higher-high water instead 
of mean high water. 

Ponds R5 and S5 bird habitat 
island. 

Ponds R5 and S5 bird habitat 
island. 

No bird habitat island Ponds R5 
and S5. 

As described for Alternatives Ravenswood B and C: Ponds R5 and S5 bird 
habitat island; add toppings to enhance it. 

Viewing platform near Pond R5. Viewing platform near Pond R5. Viewing platform near Pond R5. As described for Alternatives Ravenswood B, C and D: Viewing platform near 
Pond R5. 

No additional public access trail 
at northwestern corner of Pond 
R4. 

Pond R4 boardwalk trail at 
northwest corner. 

Pond R4 trail on northwest 
levee. 

As described for Alternative Ravenswood B: no additional public access trail at 
northwestern corner of Pond R4. 

No Pond R4 viewing platform. Pond R4 viewing platform. Pond R4 viewing platform. As described for Alternative Ravenswood B: no viewing platform at northwest 
corner of Pond R4. 

No loop trail around Ponds R5 
and S5 to connect to Bay Trail. 

Complete loop trail around 
Ponds R5 and S5 to connect to 
Bay Trail. 

Complete loop trail around 
Ponds R5 and S5 to connect to 
Bay Trail. 

As described for Alternatives Ravenswood C and D: complete loop trail around 
Ponds R5 and S5 to connect to Bay Trail. 
Clarifications and Refinements: add low symbolic deterrent fence along entire 
length of new trail. 
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2.1.7 MCR #7: Impacts, Thresholds of Significance, and Management 
Triggers 

There were several comments suggesting that the listed impacts themselves and/or the thresholds of 
significance used to assess them be reconsidered or changed. The reasons given for these suggestions 
included reflecting more recent scientific information, addressing effects related to California’s drought, 
or providing more time to ascertain whether continuing to convert former salt-production ponds to tidal 
marsh is appropriate given other projects and environmental changes in the South Bay. There were 
assertions that the thresholds established in the 2007 EIS/R process were either inadequate from their 
adoption or were acceptable then but outdated or insufficient now. The responses to the individual 
comments address the specifics of each of these concerns, but this master response is provided here to 
provide a summary overview of the issues of thresholds of significance and the related topic of how the 
Phase 2 EIS/R is tiered from the 2007 EIS/R. 

For the programmatic portion of the 2007 EIS/R, the SBSP Restoration Project developed an extensive 
list of individual impacts across the full range of environmental resource impact categories. These listed 
impacts captured an extremely wide range of environmental concerns in a very detailed way. The only 
changes to the list of impacts from the 2007 EIS/R to the Phase 2 EIS/R were as follows. First, a separate 
section was added to assess greenhouse gas emissions from the project. Since 2007, greenhouse gases 
have become a standard part of an EIS/R, and they are now required to be included in a CEQA document. 
Second, in the Biological Resources section, two impacts were added to make the assessment of the 
project on the biota more complete. These included (1) impacts to waters of the United States, which 
includes wetlands, and (2) impacts on nesting raptors, including burrowing owls. The impact assessment 
was thought to be more complete with the addition of these impacts. Finally, in the Recreation Resources 
section, impacts for temporary closures of public access features, such as trails or parking areas, to allow 
safe and efficient construction access to implement the project’s restoration, flood protection, and public 
access components. While temporary closures or rerouting of public access features as part of adding 
more and different public access features and other enhancements is believed to be a positive effect 
overall, in the interest of full public disclosure, the project proponents wanted to treat it explicitly. 

The SBSP Restoration Project also established thresholds of significance in the 2007 EIS/R for each of 
those individual impacts. The thresholds of significance were set so as to leave room to achieve the long-
term programmatic goals and to also balance the changes in habitats and species, as well as public access 
and recreation, flood control, and other drivers and constraints in the project. Many of those thresholds of 
significance were set in that process at larger spatial scales (e.g., flyway-level, bay wide, South Bay only, 
etc.) so that they were appropriate for those resources. Others established large numerical changes relative 
to the environmental baseline to avoid overreacting to short-term changes in a highly variable natural 
system and to allow for short-term project effects to play out and let the environment equilibrate to the 
changes made as part of the project. Those thresholds were established in recognition of the fact that some 
changes to the pre-project conditions (e.g., flyway-level populations of some birds) would be inevitable 
but that they would not necessarily be significant changes, and they may not be realized in a short time 
frame; the “signal” of trends in actual population changes are hard to pick out from the “noise” of 
interannual variability and natural oscillations. 

To help implement and manage the project’s ponds and formalize the response actions, the SBSP 
Restoration Project also established management triggers in the Adaptive Management Plan. These 
triggers are not synonymous with the thresholds of significance. Rather, they are set at levels where they 
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could prompt a change in the management practices or other remediating actions before an adverse 
change in a particular resource category or listed impact reached a threshold of significance. Crossing a 
threshold or a trigger would activate changes in management of current Refuge ponds both within the 
SBSP Restoration Project boundaries and, to the extent feasible, in other portions of the San Francisco 
Bay National Wildlife Refuge. Crossing those thresholds would also affect the choices of which ponds to 
consider for future project phases and what sorts of restoration treatments are appropriate there. 

These impacts and the thresholds of significance associated with them are thought to be appropriate for a 
long-term project with so large a geographic scope and so many different and interacting environmental 
dynamics associated with it. The certification and acceptance of the 2007 EIS/R and its programmatic 
aspects provide foundation for subsequent project-level NEPA/CEQA documents that would be tiered 
from it. The Phase 2 project-level EIS/R then projects and assesses the expected outcomes and 
environmental responses of the project-level changes and weighs them against those thresholds of 
significance. For most aspects of the analysis in the EIS/R, the “existing condition” for Phase 2 NEPA 
and CEQA analysis includes the conditions at the outset of that document (i.e., November 2013).  

Tiering 

Section 15385 of the CEQA Guidelines provides the following definition for tiering: “Tiering” refers to 
the coverage of general matters in broader EIRs … with subsequent narrower EIRs or ultimately site-
specific EIRs incorporating by reference the general discussions and concentrating solely on the issues 
specific to the EIR subsequently prepared. Section 1508.28 of the Council on Environmental Quality 
(CEQ) Regulations for Implementing NEPA states: “Tiering” refers to the coverage of general matters in 
broader environmental impact statements … with subsequent narrower statements or environmental 
analyses (such as regional or basinwide program statements or ultimately site-specific statements) 
incorporating by reference the general discussions and concentrating solely on the issues specific to the 
statement subsequently prepared. 

NEPA regulations encourage the elimination of repetition in environmental impact statements. Sec. 
1502.28 of the CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA states: Agencies are encouraged to tier their 
environmental impact statements to eliminate repetitive discussions of the same issues and to focus on the 
actual issues ripe for decision at each level of environmental review. Sec. 1502.21 of the CEQ 
Regulations for Implementing NEPA states: Agencies shall incorporate material into an environmental 
impact statement by reference when the effect will be to cut down on bulk without impeding agency and 
public review of the action. 

2.1.8 MCR #8: Scope of the Phase 2 EIS/R 

Several comments discussed the scope of the Phase 2 EIS/R in general and particularly the geographic 
scope (i.e., the ponds selected for inclusion in the Phase 2 analysis and consideration). The specifics of 
these comments are addressed in the individual comments that follow, but this summary and overview is 
provided for context and convenience of the readers who may choose not to read all of the comments and 
responses. 

Note first that many these same points were made on the Draft 2007 EIS/R and addressed in the 
Responses to Comments that were included as Appendix O to the Final 2007 EIS/R. Those commenters 
asserted that the geographic scope of the EIS/R was not broad enough and failed to evaluate a reasonable 
range of alternatives for restoration in South San Francisco Bay. They assert that the SBSP Restoration 



Appendix R  Response to Comments 

 

South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project Phase 2  April 2016 

Final Environmental Impact Statement/Report 2-19 

Project (and thus, the EIS/R) should be expanded to consider land outside of the Project Area, such as 
ponds used by Cargill Salt Company (Cargill) for salt production as well as other privately or publicly 
owned land within the authorized boundary of the Refuge or Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National 
Wildlife Refuge (Refuge) or the Eden Landing Ecological Reserve (Reserve). These comments did not 
object to the alternatives in the EIS/R per se, but rather argued that the analysis of the alternatives should 
be extended to a larger area. One commenter suggested that the EIS/R must provide an evaluation of the 
entire South Bay, the purpose being “to alert Congress and other decision-makers to modify their 
authorizations or funding to improve environmental results when it is in the public interest to do so.” 

The SBSP Restoration Project as a whole encompasses three former salt-pond complexes: the Eden 
Landing pond complex, which is owned by CDFW, and the Alviso and Ravenswood pond complexes, 
which are owned by USFWS. (As noted elsewhere, this EIS/R covers Phase 2 at the Alviso complex and 
the Ravenswood complex, and Phase 2 actions at the Eden Landing complex are being covered in a 
separate EIS/R.) The SBSP Restoration Project is a direct outgrowth of the acquisition of these three pond 
complexes (either in fee ownership or the salt making rights) from Cargill in 2003.  

As the 2007 EIS/R described in detail, although USFWS and CDFW have planned discrete restoration 
projects on certain areas within the Refuge or at the Reserve, the acquisition of the Cargill ponds provided 
the first opportunity for large-scale restoration planning for both the Refuge and the Reserve. The 
geographic scope of the Project has always been the same – the approximately 15,100 acres of former 
Cargill salt ponds. (See for example “Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement/ 
Environmental Impact Report for the South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project and the South San 
Francisco Bay Shoreline Study”, 69 Federal Register 64965, at 64966 (November 9, 2004).) As described 
in more detail in Section 2.2 of the 2007 EIS/R, an extensive alternatives development process involving 
public participation and lasting for several years was conducted for the SBSP Restoration Project. Public 
meetings were held and comments solicited to inform decision-making on the scope of the Project and 
alternatives to be considered. (Comments received during the scoping period are presented in Appendix A 
of the Draft EIS/R.) None of the scoping comments called for modifying the scope of the SBSP 
Restoration Project to address restoration of land outside of the SBSP Restoration Project Area. 

Many of the comments on this topic in the Draft EIS/R for Phase 2 – and therefore, many of the responses 
to those comments – call for similar answers. Commenters asked why Phase 2 does not explore 
alternatives beyond those designed and studied for the four pond clusters presented in its Draft EIS/R. 
Some comments suggested that some ponds that are not currently part of the SBSP Restoration Project 
could be included in restoration planning and selection now.  

The selection of which ponds to consider and analyze in Phase 2 was made several years ago and was 
shaped by a number of charrettes, workshops, stakeholder forum meetings, and other processes intended 
to identify sets of ponds that could be restored with as few technical, regulatory, economic, and feasibility 
conflicts as possible. Those processes evaluated the economic and environmental trade-offs suggested by 
the commenter. Section 1.2.8 of the EIS/R explains the process of selecting ponds for inclusion in Phase 
2. In addition, documents detailing many of these processes are provided on the SBSP Restoration Project 
website. One of them is “Phase 2: Preliminary Options for Future Actions from 2010” (Appendix Q). 

Those processes drew from and built upon the foundation laid by the programmatic portion of the 2007 
EIS/R, which covered the 15,100 acres of ponds currently in the SBSP Restoration Project boundary. 
That document met the CEQA and NEPA requirements for the program as a whole and allowed a great 
deal of flexibility in the selection of different sets of ponds (termed ‘pond clusters’ in this project-level 
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EIS/R) that would go on to be chosen for subsequent project-level phases. The big picture restoration 
goals (tidal marsh versus managed ponds) and at least some of the necessary flood control and public 
access goals were similarly included in Programmatic Alternatives B and C, which thus strongly 
encourage their consideration and analysis in the project-level EIS/R. Once the selection of a set of ponds 
to consider and analyze in Phase 2 was made, the design and subsequent NEPA and CEQA processes 
were appropriately focused on developing and analyzing alternatives within those pond clusters, not 
reopening the questions of which ponds would comprise the Phase 2 alternatives. 

Finally, note that this is only Phase 2 of the SBSP Restoration Project and the geographic scope could still 
be expanded in future phases if, for example, further acquisitions of land or ponds are made by the 
USFWS or CDFW or if other project partners opt to collaborate with the project in planning and 
implementing restoration projects on their lands. 

2.1.9 MCR #9: Public Access and Impacts to Wildlife 

There were a number of comments regarding the degree of public access proposed in the various action 
alternatives. Some supported the proposed public access features, others requested more, and some voiced 
concern for the potential impact of that additional access on wildlife resources and the ultimate success of 
habitat restoration.  

The SBSP Restoration Project believes that public access is an important part of the overall restoration 
efforts in the South Bay. One of the three main project goals is to increase the amount and quality of 
public access and recreation features. The 2007 EIS/R stated that a key project goal is to provide 
sufficient access so that the public will understand, enjoy, and support the restoration. The Project is 
committed to completing portions of the Bay Trail spine within the project area and does not envision any 
circumstances under which parts of the spine would be removed. In addition, the Project’s intent is that 
there would be no net loss in quantity or quality of public access.  

For all of these reasons, the Phase 2 Preferred Alternative includes the addition of several public access 
and recreation features at the Ravenswood Ponds and at the Alviso-Mountain View Ponds. The Preferred 
Alternative proposes wildlife-oriented public access that would constitute a considerable expansion over 
existing conditions. However, as several commenters noted, the proper balance of habitat for endangered 
species and public access is an ongoing challenge.  

Both the 2007 EIS/R and the current Phase 2 EIS/R acknowledge that increased public access has the 
potential to increase human disturbance of wildlife, and describes the ways in which such increased 
disturbance might affect wildlife. This public access need not result in substantial adverse effects on 
wildlife if the effects of initial actions are monitored, and public access adapted according to the 
monitoring results. The Adaptive Management Plan incorporates Public Access elements and describes 
the process by which monitoring of effects of early public access elements on wildlife will inform 
subsequent public access activities. Ongoing studies and information from monitoring of wildlife 
responses to changes in public access and the degree of use of the public access have been incorporated 
into the Phase 2 planning and development of alternatives. For example, the observed distances between 
trail use and bird disturbances have been used to plan placement of islands and other features intended for 
birds. The researcher-developed guidance was to cluster public access in some portions of the project area 
and Refuge lands while allowing other portions of it to be set aside for wildlife also shaped the selection 
of trails and viewing platforms.  
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The Project Management Team believes that this careful selection and design of the Phase 2 alternatives 
and the commitment to the ongoing monitoring and implementation of the Adaptive Management Plan 
described above will be effective. The public access features will be designed and managed in a way that 
protects and fosters wildlife. The SBSP Restoration Project has made every effort to achieve this balanced 
goal. 

2.1.10 MCR #10: Sea Level Rise 

Many comment letters and individual comments asked about one aspect of sea-level rise (SLR) or 
another. The SBSP Restoration Project shares these concerns and realizes that there are uncertainties in 
several key aspects of SLR. In general, the comments received were about one of two different aspects of 
SLR. The first aspect was how the Refuge and the SBSP Restoration Project team would maintain levees 
and other project restoration features in the face of SLR. Most of these points are addressed in the Master 
Response to Comments #2, which was about the distinction between Refuge management and SBSP 
Restoration Project actions, as well as in many individual comments that got into the specifics. The 
second aspect was about how successful the particulars of various restoration plans and concepts would 
be if SLR occurred. For example, they inquired about how ponds that would be retained as managed 
ponds for diving and dabbling ducks and other species that use deep-water habitats would be kept that 
way if SLR began overtopping the external levees. Others asserted that some of the Phase 2 ponds were 
already subsided to the point where breaching them and attempting to restore them to tidal marsh would 
be either inefficient or (worse) unsuccessful. Many of the specifics of the last of these points are also 
addressed in the individual responses to comments. However, this high-level summary of SLR-related 
issues is presented here to provide context for the subsequent individual comments and responses that 
follow. 

Estimates of Future Sea Level Rise and Climate Change Impacts 

It is important to first consider the changes to estimates of future SLR in the South Bay. The 2007 EIS/R 
utilized the 2001 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) mid-range sea level rise estimate of 
6 inches by 2050 (3 mm/yr average) and 18 inches by 2100 (6 mm/yr average between 2050 and 2100) 
(IPCC 2001). The higher rates in the second half of the century reflect the effects of accelerated sea level 
rise. However, more recent studies indicate that projections done even a decade or so ago are likely to risk 
underestimating the magnitude, rates, and timing of SLR and other climate change-related effects.  

Several researchers have investigated the predicted response of tidal marshes to future rates of sea level 
rise in San Francisco Bay.  While there is considerable uncertainty to the rate of sea level rise, particularly 
after about 2050 due to uncertainties in global carbon emission rates, there is a general consensus among 
scientists that sea levels on the West Coast are predicted to increase by 2 to 12 inches by 2030, 5 – 24 
inches by 2050, and 17 – 66 inches by 2100, relative to levels in 2000 (NRC 20121). 

Different approaches to modeling the effect of sea level rise on tidal marsh sustainability have been 
investigated. Diana Stralberg2 of Point Blue Conservation Science, estimated the spatial distribution of 
marsh accretion using the Marsh98 model, and considered the variation in tidal range throughout the San 
                                                           
1 National Research Council (NRC), National Academy of Sciences, National Academy of Engineering, Institute of Medicine.  
2012. Sea-Level Rise for the Coasts of California, Oregon, and Washington: Past, Present, and Future.  http://dels.nas.edu/besr 
2 Stralberg D, Brennan M, Callaway JC, Wood JK, Schile LM, et al. 2011. Evaluating Tidal Marsh Sustainability in the Face of 
Sea-Level Rise: A Hybrid Modeling Approach Applied to San Francisco Bay. PLoS ONE 6(11): e27388. 
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0027388. 
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Francisco Bay.  They varied the rate of sea level rise (20 to 65 inches) and varied the amount of organic 
matter and suspended sediment that was available for marsh accretion based on regions in the bay. They 
found that marshes with low suspended sediment would not be sustained for more than 40 years under 
any of the sea level rise rates.  At the other end of the spectrum, marshes with a high level of suspended 
sediment (such as the South Bay) were sustained up to 80 years, but not over the full 100 years. The 
model projected that even under the most pessimistic of assumptions (low suspended sediment, high rates 
of sea level rise), that there would be a bay-wide increase in marsh habitat until about 2050, suggesting 
that  a large-scale effect of sea level rise may not be seen until close to 2100.  After 2100, with predicted 
increased rates of sea level rise, loss of marsh habitat would also increase.  To minimize marsh loss, the 
authors recommend conserving adjacent uplands for marsh migration, redistributing dredged sediment to 
raise existing elevations of ponds prior to restoration, and concentrating restoration efforts in sediment-
rich areas. 

Lisa Schile of the University of California, Berkeley, and others3 used another modeling approach, which 
built upon the work of Diana Stralberg by incorporating plant productivity to predict marsh resiliency 
using the Marsh Equilibrium Model (MEM), and calibrating the model with extensive data collected from 
four tidal marshes in San Francisco Bay Estuary (all collected from the Delta or North Bay).  The MEM 
model was run using five rates of sea level rise (~ 22 inches to 70 inches/century) and three suspended 
sediment concentrations and sea level elevations were projected for 2030, 2060, 2080, and 2110.  As with 
the Marsh98 model, marsh accretion did not keep pace with sea level rise under low suspended sediment 
concentrations. Model results found that tidal wetlands were able to keep pace with sea level rise up to a 
“tipping point”, specifically when the sea level rise rate was greater than 39 inches/century.  Researchers 
stressed that adjacent upland areas could provide space for the marsh to migrate under the highest rates of 
sea level rise.  

John Takekawa and Karen Thorne of the U.S. Geological Survey4 took a different approach by collecting 
detailed and site-specific elevation, tidal inundation, and vegetation data at 12 marshes around San 
Francisco Bay, along with sediment cores, to provide inputs to the Wetland Accretion Rate Model for 
Ecosystem Resilience model (WARMER).  Model results indicated that 96% of the areas studied would 
become mudflat habitat by 2100, assuming a 49 inch sea level rise rate.  Variations in tidal range, marsh 
accretion rates, and initial marsh elevation at the different study sites resulted in varying risks to sea level 
rise. They found that marsh accretion rates were relatively high in South Bay, and thus those tidal 
marshes withstood sea level rise effects longer, but with many areas transitioning to only low marsh by 
2100.  The two study sites that are closest to the Project area are Cogswell Marsh along the Hayward 
Regional Shoreline (just north of Eden Landing Ecological Reserve), and Laumeister Marsh owned by the 
City of Palo Alto, (located north of the Alviso Complex).  The WARMER model results showed that 
Cogswell Marsh had a gradual reduction in elevation, with an increased decline after 2060.  Due to high 
accretion rates, due partly to high suspended sediment levels in South Bay, mid-marsh habitat was 
maintained through 2070 (assuming ~ 26 inches of sea level rise).  Cogswell marsh was projected to 
transition to low-marsh habitat by 2100 (48 inches of sea level rise).  Model results for Laumeister Marsh 
showed it was able to sustain itself longer due to its high initial elevation and marsh accretion rates, and 
                                                           
3 Schile LM, Callaway JC, Morris JT, Stralberg D, Parker VT, et al. (2014) Modeling Tidal Marsh Distribution with Sea-Level 
Rise: Evaluating the Role of Vegetation, Sediment, and Upland Habitat in Marsh Resiliency. PLoS ONE 9(2): e88760. 
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0088760 
4 Takekawa, J.Y., Thorne, K.M., Buffington, K.J., Spragens, K.A., Swanson, K.M., Drexler J.Z., Schoellhamer, D.H., Overton, 
C.T., Casazza M.L. 2013. Final report for sea-level rise response for San Francisco Bay estuary tidal marshes. U.S. Geological 
Survey Open File Report 2012-1081, 161 p. 
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partly to high suspended sediment. Laumeister Marsh is expected to sustain high-marsh habitat through 
2060 (~22 inches of sea level rise), would transition to mid-marsh habitat by 2080, and by 2100 (48 
inches of sea level rise) would be mostly low-marsh habitat.   

While these model results are encouraging for the sustainability of marshes in South Bay relative to other 
areas of the Bay, it is unknown what the sustainability of subsided managed ponds will be under future 
restoration efforts. 

Karen Thorne of the U.S. Geological Survey applied a structured decision making process and expert 
judgment to develop alternative management strategies to increase tidal marsh resiliency through 2050.  
They sought to optimize a strategy for tidal marsh conservation which took into account future marsh 
accretion uncertainties, along with social and economic risks, ecological benefits and trade-offs.  This 
prototype effort sought to answer the question, “To conserve San Francisco Bay tidal marshes in light of 
future climate change, what management, restoration, and protection actions, if any, should be conducted, 
and where, when, and how should they be conducted?” They used two time horizons of 2020 and 2050, 
based on current restoration planning efforts. The results of this process found the greatest utility would 
be from a “climate-smart” restoration allocation of resources.  Such an approach includes increasing 
resiliency of tidal marshes to climate effects by exploring engineering options to improve resiliency of 
future marshes, retrofit ongoing or past marsh restorations, and enhance historic marshes, accelerate the 
timeline for tidal marsh restoration using fill to raise marsh elevations, and restoration areas with the 
highest marsh accretion potential.   

One intriguing climate-smart adaptation strategy is shallow-water dredged material placements to allow 
natural processes to replenish sediments to marsh and mudflat habitats. Aaron Bever of Delta Modeling 
Associates, in collaboration with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, studied the in-bay placement of 
dredge material at two locations in San Francisco Bay: one in San Pablo Bay and the other in far South 
Bay5.  Authors applied a 3-dimensional hydrodynamic, wave, and sediment transport model to evaluate 
whether shallow-water dredged material placements in less dispersive areas adjacent to existing marshes 
or breached ponds would result in an increase in sediment deposition within these areas through natural 
dispersal processes. Dredged material placement simulations in far South San Francisco Bay indicated 
that the natural dispersal of sediment from open water in-bay placement has the potential to be used to 
augment mudflat, marsh and pond sedimentation. Placement regions in the far South Bay were much 
more effective at supplying sediment to mudflats and marshes than locations in San Pablo Bay, and 
supplied less sediment to federal navigation channels than the San Pablo Bay placement regions.  Further 
evaluation of the effectiveness of this strategy would be a pilot project of in-bay sediment placement and 
measurements of erosion and deposition to validate and refine the model.   

Phased Implementation, Monitoring, and Adaptive Management to Address Uncertainty in Sea Level 
Rise 

As the 2007 EIS/R explained, the SBSP Restoration Project “…would use phased implementation, 
monitoring and adaptive management to plan for and accommodate a range of potential future sea level 
rise. Updated sea level rise estimates would be used as future phases were designed and implemented. 

                                                           
5 Bever, A., Michael L. MacWilliams, Frank Wu, Lisa Andes, and Craig S. Conner. 2014. Numerical Modeling of Sediment 
Dispersal Following Dredge Material Placements to Examine Possible Augmentation of the Sediment Supply to Marshes and 
Mudflats, San Francisco Bay, USA. PIANC (World Association for Waterborne Transport Infrastructure) World Congress, San 
Francisco, June 2014.   
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Monitoring and adaptive management would provide updated assessments of future sea level rise, inform 
planning for future phases, and adjust previously implemented phases as needed.” 

The Adaptive Management Plan and section 2.3 of the 2007 EIS/R explain these actions and provide 
examples. Specific actions included monitoring SLR in the South Bay, modeling and monitoring 
sediment dynamics in the South Bay, and using the coupled hydrodynamic and sediment transport model 
of the South Bay to develop better plans for phasing future implementation actions. Other examples 
include adjusting the phasing to better match the sediment supply; maintaining levees along the bayfront 
edge to shelter restored tidal areas from wave energy and encourage marsh formation; removing levees 
along the bayfront edge to restore sustainable mudflats within the ponds; restoring natural shorelines such 
as shell breaches, wrack lines, and Bay-edge pans; using imported fill to raise pond beds to elevations 
conducive to vegetation establishment; and prioritizing restoration of less subsided ponds and/or ponds 
close to sediment supplies within the project area. The Phase 2 actions in particular have attempted to 
prioritize the restoration of less subsided ponds while there is still time to do so before SLR become too 
rapid and extreme. 

Sea Level Rise and Flood Protection / Maintaining Levees and Managed Salt Ponds in the Face of Future 
Sea-Level Rise 

As noted, several comments concerned salt pond management impacts in the long-term and asserted that 
the Phase 2 EIS/R should have considered and disclosed the long-term impacts of maintaining former 
salt-production ponds levees (which are not engineered levees and ae more like berms) and other features, 
particularly in the face of sea-level rise and associated risks of failure. As discussed in Master Response 
to Comment #2, it is important to realize that the risks of levee failure and the various management and 
levee maintenance actions are things that the USFWS Refuge management needs to consider and perform 
whether or not a Phase 2 action is implemented at a given pond. This is true for levees that protect 
developed areas from flooding associated with high tides, storm runoff or sea-level rise, and it is equally 
true for those ponds that were or are retained as managed ponds in Phase 1 or Phase 2 or that have not yet 
been included in a restoration phase of the larger project. Some of these risks and potential impacts are 
actually somewhat greater in the no action alternative than in many of the tidal restoration alternatives 
because the latter generally allow or even encourage some or all of the levees to degrade over time and to 
do so in a way that protects existing habitats and built environments instead of allowing unplanned levee 
failures that might cause flooding or habitat degradation. 

The SBSP Restoration Project is committed to maintaining existing levels of flood protection and also 
seeks to improve current and future flood protection where practicable. Where possible, modular designs 
are used to increase flexibility in adapting to coastal changes. As a theoretical example (not what is being 
considered and analyzed in this EIS/R), a future plan may include building a levee to accommodate the 
50-year mid-range sea level rise projection, and incorporate features or outline a process to deal with 
higher or lower rates of sea level rise. Other options include overbuilding a levee initially to anticipate a 
higher rate of sea level rise, either by building a higher levee or by building a levee with a wider base to 
more easily accommodate future increases in levee height. These same sorts of levee maintenance and/or 
improvement approaches could also be used for ponds retained as managed ponds for pond-dependent 
wildlife species.  
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Sea Level Rise and Habitat Restoration Planning 

Given the expected rates of SLR discussed above, the SBSP Restoration Project believes that it is 
important to do as much tidal restoration as is safe and feasible as soon as possible, so that the marsh can 
become established before sea-level rise greatly increases. In support of this idea, the newly released 
Baylands Ecosystem Habitat Goals Project 2015 Science Update prioritizes maximizing tidal marsh 
restoration in areas like the South Bay by 2030. 

The 2007 EIS/R presented lengthy details about how SLR would be incorporated into the program-level 
planning and in project-level design and planning. It noted that higher than anticipated SLR rates that 
result in delayed or arrested marsh establishment could affect the progression between the 50:50 and 
90:10 alternatives presented in the 2007 EIS/R. Tidal habitat restoration may be closer to the 50:50 
bookend to increase the sediment supply to those ponds that are tidally restored. Adaptive management 
efforts would be used to encourage marsh establishment in the tidal ponds. The restoration actions most 
sensitive to sea level rise would contain features to accommodate accelerated sea level rise, such as 
constructing a gradually sloping marsh/upland transition zone surface that provides an elevation gradient 
over which tidal marsh could shift upslope as sea level rises and initiating marsh vegetation plantings to 
maximize sediment-trapping efficiencies and enhance the accumulation of organic matter in the 
developing marsh sediments. 

Further, Appendix I of that document was a habitat evolution assessment that, among other findings, 
presented research by Watson (2004) showing that the high sediment availability in the far South Bay 
sustained marshes at a time when subsidence was very high. It concluded that, if SLR rates match the 
lower to mid-range of the predictions and sediment availability remains high, tidal marshes in the South 
Bay should keep pace with changing conditions as they have done historically. If higher rates of sea level 
rise prevail, the timeframe for marsh development may be delayed, and tidally-restored areas within the 
SBSP Restoration Project Area may persist as intertidal unvegetated mudflats or shallow open water 
habitat for prolonged periods (which is not necessarily a negative, since these are valuable habitats as 
well). However, research by Jaffe and others (2006) showed that the South Bay, and in particular the far 
South Bay, have historically been sediment-laden depositional environments. Thus, tidally-restored ponds 
were expected to accrete sediment and vegetation is expected to establish in the face of accelerated sea 
level rise.  

More recent research has shown that the Bay’s sediment-rich recent history may have been linked to 
elevated sediment loading from legacy mining activities in the Sierra foothills and that it may be coming 
to an end. Recognizing the importance of sediment availability in future restoration with or without SLR, 
the SBSP Restoration Project continues to monitor and study sediment dynamics in San Francisco Bay as 
a whole and in the South Bay in particular. Results from these studies will continue to shape the decisions 
of where and how to undertake different types of habitat restoration. As a possible future contingency 
plan, the SBSP Restoration Project continues to work with the Long-Term Management Strategy, the 
regulatory agencies around San Francisco Bay, dredgers, and other stakeholders to develop regulatory, 
technical, and economic frameworks and mechanisms to make it easier and more efficient to deliver 
dredged material to the South Bay salt ponds where it can be beneficially reused in restoration projects. 
The SBSP Restoration Project is also in continual collaboration with dirt brokers, construction companies, 
developers, and local governments to develop sources and supply chains for the continued delivery of 
excavated dirt from upland excavation projects. 
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Several commenters noted that sediment accreted at one pond cluster does reduce the overall availability 
of sediment elsewhere. This is a factor that is being taken into account by the SBSP Restoration Project 
and outside projects such as the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ Shoreline Study Project. That is why 
substantial efforts and investments continue to be made by these projects and others to monitor and model 
sediment availability, sea-level rise, and other critical aspects of the dynamic environment of the South 
Bay. Based on the information provided by those efforts, the details of these restoration projects may be 
adjusted as needed to avoid critical failures and inefficient outcomes. 

In sum, the SBSP Restoration Project continues to monitor ongoing research and modeling about climate 
change and SLR and will continue to plan, design, and manage for higher rates of SLR than initially 
projected. However, it is important to note that the project, on its own, will only be able to maintain the 
level of flood protection already in place. The South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project will continue to 
work with project partners to improve the level of flood protection to the extent practicable. It would also 
do so while designing and implementing restoration features that will be successful in the presence of 
future SLR. The SBSP Restoration Project would seek to accommodate accelerated sea level rise, to the 
extent practicable, in order to maximize achievement of the project objectives. This approach depends on 
the concepts described and used throughout the project, including phased implementation, monitoring, 
and adaptive management, as described in the EIS/R and many planning documents. 
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2.3 Individual Comments and Responses 

2.3.1 Federal and State Agencies 

Comments from federal and state agencies and the responses to those comments are presented in this 
section. 
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Congress of the United States (F-C1) 
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Response to Congress of the United States (F-C1) 

F-C1-1 

This is a comment of support for Alternative D of the SBSP Restoration Project for the Ravenswood pond 
complex portion of the project. 
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Congress of the United States (F-C2) 
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Response to Congress of the United States (F-C2) 

F-C2-1 

This is a comment of support for the project in general and for the inclusion of the Bayfront Canal and 
Atherton Channel Project (BCAC) in particular. Unfortunately, due to water quality concerns, the SBSP 
Restoration Project has not included the BCAC Project in the Preferred Alternative for Phase 2 at the 
Ravenswood Ponds, as described in Master Comment Response #4.  However, the project is willing to 
accommodate the BCAC Project at a later date if the water quality concerns can be addressed. 
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Environmental Protection Agency (F-EPA) 
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Response to Environmental Protection Agency (F-EPA) 

F-EPA-1 

This comment expressed support for transitioning open water ponds (designated as waters of the U.S.) to 
tidal marsh wetland habitat (which would have higher ecological value for some species), despite the 
additional fill in jurisdictional waters of the U.S. that would result. The SBSP Restoration Project 
appreciates this support. 

F-EPA-2 

First, as the comment recommends, the Preferred Alternative includes habitat transition zones where 
feasible and with the most gradual slope (i.e., the largest footprint) allowable using available fill material. 
However, for reasons described in Master Comment Response # 1, incorporating Charleston Slough into 
the Preferred Alternative at the Alviso-Mountain View Ponds was not feasible. The Preferred Alternative 
is based on what was presented as Alternative Mountain View B in the Draft EIS/R with minor 
modifications based on Alternative Mountain View C and based on stakeholder input; these are described 
in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS/R. 

F-EPA-3 

As described in Master Comment Response #4, the option to include the Bayfront Canal and Atherton 
Channel Project in Phase 2 of the SBSP Restoration Project has been removed from the Preferred 
Alternative at the Ravenswood Ponds. 

F-EPA-4 

The Project team appreciates the helpful definitions provided for the EPA’s rating system. 

F-EPA-5 

As described in Master Comment Response #1, due to concerns of the National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS), the EPA, and the RWQCB about the entrainment of juvenile steelhead and other estuarine fish 
by the Shoreline Lake sailing lake’s water intake, the Preferred Alternative at the Mountain View Ponds 
does not include the incorporation of Charleston Slough in the restoration planning and design.  

F-EPA-6 

As described in Master Response to Comment #4, the inclusion of the Bayfront Canal and Atherton 
Channel Project has been removed from the Preferred Alternative at the Ravenswood Ponds.  

F-EPA-7 

The comment correctly notes that the Phase 2 actions would require the import of substantial amounts of 
fill material to improve levees and build many of the habitat features described in the EIS/R. At present, 
the SBSP Restoration Project intends to use only upland fill material from terrestrial construction projects 
involving excavation. It would not use dredged material for the reasons stated in the comment. As the 
comment also notes, the Draft EIS/R does not rule out incorporation of beneficial reuse of dredged 
material at some point in the future. In fact, the document states that an addendum, supplemental, or other 
subsequent NEPA and CEQA document would be prepared and circulated as required if became feasible 
to incorporate dredged material into the project.  



Appendix R  Response to Comments 

 

South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project Phase 2  April 2016 

Final Environmental Impact Statement/Report 2-40 

The Phase 2 actions cannot identify the beneficial reuse of dredged material as a first priority, as the 
comment recommends, because it is not likely that an economically feasible way to permit and deliver 
dredged material to the Mountain View Ponds (the Phase 2 pond cluster that would most benefit from it 
being delivered there) will be developed in time for construction. Given that the existing analysis 
demonstrates that these ponds are likely able to accrete enough sediment for marsh establishment, it does 
not seem prudent to wait for dredged material that may not materialize, but rather to expedite tidal marsh 
restoration. 

F-EPA-8 

The SBSP Restoration Project is committed to using upland fill material from construction sites that 
would otherwise go to landfills or other disposal sites (i.e., beneficial reuse of upland fill material). The 
project has neither the means nor the intention to purchase or use material that was excavated from 
borrow sites specifically for this project. The SBSP Restoration Project understands that, should this 
commitment change, additional NEPA, CEQA, and other regulatory clearances would be required. 

 F-EPA-9 

The Preferred Alternative at the Mountain View Ponds does include improvements to a portion of the 
southern levee around Charleston Slough (i.e., the Coast Casey Forebay levee), that would provide some 
protection from coastal flooding beyond that required to maintain existing levels of flood protection that 
is provided by the remaining berm-like levees of the former salt-production ponds. The area that would be 
protected is a portion of City of Mountain View’s Shoreline Community, between the Palo Alto Flood 
Basin, Shoreline Park, U.S. Highway 101, and Charleston Slough. This is an area that is largely built out 
already, with business parks, offices, and parking and associated infrastructure for Shoreline Park and in 
which the city has planned for increased protection and density increases whether or not those elements 
are included in the SBSP Restoration Project. The improvement is already part of the City of Mountain 
View’s capital improvement plan and city master plan. Nothing would be built or developed that, but for 
the SBSP Restoration Project’s Phase 2 actions, would not otherwise be built. Thus, there would be no 
growth-inducing effects from the Phase 2 project. 

F-EPA-10 

The SBSP Restoration Project and the Refuge are committed to participating in the ongoing control and 
management of invasive vegetation species in general and to invasive Spartina (and its hybrids) in 
particular. They will do so through the continued support and collaboration with the Invasive Spartina 
Program and other efforts to control invasive species. As the comment notes, costs of this control are an 
important of management, and both the project team and the Refuge management will ensure that costs 
and funding are appropriately considered. See also Master Comment Response # 2, which is about the 
relationship between SBSP Restoration Project actions and ongoing Refuge management activities.  

F-EPA-11 

As part of its adaptive management approach, the SBSP Restoration Project is committed to the continued 
monitoring and analysis of mercury in the portions of the project area in which it is most relevant. Text 
has been added to Section 3.3 – Water Quality and Sediment to note the potential for uptake of nutrients 
in tidal marshes and habitat transition zones. 



Appendix R  Response to Comments 

 

South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project Phase 2  April 2016 

Final Environmental Impact Statement/Report 2-41 

F-EPA-12 

Text regarding the USWFS’ Recovery Plan for Tidal Marsh Ecosystems of Northern and Central 
California (2013) has been added to the Final EIS/R in Section 3.5. The ultimate goal of the Recovery 
Plan is to recover all listed species so they can be delisted (removed from listing under the Endangered 
Species Act). The interim goal is to recover all endangered species to the point that they can be 
downlisted from endangered to threatened status. The goal for Chloropyron maritimum ssp. maritimum 
(salt marsh bird’s-beak) is to support recovery strategies detailed in the Salt Marsh Bird’s-beak Recovery 
Plan (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1985a). For species covered by this recovery plan that are not 
federally listed as threatened or endangered, the goal is to conserve them so as to avoid the need for 
protection provided by listing. To achieve these goals, the following objectives have been developed: (1) 
Secure self-sustaining wild populations of each covered species throughout their full ecological, 
geographical, and genetic range. (2) Ameliorate or eliminate, to the extent possible, the threats that caused 
the species to be listed or of concern and any future threats. (3) Restore and conserve a healthy ecosystem 
function supportive of tidal marsh species. The goals and objectives of Phase 2 are in line with these 
goals. 
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U.S. Coast Guard 11th District (F-USCG) 
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Response to U.S. Coast Guard (F-USCG) 

F-USCG-1 

This comment notes the U.S. Coast Guard’s clarification of a number of different regulatory requirements 
and provides guidance for future designs and the processes for review and permitting thereof. The SBSP 
Restoration Project is grateful for these inputs and will follow the recommendation regulatory procedures 
during the permitting process. 
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United States Department of the Interior (F-USDI) 
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Response to United States Department of the Interior (F-USDI) 

F-USDI-1 

This comment voices general support for the SBSP Restoration Project’s public access and recreation 
features, notes that the San Francisco Bay Trail is co-named the Juan Batista de Anza National Historic 
Trail, notes that there may be future coordination on signage about the Anza National Historic Trail be 
placed where it overlaps with the Refuge trails, and provides agency staff names and contact information 
for future coordination. The SBSP Restoration Project appreciates this comment and information.  
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California State Lands Commission (S-CSLC) 
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Response to California State Lands Commission (S-CSLC) 

S-CSLC-1 

The California State Lands Commission (CSLC) was listed in the Draft EIS/R as a Responsible Agency 
under CEQA (Section 1.4). The Final EIS/R has been modified to include that the SLC is also a Trustee 
Agency.  

S-CSLC-2 

The SBSP Restoration Project appreciates the clear statement that a lease from the CSLC will be needed 
for the Phase 2 projects and the provision of the appropriate person (and contact information) with which 
to proceed with that process. 

S-CSLC-3 

The text of this comment is a summary of portions of the project description. No response is required. 

S-CSLC-4 

This comment requests a summary table of mitigation measures. As the comment notes, Section 2.3 of the 
Draft EIS/R contains an in-text list of the mitigation measures from the programmatic portion of the 2007 
EIS/R. These elements are included in the project-level designs and operational management plans for the 
Phase 2 alternatives, so they are no longer considered “mitigation measures” in Phase 2. They are listed as 
text in Chapter 2 – Project Description. 

Further, there is only one new Phase 2 project-level mitigation measure (involving traffic signal control 
modification during the import of fill material); therefore, the provision of a table of Phase 2 mitigation 
measures was deemed unnecessary. The new mitigation measure introduced in the Draft EIR/S is Phase 2 
Mitigation Measure 3.11-1: Modify Signal Timing and is discussed in Section 3.11, Traffic. 

S-CSLC-5 

The first part of this comment pertains to the identification of the Environmentally Superior Alternative 
for each pond cluster. The Final EIS/R identifies the Preferred Alternative and the Environmentally 
Superior Alternative at each of the four pond clusters in the Phase 2 EIS/R. Master Comment Response 
#6 summarizes this Preferred Alternative. As noted in the response to comment O-SC2-1, the Phase 2 
alternatives do provide increased public access and recreation features at two of the Phase 2 pond clusters.  

A second part of this comment made an example of the differing impacts on public access and recreation. 
There will be temporary disruptions to existing trails and other access features as the Phase 2 projects are 
being constructed, however these disruptions are necessary in order to provide the environmental and the 
public access benefits that would result from project implementation. In addition, future project phases 
are expected to continue to add public access features at some of the Phase 2 ponds as well as at ponds 
that have not yet been included in a project phase. 

S-CSLC-6  

This comment concerns impacts to fish from dewatering activities. Text has been added to Section 3.5.13 
and Section 3.5.14 to address this concern. That additional text details how significant impacts related to 
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stranding during dewatering activities would be avoided because fish would be flushed out of the coffer 
dams prior to dewatering wherever such activities would occur. 

S-CSLC-7 

This comment concerns impacts on water-based recreation. Text has been added where appropriate in 
Section 3.6 (Recreation Resources) of the Final EIS/R to clarify that there would be no permanent impact 
on existing water-based recreation from the Phase 2 activities. Text has also been added to note that, 
similar to the temporary closures of some parking areas or trails during construction, there would be brief 
restrictions on water-based recreation in some areas during some portions of construction (e.g., during the 
breach events themselves). These restrictions would be temporary and regular recreational use of 
waterways that allow these uses would resume shortly thereafter. 

S-CSLC-8 

This comment notes that the SBSP Restoration Project is consistent with the “Safeguarding California” 
document, which is a 2014 update to the 2009 California Climate Adaptation Strategy.  

S-CSLC-9 

The Final EIS/R includes text indicating that title to the cultural resources listed in the comment letter is 
vested in the State of California. The SBSP Restoration Project will consult with the listed CSLC 
personnel as requested. Also, the statement about the disposition of resources recovered on CSLC lands 
has been added to the Section 3.7.2 of the Final EIS/R, as requested. 

S-CSLC-10 

As described in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15088 and 15090, the lead agency shall evaluate and respond 
to environmental comments received on the Draft EIR and include responses in the Final EIR. The 
information contained in the Final EIR will be reviewed and considered prior to certification and project 
approval. 

S-CSLC-11 

Copies of future SBSP Restoration Project-related documents will be provided to the individuals listed in 
the comment letter, as requested the CSLC. 
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2.3.2 Regional and Local Agencies 

Comments from regional and local agencies and the responses to those comments are presented in this 
section. 
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City of Redwood City (L-CRC) 
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Response to City of Redwood City (L-CRC) 

L-CRC-1 

This comment expresses the City of Redwood City’s support for Alternative Ravenswood D because of 
the inclusion of the Bayfront Canal and Atherton Channel (BCAC) Project. The SBSP Restoration Project 
has not included the BCAC Project in the Preferred Alternative for Phase 2 at the Ravenswood Ponds, as 
described in Master Comment Response #4. Master Comment Response #6 summarizes the Preferred 
Alternative, and Chapter 6 of the Final EIS/R contains the full descriptions. 

L-CRC-2 

This comment summarizes the City of Redwood City’s acknowledgement of the need for a collaborative 
plan for long-term flood control in the area. 

L-CRC-3 

This comment summarizes Redwood City’s work to date on the BCAC Project and its plan to continue 
developing project details as required.  

L-CRC-4 

The Final EIS/R clarifies the sources of the flood water carried through the Bayfront Canal and Atherton 
Channel as well as the locations affected by the flooding that occurs when those canals cannot adequately 
convey storm water runoff to San Francisco Bay in Section 2, Alternatives and 3.2, Hydrology. 

L-CRC-5 

This comment explains that Redwood City’s focus on the Ravenswood Ponds in its comments should not 
be taken as an indication that the City’s support is limited to those ponds. 
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San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (L-BCDC) 
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Response to San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission 
(L-BCDC) 

L-BCDC-1 

This comment is a general summary of the proposed activities for Phase 2 of the SBSP Restoration 
Project and a statement of BCDC’s regulatory authority. The Project has noted this introductory 
comment. 

L-BCDC-2 

This comment defines the extent of BCDC’s jurisdiction and concludes that the Phase 2 project activities 
are within that jurisdiction. The SBSP Restoration Project does not disagree with this conclusion. 

L-BCDC-3 

This comment notes the applicability of the San Francisco Bay Plan to the project and also notes BCDC’s 
support of the project alternatives that provide maximum feasible public access that would be compatible 
with wildlife uses. It also notes that the BCDC permitting process for the volume of fill proposed for use 
in each of the pond clusters will need to be completed during the permitting phase of the project. The 
SBSP Restoration Project has noted this comment. 

L-BCDC-4 

This comment asks about impact on existing flows and mud flats as described in the hydrology section 
(3.2) of the EIS/R and what types of actions could be implemented in the current project phase (i.e., not 
just revised planning or actions in future phases) if scour or adversely modified flows are greater than 
anticipated. It requests more information on current stream channel and mudflat monitoring and what 
level of erosion would trigger action through the adaptive management plan. For a general discussion of 
impacts, thresholds of significance, and management triggers, see also Master Comment Response #7. 

More specifically, the SBSP Restoration Project’s science program has funded the collection and analysis 
of large amounts of aerial and satellite imagery6 to monitor and quantify changing vegetation. Recent 
work by the USGS’s Amy Foxgrover (presented at the October 2015 Science Symposium) found 
evidence for no erosion of the mudflat near Pond A6, which provides some evidence that mudflats do not 
necessarily erode following breaching of an adjacent pond. That same poster indicated there was 
erosion/scour of Alviso Slough. In addition, the science program has developed an Alviso Slough scour 
model that will help inform managers about what degree of scour to expect where.7 The science program 
continues to investigate cost effective methods for monitoring large expanses of mudflat habitat and 
establish baseline conditions. Most recently, the use of Worldview 2/3 Coastal Blue Band imagery seems 
promising, based on a pilot study conducted in 2015 (Fulfrost et al. 2015). The science program is 
seeking additional funding to further investigate this technique and map the baseline extent of mudflat 
habitat in South Bay to allow tracking of future changes. 

                                                           
6 See for example: http://www.southbayrestoration.org/documents/technical/HEMP_FinalReport_072312.pdf and 
http://www.southbayrestoration.org/documents/technical/HEMP_FinalReport_MapBook.pdf 
7 http://www.southbayrestoration.org/documents/technical/WSE-HECEPD-15.08%20%20Carlos%20Arturo% 
20Rey%20Velasco%20(1).pdf 

http://www.southbayrestoration.org/documents/technical/HEMP_FinalReport_072312.pdf
http://www.southbayrestoration.org/documents/technical/WSE-HECEPD-15.08%20%20Carlos%20Arturo%25%2020Rey%20Velasco%20(1).pdf
http://www.southbayrestoration.org/documents/technical/WSE-HECEPD-15.08%20%20Carlos%20Arturo%25%2020Rey%20Velasco%20(1).pdf
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Finally, the USACE is currently studying and modeling the effects of “mudflat recharge” through 
placement of dredged material, and this could be a suitable response action to greater-than-expected 
erosion of mudflat, if it is noted in the future.  

 L-BCDC-5 

The railroad levees at the north and south edges of the Island Ponds are not currently maintained by the 
SBSP Restoration Project. They are maintained by the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), which would 
continue to maintain those levees in the future. The railroad intends to continue using that rail corridor 
and would maintain it as required. The details of railroad maintenance activities are not known at the 
present time, though future actions could involve additional fill to protect those levees. The railroad 
would seek BCDC permitting approval for those activities at that time. 

L-BCDC-6 

The Phase 2 actions at the Mountain View Ponds do include construction of habitat islands, habitat 
transition zones, and the retention of several portions of levee (isolated from other uses). These areas 
would all be suitable, to varying degrees, for small shorebird roosting and foraging, as described in 
Section 3.5-1. 

L-BCDC-7 

This comment correctly states the purpose of considering and analyzing the effects of incorporating 
Charleston Slough into Phase 2 of the SBSP Restoration Project: to assist the City of Mountain View in 
satisfying the existing regulatory requirement to restore tidal marsh. However, as discussed in Master 
Comment Response #1, the option to integrate tidal marsh restoration in Charleston Slough into Phase 2 
of the SBSP Restoration Project has been removed from the Preferred Alternative at the Mountain View 
Ponds. 

L-BCDC-8 

As discussed in Master Comment Response #4, the City of Redwood City’s Bayfront Canal and Atherton 
Channel Project has not been included in the Preferred Alternative for Phase 2 at the Ravenswood Ponds. 

L-BCDC-9 

As the comment states, the proposed Phase 2 activities would necessarily remove some habitat for the 
species listed at places where a pond breach would need to extend through an existing marsh in order to 
reach the open bay or a slough channel. These small losses of habitat would be self-mitigating because the 
restored marsh that would result from such a connection would be at least orders of magnitude greater 
than the amount lost. Seeding or planting pickleweed, as the comment suggests, would be a way to reduce 
the temporal loss of those narrow strips of habitat, but such planting would not work until the pond 
bottoms have accreted enough sediment to be at marsh plain elevation. Once at the proper elevation, 
pickleweed and other marsh plants generally establish very rapidly; planting or seeding is unnecessary. 

This comment also specifies methods that PG&E should use to conduct the necessary improvements on 
its infrastructure at the Mountain View Ponds. This guidance from BCDC has been shared with PG&E 
and is being incorporated into the project designs. 
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L-BCDC-10 

The SBSP Restoration Project does not plan to include the beneficial reuse of dredged material in the 
Phase 2 project actions at the Refuge; therefore, the current EIS/R does not include a description of that 
use or analyses of the environmental impacts of doing so. Such reuse could be a part of future project 
phases, however, and the NEPA/CEQA clearance for those activities would be sought at that time. 

L-BCDC-11 

Most of the trails proposed in the Draft EIS/R were planned to be 12 feet wide, for compliance with a 
number of regulatory standards. There was one trail at the Ravenswood pond cluster that was initially 
proposed to be only 6 feet wide, but the Final EIS/R includes a change to 12 feet wide. This change is 
included in the project designs.  

In addition, this comment addresses the issue of adding a public access trail along a portion of the A8 
Ponds. While not included in the Phase 2 planning, this trail remains a possible action for inclusion in a 
future project phase. Decisions about the long-term restoration status of the A8 Ponds still remain, and the 
SBSP Restoration Project would prefer to integrate public access features into the larger-scale restoration 
plans at the same time. The only Phase 2 action at the A8 Ponds is construction of habitat transition 
zones, which do not preclude a trail or any of a number of other restoration actions at these ponds in 
future phases. 

L-BCDC-12 

The Final EIS/R has been modified to note the likely requirement for a federal consistency determination, 
as suggested by this comment. 
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City of Redwood City (L-CRC2) 
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Response to City of Redwood City (L-CRC2) 

L-CRC2-1 

The comment correctly notes that the title of Figure ES-12 was incorrect in the Draft EIS/R. That has 
been corrected to read “Alternative Ravenswood A” in the Final EIS/R. 

L-CRC2-2 

The legend for the referenced part of Figure ES-15 and the equivalent figure in the main text (Alternative 
Ravenswood D) have been changed to read “Bayfront Canal and Atherton Channel Project” in the Final 
EIS/R. 

L-CRC2-3 

The referenced text of the Executive Summary and the main text have been changed in the Final EIS/R to 
state that the sources of the storm water come from Redwood City, Menlo Park, Atherton, and portions of 
unincorporated San Mateo County. 
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City of Palo Alto (L-CPA) 
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Response to City of Palo Alto (L-CPA) 

L-CPA-1 

The SBSP Restoration Project appreciates the City of Palo Alto’s support for the project expressed in this 
comment.  

The comment also includes mention of habitat transition zones on the Palo Alto Flood Basin side of the 
levee. This is a component that was not included in the project designs or plans, though certainly the City 
of Palo Alto owns the levee itself and the land on the flood basin side of it. The city could pursue that 
opportunity if it chooses; however it would be beneficial to all parties if that pursuit and any eventual 
construction of it were coordinated with the SBSP Restoration Project and other City of Mountain View 
sea-level rise adaptation projects that are along or near the border between the two cities. 

L-CPA-2 

As the comment suggests, the layout and design of the SBSP Restoration Project’s actions along the Palo 
Alto Flood Control Basin levee was being coordinated with the San Francisquito Creek Joint Powers 
Authority’s SAFERBay Project. Representatives of the two projects have attended several of each other’s 
planning meetings and will continue to do so as each develops. 

L-CPA-3 

The City of Mountain View has also expressed concern that the higher tides in Ponds A1 and A2W would 
increase the rate of water seepage through the landfill levee and into the landfill cells, where it would be 
pumped out of the landfill. As this comment notes, this leachate is currently delivered into Palo Alto’s 
Regional Water Quality Control Plant. The SBSP Restoration Project has conducted geotechnical 
investigations and analyses of the permeability of the landfill levee and the ground and other materials 
surrounding it. As described in the response to comment L-CMV-2, that preliminary analysis indicates 
increased seepage is expected to be insignificant, and no changes to the levee’s permeability are expected 
to be needed. However, in the event additional protections are needed, the SBSP Restoration Project is 
committed to working with the City of Mountain View to design and implement impermeable geofabric 
along the portions of Ponds A1 and A2W that would be exposed to higher tidal elevations. The geofabric 
would reduce or eliminate the seepage and avoid impacts associated with disposal of the water pumped 
from the landfill. 

L-CPA-4 

PG&E has clarified that it intends to continue to hold the maintenance easement for the boardwalks and 
the power lines, though it acknowledges that using those boardwalks for maintenance or emergency 
repairs is less common than doing that work from helicopters, as the comment notes.  

L-CPA-5 

The SBSP Restoration Project will contact the listed staff people at the City of Palo Alto as directed in 
this comment. 
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San Francisquito Creek Joint Powers Authority (L-SFCJPA) 
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Response to San Francisquito Creek Joint Powers Authority (L-SFCJPA) 

L-SFCJPA-1 

The SBSP Restoration Project is grateful for this letter of support for the project and similarly looks 
forward to future collaboration with the San Francisco Creek Joint Powers Authority on the SAFER Bay 
Project. 
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City of Mountain View (L-CMV) 
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Response to City of Mountain View (L-CMV) 

L-CMV-1 

The Final EIS/R provides text in Section 3.2 (Hydrology) and 3.3 (Water Quality) to address the City of 
Mountain View’s questions and concerns about seepage of tidal flows into local groundwater and then 
into the cells of the closed landfill.  

A seepage analysis of the information taken during geotechnical investigations of the landfill levees in the 
fall of 2014 and from previously published studies was conducted. The results of that analysis indicate 
that there would be an extremely minor increase in the phreatic surface (i.e., an elevation of the 
groundwater levels across the levee between the pond and the landfill) that would not cause an increase in 
seepage into the landfill cells.  

However, the SBSP Restoration Project intends to continue collaborating with Mountain View to assess 
and develop design options to avoid seepage if necessary. Design options include, for example, the 
addition of a geofabric (an impervious liner such as the one suggested by the comment) to be placed 
between the existing levee slopes and the areas where the habitat transition zones would be constructed. 
Another suitable option could be a cut-off wall built into the levee. Either of these or other approaches 
would satisfactorily reduce seepage, in the very unlikely event it is necessary to do so. There will also be 
a thorough regulatory permitting process in which these aspects of groundwater seepage, leachate, and 
other aspects of the City’s closed landfill will be evaluated and approved. 

L-CMV-2 

Similar to the question of seepage in the response to the comment above, the SBSP Restoration Project is 
collaborating with the City of Mountain View to plan, design, and implement the necessary erosion 
protection to the existing landfill levees. These erosion protection design features may include cobbles or 
larger rip-rap, planted vegetation, and/or geofabric.  

L-CMV-3 

The SBSP Restoration Project shares the view expressed in this comment that larger (i.e., flatter or less 
steep) habitat transition zones provide greater ecological benefit than smaller, steeper ones. The current 
plan, described in Section 2.2.3 of the Draft EIS/R, provides habitat transition zones with a 30:1 slope 
(horizontal:vertical), though steeper slopes with less surface area are possible depending on material 
availability and regulatory/permitting approval. Because of limits of available material and regulatory 
concerns about the area and volume of fill in the Bay, slopes flatter than 30:1 (i.e., larger transition zones) 
do not seem feasible. See also responses to comments from the Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB, comments L-RWQCB-1, -10, and -16). 

L-CMV-4 

The SBSP Restoration Project is aware of the City of Mountain View’s Lower Stevens Creek Levee 
Improvement Project and has participated in several coordination meetings already and will continue to 
do so as the two projects proceed through their design, environmental, and construction phases. At 
present, the City’s Preferred Alternative for that project does not appear to have any direct interactions 
with or adverse environmental impacts on the SBSP Restoration Project. The timing and other logistical 
impacts of construction and other parts of the project implementation will need to be coordinated. 
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L-CMV-5 

The construction (material delivery) routes shown in the Draft EIS/R were those initially provided to the 
SBSP Restoration Project by the City of Mountain View as part of initial planning and assessments. As 
stated on Page 3.11-12 of Section 3.11, the primary access route to the Mountain View Ponds is U.S. 101 
to the San Antonio Road exit and north on San Antonio Road. The secondary route was planned to utilize 
North Shoreline Boulevard for material delivery. The SBSP Restoration Project will work with the City to 
develop and plan for other routes that are acceptable for material delivery. The timing and location of 
those routes will be planned to avoid burrowing owl nesting season and to maintain the required year-
round 500-foot buffer distance around active burrows to the maximum extent practicable. Biological 
monitor(s) will be present during construction activities to ensure that the buffer distances are maintained 
and to gage the visible responses, if any, of the burrowing owls to the work. The City of Mountain View 
keeps updated records of burrows and nests each year and can provide them to the SBSP Restoration 
Project as part of a refined planning and routing plan as construction approaches. In the unlikely event 
that a burrow needs to be relocated to allow access through a necessary section of Shoreline Park, there 
are protocols for relocation that can and will be implemented to allow safe construction routing. 

L-CMV-6 

The Santa Clara Valley Chapter of the Audubon Society (SCVAS) and Audubon California (AC) 
provided comments on the SBSP Draft EIS/R, which have been considered and responded to in this Final 
EIS/R. To review these comments and responses, please refer to letters coded O-SCVAS and O-AC.  

L-CMV-7 

This comment and several others expressed similar concerns about Charleston Slough and the reduction 
in easily available areas for public viewing of intertidal mudflats and the species that use them. The SBSP 
Restoration Project shares this concern. However, the option to integrate tidal marsh restoration in 
Charleston Slough into Phase 2 of the SBSP Restoration Project has been removed from the Preferred 
Alternative at the Mountain View Ponds. Master Comment Response #1 is about this removal, and 
Master Comment Response #6 summarizes the Preferred Alternative. Chapter 6 of the Final EIS/R 
contains the full description of the Preferred Alternative. 

L-CMV-8 

The SBSP Restoration Project has collaborated closely with the City of Mountain View to develop and 
evaluate possible design-based solutions to several aspects of connecting the SBSP Restoration Project 
with the city’s infrastructure and amenities, one of which is the water intake for the Shoreline Park sailing 
lake. The option to integrate tidal marsh restoration in Charleston Slough into Phase 2 of the SBSP 
Restoration Project has been removed from the Preferred Alternative at the Mountain View Ponds, but 
continued collaboration will be necessary to further develop and implement other overlapping or abutting 
parts of the Phase 2 projects (e.g., the Coast Casey Forebay levee improvements). 

 L-CMV-9 

This comment suggests that the Final EIS/R include and analyze scaled-back versions of the western 
levee of Charleston Slough (adjacent to the Palo Alto Flood Basin) and the Coast Casey Forebay levee 
(along the southern edge of Charleston Slough) that are reduced, relative to the design presented and 
analyzed for Alternative Mountain View C. These scaled-back levees would more closely represent the 
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SBSP Restoration Project’s requirement to maintain existing levels of flood control. The Final EIS/R does 
not include the development of this reduced design or an analysis of the environmental impacts of its 
implementation. The impacts analyzed for Alternative Mountain View C’s larger (both higher and wider) 
levee designs are the largest that would result from including those levees in the Phase 2 project actions. 
A smaller (less high, less wide) levee would have fewer and smaller environmental impacts than those 
already analyzed and disclosed in the Draft EIS/R. As there would be no new significant impacts, the 
inclusion and analysis of a reduced levee improvement design is not necessary. 

L-CMV-10 

The legend for Figure ES-9 has been changed to clarify the existing features versus those proposed. The 
same changes have been made for Figure 2-9b, which is the same map figure but in the main text. 

L-CMV-11 

Alternatives Mountain View B and Mountain View C contain variations in several features to provide a 
range of options for habitat restoration. The numbers, sizes, and locations of breaches are among those 
variations. In Alternative Mountain View B, the single breach into Pond A1 would be larger than it would 
be in Alternative Mountain View C, which would instead have more, but smaller, breaches. 

L-CMV-12 

In response to this comment about Alternative Mountain View B, the text on Page 2-24 of the Draft 
EIS/R has been revised to remove reference to “normal operation.” The levee crest elevation under 
Alternative Mountain View B would be 10 feet elevation NAVD88. 

L-CMV-13 

At the request of the City of Mountain View, the viewing platform considered for relocation to the top of 
Vista Point hill in Shoreline Park has been removed from further consideration. The viewing platform 
will remain along the southern shore of Pond A1, as shown on the map figures for Alternatives Mountain 
View B and C. 

L-CMV-14 

The fill volumes presented in Table 2-3 include the fill required for levee improvements as well as 
construction of habitat transition zones, islands, and other purposes as described in the EIS/R. The 
volumes in the table do not include material to raise pond bottoms, however, because the current plans do 
not call for material import for pond bottom elevation increase. There is no requirement to implement that 
action because analysis has shown that the ponds are likely to achieve marsh plain elevation without any 
supplemental sediment.  

L-CMV-15 

The relevant text on page 2-29 of the Draft EIS/R has been revised in response to this comment. The Final 
EIS/R text now reads, “To incorporate the highest sea-level rise prediction from the City of Mountain 
View’s Sea Level Rise Study, Feasibility Report, and Capital Improvement Program (ESA PWA 2012), 
this levee improvement would build a levee base and foundation support sufficient to support a 16.0-foot 
NAVD88 cross section but without the top 2 feet (i.e., to a crest elevation of 14 feet NAVD88).” 
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L-CMV-16 

Appendix M to the Draft EIS/R is the preliminary design memorandum for the Alviso-Mountain View 
Ponds. Section 4.1.7 of Appendix M describes improving the southern portion of the levee between Pond 
A1 and Charleston Slough that would be necessary under Alternative C, which incorporated Charleston 
Slough into the Phase 2 SBSP Restoration Project actions. That text notes the need to provide adequate 
space for a maintenance truck to turn around and that the levee itself would be improved enough to 
support the new intake, pipe, maintenance trucks, and a recreational trail to the viewing platform and 
intake maintenance area. However, the option to integrate tidal marsh restoration in Charleston Slough 
into Phase 2 of the SBSP Restoration Project has been removed from the Preferred Alternative for the 
Mountain View Ponds (as discussed in Master Comment Response #1). There would be no need for this 
maintenance truck access under the Preferred Alternative. The City of Mountain View will continue to be 
involved in planning and reviewing the other aspects the project as they develop.  

L-CMV-17 

As noted in the second bullet on page 2-29 of the Draft EIS/R, the existing viewing platform will be 
elevated to match the elevation of the raised Coast Casey Forebay levee. In addition, Appendix M 
(described in the response to comment L-CMV-16), includes preliminary designs for raising the existing 
viewing platform to match the increased elevation of the Coast Casey Forebay levee.  

L-CMV-18 

As stated on page 2-31 of the Draft EIS/R, “All rebuilt trails on existing levees that would be raised or 
modified as part of this project would be resurfaced to match the existing conditions.” 

L-CMV-19 

As indicated on Page 2-34 of the Draft EIS/R, the timing of project construction would include 
consideration of the bird nesting season (February 1 through mid-September). This bird nesting season 
includes the breeding season of burrowing owls, among other species. In addition, Section 3.5-25 
includes species-specific avoidance and minimization measures that the project would implement to 
protect burrowing owls. 

L-CMV-20 

Discussion of the pump station is included in Item 5 of the construction sequence list on Page 2-37 of the 
Draft EIS/R, which states, “Construct new water intake system at breach location along Pond A1 west 
levee and make other improvements to pump station.”  

L-CMV-21 

The projected dates for the initiation of construction have been updated in the Final EIS/R. Construction 
would not begin in summer of 2016. The general construction schedule for all alternatives included 
estimates of the time required to import material. However, the detailed construction schedule will 
develop this more fully. 

L-CMV-22 

The comment misstates the focus of the traffic analysis (provided in Appendix G to the Draft EIS/R) as 
being on the capacity of the off-ramps from the nearest highway (in this case, U.S. 101). Rather, the 
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traffic impact analysis focused on the impacts of the intersections at the off-/on-ramps and the local 
arterials. The analysis was conducted to assess the overall change in traffic conditions from the 
construction vehicles used to import fill material; it was done in a “worst-case scenario” so as to assess 
the greatest possible impact to local traffic at those intersections for the purposes of complying with 
CEQA and NEPA. The City of Mountain View has already noted that new routes for the import of the 
haul material will need to be developed (see response to comment L-CMV-5). Additional studies of 
traffic and route planning will be conducted in collaboration with the City of Mountain View as part of 
that planning. 

The method used to estimate the number of truck trips required to import material was the same for each 
pond cluster and alternative. The volume of net fill required was calculated as the difference between the 
local cut activities and the total fill required. Then, a conservative assumption of 11 cubic yards per 
construction truck was used to calculate the number of truckloads needed. An experienced trucking 
company that has hauled fill material for similar projects in the Bay Area was consulted to estimate a 
feasible number of truckloads that could be imported each day into each pond cluster based on the haul 
routes provided.  

L-CMV-23 

The 2007 EIS/R included a list of programmatic mitigation measures that would apply to all future project 
phases, including Phase 2. Those measures committed the project to a roadway rehabilitation program 
following construction. One of the details was SBSP Mitigation Measure 3.12-4, which would require 
making pre- and post-project videos of the conditions of the roads used for hauling fill so that there would 
be an objective standard for comparing the amount of roadway rehabilitation needed. That measure is 
listed in Section 2.3.3. 

L-CMV-24 

Section 3.5-25 describes the avoidance and minimization measures that the project would implement to 
protect burrowing owls, among other birds.  

 L-CMV-25 

See responses to comments L-CMV-1 and L-CMV-2 for discussions of how seepage through the landfill 
levees was assessed.  

L-CMV-26 

Appendix M to the Draft EIS/R is a preliminary design memorandum that was used to provide enough 
detail on a range of project alternatives to conduct impact assessments for the Draft EIS/R. It is a 
completed document and need not be changed to include details such as the one requested in this 
comment. In addition, the SBSP Restoration Project does not think it appropriate to modify completed 
documents that have been publicly available for some time. The preliminary design memorandum for the 
Mountain View Ponds (Appendix M) includes several memoranda that were appended to the preliminary 
design memorandum itself to address certain aspects of the restoration design that were developed 
subsequent to completion of the main design memorandum. Any further modifications to details that do 
not affect the environmental impact assessment will be made as warranted during the design process. 
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L-CMV-27 

Section 4.1.7 of Appendix M describes improving the southern portion of the levee between Pond A1 and 
Charleston Slough that would be necessary under Alternative C, which incorporated Charleston Slough 
into the Phase 2 SBSP Restoration Project actions. That text noted the need to provide adequate space for 
a maintenance truck to turn around and that the levee itself would be improved enough to support access 
by maintenance trucks. In addition, Appendix M contains memoranda (compiled as Appendix B to the 
preliminary design memorandum) that analyze the effects of the proposed new water intake location on 
long-term functioning and maintenance.  

However, the option to integrate tidal marsh restoration in Charleston Slough into Phase 2 of the SBSP 
Restoration Project has been removed from the Preferred Alternative for the Mountain View Ponds. There 
would be no need for this maintenance truck access under the Preferred Alternative. The City of 
Mountain View will continue to be involved in planning and reviewing the other aspects of the project as 
they are developed.  

L-CMV-28 

See responses to comments L-CMV-1 and L-CMV-2 for discussions of how seepage through the landfill 
levees would be addressed.  

L-CMV-29 

As noted in the response to comment L-CMV-26, the preliminary design memoranda were intended 
largely to generate inputs for analysis in the NEPA and CEQA processes. Appendix M includes several 
memoranda (that were added as Appendix B to the preliminary design memorandum itself) to address 
certain aspects of the restoration design that were developed subsequent to completion of the main design 
memorandum. One of these memoranda includes conceptual designs for raising and/or modifying the 
utilities and other existing infrastructure associated with the Coast Casey Forebay levee. Those actions 
were included in the analysis done for the Draft EIS/R; Table 2-4 includes raising and improving all of 
the pump station, water intake, and others structures associated with raising the Coast Casey Forebay. 

L-CMV-30 

The long-term future conditions of Ponds A1 and A2W, including expected future topography such as the 
drainage channels requested in this comment, are provided in Appendix M’s Figures 3-9 through 3-12. 
Figure 3-5 is intended to show the average or typical pond bottom elevations in the future but not to 
illustrate the drainage network. 

L-CMV-31 

The text indicates the approximate location of the cross-section in that figure as being 700 feet offshore 
from the foot of Charleston Slough. As noted in response to comment L-CMV-26, the preliminary design 
memorandum is a completed document. All new documents will include maps to indicate the location of 
the cross-sections.  

L-CMV-32 

Appendix M was prepared before the Draft EIR/S, and the labeling or naming of alternatives sometimes 
varies between documents prepared at different stages of the project development. Also, in conducting the 
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model runs, several options for each alternative were simulated to better understand the advantages and 
disadvantages of each. See footnote at the bottom of page 15 in Appendix M for more details. Appendix 
M’s Figure 3-7 and Figure 3-9 represent the case with only one breach in Pond A2W. In Figure 3-8 there 
are 4 breaches in Pond A2W.  

L-CMV-33 

As noted in the response to comment L-CMV-26, the preliminary design memorandum is a completed 
document that is not going to be revised as part of preparing the Final EIS/R. Figures in future documents 
figures will include plan views as appropriate. 

L-CMV-34 

The existing size of the channels in the mudflats offshore of Stevens Creek and Mountain View Slough 
are not large enough to allow drainage of Ponds A1 and A2W, therefore, the effects of breach sizes and 
internal channels in Ponds A1 and A2W could not be analyzed unless channels were added to the 
mudflats to allow drainage of the ponds through the mudflats. The expectation is that the channels will 
eventually form once the ponds have been breached. The emphasis on the analysis presented in Figures 3-
9 through 3-12 is on Ponds A1 and A2W and since Charleston Slough drains completely under existing 
conditions, it was not necessary to change the conditions offshore of Charleston Slough.  

L-CMV-35 

Comment noted. Project maps show both names as Permanente Creek transitions into Mountain View 
Slough. 

L-CMV-36 

The channels shown in Figures 3-11 and 3-12 of Appendix M generally follow the channels found on the 
historic t-sheets for the area. This includes the small channel aligned towards Shoreline Park. The 
channels shown in Figures 3-11 and 3-12 were therefore not meant to be proposed channel designs. 

L-CMV-37 

Yes, the plots in Figures 3-9 and 3-10 are at the same locations in Ponds A1 and A2W, respectively.  

L-CMV-38 

The inflow should be only minimally affected. The only limit is the size of the channel between the bay 
itself and the inlet to Charleston Slough.  

L-CMV-39 

Comment noted. The breach in the levee between Charleston Slough and Pond A1 is no longer included 
in the Preferred Alternative at the Mountain View Ponds (see Master Comment Response #1). Therefore, 
there is no additional analysis or discussion of it in the Final EIR/S.  

L-CMV-40 

As indicated in response to comment L-CMV-39, the breach in the levee between Charleston Slough and 
Pond A1 is no longer included in the Preferred Alternative at the Mountain View Ponds. See Master 
Comment Response #1. 
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L-CMV-41 

Section 4.1.3 of the preliminary design memorandum included as Appendix M of the Draft EIS/R lists the 
design criteria for levee improvements; erosion control is included among them. The proposed concept 
includes rock slope protection on the tidal side of the levee. 

L-CMV-42 

The text of Section 4.1.3 in Appendix M does note a wider base to support future elevation increases to 
protect against a high sea-level rise scenario. The comment is correct in noting that in this instance, the 
specific elevation of 16 feet is not listed, but that value and statement are made several other places in the 
EIS/R and in the designs. 

L-CMV-43 

As indicated in response to comments L-CMV-39 and L-CMV-40, the breach in the levee between 
Charleston Slough and Pond A1 is no longer included in the Preferred Alternative at the Mountain View 
Ponds. See Master Comment Response #1. 

L-CMV-44 

Those structures could be built to 16 feet elevation, but that was not the request from the City of 
Mountain View, which requested improving or adjusting those structures to accommodate a levee that 
was raised to 14 feet elevation. 

L-CMV-45 

The new water intake and the other structures related to its location, as well as those associated with the 
height of the Coast Casey Forebay levee to 14 feet elevation were designed to minimize impacts to intake 
and pump operations and to meet the water volume demands without changing out the existing pump. 
Appendix M Section 4.1.7 explains how, in the short term, the designs in the proposed alternative may 
actually decrease required maintenance and extend the life of the pump. While further modeling and 
analysis would have been required to confirm that the combination of tidal response and a higher 
elevation intake would provide sufficient water for the lake, the Preferred Alternative no longer includes 
the integration of Charleston Slough into the Phase 2 designs. See Master Comment Response #1. 

L-CMV-46 

Ponds A1 and A2W would not initially drain completely after breaching because they are subsided. The 
ponds would resemble “tidal lagoons” until sediment accretes to marsh plain elevation. Eventually, this 
accretion would allow vegetated marsh to form. Wider breaches would not change the draining of the 
ponds or speed this process in the short term.  

L-CMV-47 

As noted in the response to comment L-CMV-19, the construction schedule will be determined with 
consideration toward avoiding the nesting season for burrowing owls. Section 3.5-25 also includes the 
avoidance and minimization measures for burrowing owls, which include 500-foot buffer zones among 
other protections. 
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L-CMV-48 

A good portion of the difference in cost estimates is explained by the fact that the SBSP Restoration 
Project assumes that the material to improve the levees and create transition zones is free, so that only the 
trucking costs need to be considered. The City’s sea-level rise study and capital improvement program 
assumes rock-slope protection. Also, the City’s sea-level rise study included a stability berm that the 
analysis done for the Phase 2 EIS/R did not consider necessary. 

L-CMV-49 

The second sump was optional and intended to act as an additional sediment trap to reduce the delivery of 
sediment from the intake to the pump itself. The construction of either a larger or multiple sediment 
sumps could decrease the number of maintenance visits required. This could reduce maintenance costs 
and prolong the life of the pump itself, as described in the text.  

L-CMV-50 

The main text of the Draft EIS/R spelled out the full name “Mountain View Slough,” whereas the maps 
showed it as “Mt View Slough.” This has been changed in the Final EIS/R. Where technical appendices 
referred to it as “Mt. View Slough,” it was in completed documents. As described in responses to 
previous comments, revising completed documents with relatively minor name changes is not necessary, 
but they will use the requested name in all work going forward. 
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County of San Mateo (L-CSM) 
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Response to County of San Mateo (L-CSM) 

L-CSM-1 

Thank you for this input. As discussed in Master Comment Response #4, the Preferred Alternative at the 
Ravenswood Ponds does not include the Bayfront Canal and Atherton Channel Project.  

L-CSM-2 

The SBSP Restoration Project has the goal and the legal requirement to maintain or improve on the 
existing level of flood protection. The proposed alternatives achieve that by raising or otherwise 
improving certain levees to offset the loss of the incidental protection the former salt-production ponds 
have historically provided. This comment requests improvement of the remaining outboard and/or 
internal levees to a standard far beyond that required to maintain existing levels of protection. The 
requested improvement would be beyond the SBSP Restoration Project’s ability to fund and are also not 
within the project’s mission. The SBSP Restoration Project is willing to cooperate with city or county or 
special district agencies to incorporate improved levees beyond the level required by the project itself. 
Indeed such cooperation is a part of some improvements at the Alviso-Mountain View Ponds and in the 
first segment of the USACE’s Shoreline Study. Similar cooperative efforts may also be a part of future 
project phases in collaboration with the San Francisquito Creek Joint Powers Authority’s SAFER Bay 
Project or future phases of the USACE’s Shoreline Study. 
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Santa Clara Valley Water District (L-SCVWD) 
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Response to Santa Clara Valley Water District (L-SCVWD) 

L-SCVWD-1 

The SBSP Restoration Project appreciates the Santa Clara Valley Water District’s support for the project 
and its participation in project planning. 

L-SCVWD-2 

The SBSP appreciates the Santa Clara Valley Water District’s evaluation of the Draft EIS/R as it pertains 
to Santa Clara County. 

L-SCVWD-3 

The SBSP Restoration Project initially considered constructing habitat transition zone across the entire 
southern portion of the A8 Ponds, as the comment suggests. However, the action alternative at the A8 
Ponds was intended to not foreclose the option to connect the A8 Ponds to the outflowing San Tomas 
Aquino Creek and Calabazas Creek. Placing transition zones across the entire southern border would 
preclude such a future action, which is the reason that those zones were limited to the corners of this pond 
cluster. However, it should be noted that a future addition of transition zone across the entire southern 
border is still possible if the decision is made that connecting the two creeks to the ponds is not 
appropriate. In the meantime, the surplus material described in this comment can be used for levee 
maintenance in a number of nearby locations within the Refuge.  

L-SCVWD-4 

The SBSP Restoration Project is grateful for the Santa Clara Valley Water District’s continuing support 
for the project. 
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San Francisco Bay Trail (L-SFBT) 
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Response to San Francisco Bay Trail (L-SFBT) 

L-SFBT-1 

Appendix F to the Draft EIS/R contains “typical” sections of the trails proposed for Phase 2 actions. That 
Draft EIS/R also noted the width of most of the trail segment included in Phase 2 as being planned to be 
12 feet wide and the boardwalk trails to be 8 feet wide. The Preferred Alternative does not include any 
elevated boardwalk trails. The details about bicycle use of the various trail segments proposed for Phase 2 
have not yet been determined. 

The SBSP Restoration Project will coordinate with the Bay Trail Project and the cities of Mountain View, 
Menlo Park, Palo Alto, and Redwood City – whose existing recreation and public access facilities would 
be temporarily disrupted by construction. 

L-SFBT-2 

Appendix F to the Draft EIS/R contains “typical” sections of the trails proposed for Phase 2 actions. At 
the Ravenswood Ponds, the Draft EIS/R also noted the width of most of the trail segment included in 
Phase 2 as being planned to be 12 feet wide and the boardwalk trails to be 8 feet wide. One proposed 
portion of trail was initially planned to be narrower (6 feet wide), but that has been amended in the Final 
EIS/R to be 12 feet wide. The Preferred Alternative at the Ravenswood Ponds does not include any 
elevated boardwalk trails. The details about bicycle use of the various trail segments proposed for Phase 2 
have not yet been determined. 

As in response to comment L-SFBT-1, the SBSP Restoration Project will coordinate with the Bay Trail 
Project and affected cities for construction planning and public notification. 

L-SFBT-3 

Table 3.6.2 has been corrected in the Final EIS/R as suggested in this comment. 

L-SFBT-4 

The text referenced in the comment has been corrected in the Final EIS/R. 
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San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Board (L-RWQCB) 
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Response to San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Board (L-RWQCB) 

L-RWQCB-1 

This comment covers several related aspects of its stated topic of the fill in waters of the State that should 
be analyzed in the EIS/R. These are addressed in turn below. As an introductory response, however, that 
the SBSP Restoration Project agrees that that the material for the habitat transition zones is a form of fill 
in waters of the U.S. and of the State of California, but also agrees that they are a beneficial form of fill 
from several perspectives – including high-tide refugia habitat, sea-level rise adaptation, levee failure 
protection, and others.  

The comment states that the Draft EIS/R only presented the length of the proposed transition zones and 
that there is no parsing out of how much of that material would be placed in what is currently open water, 
wetlands, or uplands. The alternative maps in the Draft EIS/R did show the separation of the transition 
zones into what would be placed in elevations of intertidal habitat or lower and what would be placed in 
the high marsh areas above mean higher high tides. So there was some information presented in that 
document, but the RWQCB makes a good point in requesting more details on these restoration features. 
These have been added to Chapter 6 of the Final EIS/R, which now includes tables to list the length and 
width of each proposed transition zone included in the Preferred Alternative, along with the total volume 
of material each would require.  Chapter 6 also includes a breakdown of the elevational differences of the 
area and volume of fill that would be placed into open waters, existing wetlands, or uplands. Converting 
open waters to wetlands by adding habitat transition zone is not a loss of waters of the State (or of the 
U.S.). The Final EIS/R presents the fill associated with transition zone construction in such a way as to 
separate out the conversion of waters from one type to another from the actual loss of waters. The 
comment also notes the effect of borrow ditches on water quality in ponds following breaching and other 
restoration efforts. The Final EIS/R also includes more specific statements about and locations of where 
ditch blocks would be placed to reduce flow through borrow ditches and/or where borrow ditches would 
be filled with sidecast material.  

The Final EIS/R presents estimates of the total acreage of fill from the various forms of habitat 
enhancements, including habitat transition zones, islands, and levee improvements. The designs 
conservatively assume sufficient material availability to construct transition zones at a slope of 30:1. 
Those slopes would use the maximum amounts of fill, so anything less than that (i.e., if lesser amounts of 
material are available) would be a reduced impact from fill. Refined estimates (i.e., not substantially 
greater than those conservatively developed for and presented in the Draft EIS/R) will be included in the 
permitting documents. 

The next step of the Phase 2 planning will include applications for permits and other regulatory 
agreements, including a water quality certification under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act and the 
satisfaction of Waste Discharge Requirements of the California Water Code. The SBSP Restoration 
Project appreciates the guidance and direction included in this comment to specifically identify the habitat 
benefits from converting open waters (in largely closed former salt ponds) to tidal marsh wetland habitat, 
particularly for Endangered Species Act-listed species as well as to reference and satisfy the conditions in 
the San Francisco Bay Basin Water Quality Control Plan, the California Wetlands Conservation Policy, 
and the Habitat Goals Reports..  

The comment also suggests that transition zones (ecotones) be created by modifying existing uplands 
(cutting them back away from the interface with the water) rather than by filling the waters themselves. 
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While this suggestion would have reduced environmental impacts from fill, in the Phase 2 ponds, it is not 
really feasible. At the Mountain View Ponds, both of the proposed transition zones would be built up 
against a closed landfill, which cannot be modified. In fact, one environmental benefit of the transition 
zones is to help protect those landfills from sea-level rise or erosion/scour. This is also the case for one of 
the two transition zones proposed at the A8 Ponds and for one of the two proposed at the Ravenswood 
Ponds. The second transition zone at the A8 Ponds is on the southwest corner of the pond, against a levee 
that separates the pond from Guadalupe Slough, so there is no adjacent upland to modify. Finally, at 
Ravenswood, the transition zone proposed to extend into Pond R4 from the improved levees at the All-
American Canal would similarly lack an adjacent upland behind it.  

L-RWQCB-2 

The RWQCB’s comment suggests that the SBSP Restoration Project reconsider including the Bayfront 
Canal and Atherton Channel (BCAC) Project, proposed by the City of Redwood City, because of 
concerns about the water quality of input from that project. The comment contains a recap of the history 
of the proposed BCAC Project and its incorporation into Phase 2, as well as the city’s failure to product a 
water quality monitoring plan that satisfies the requirements of the RWQCB. 

The SBSP Restoration Project shares the concern expressed by the RWQCB in this comment and agrees 
with the need to ensure that storm water runoff delivered into the Ravenswood Ponds meets water quality 
standards. As described in Master Comment Response #4, the BCAC Project is no longer a part of the 
Preferred Alternative for the Phase 2 efforts at the Ravenswood Ponds. 

L-RWQCB-3 

This comment concerns two different aspects of BCAC Project-related water quality than the ones 
addressed in comment L-RWQCB-1. It is about (a) the effects of occasional freshwater inputs on the 
habitat quality in what would be enhanced managed ponds R5 and S5, and (b) the additional water quality 
monitoring in those two ponds that would be required because of that occasional diversion of storm water 
inputs. As discussed in Master Comment Response #4, the BCAC Project is no longer a part of the Phase 
2 Preferred Alternative.  

L-RWQCB-4 

This comment elaborates on another water quality issue – the fact that the BCAC Project’s inputs would 
not be as readily controlled as the inputs and outputs to the more typical form of managed ponds included 
in the SBSP Restoration Project – and questions several aspects of the project’s designs related to the use 
of Ponds R5 and S5 as possible temporary storm water retention areas. As discussed in the preceding 
responses and in Master Comment Response #4, the BCAC Project is no longer a part of the Phase 2 
Preferred Alternative.  

L-RWQCB-5 

As discussed in the preceding responses and in Master Comment Response #4, the BCAC Project is no 
longer a part of the Phase 2 Preferred Alternative, reducing the need to develop a monitoring plan for 
controlling the quality of storm water runoff diverted into the Ravenswood Ponds from the BCAC 
Project. 
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L-RWQCB-6 

Chapter 6 of the Final EIS/R contains tables that present the areas (in acres) of impacts from the habitat 
transition zones planned for the Preferred Alternative, as requested in other comments. A full assessment 
of the acreages of impact to the various lands and habitats under federal and state jurisdiction that would 
result from that alternative, as requested in this comment is beyond the scope of an EIS/R. The Draft 
EIS/R disclosed the impacts of the alternatives on wetlands and waters based on project design 
information available at the time to inform the public and decision makers as required by NEPA and 
CEQA. The detailed designs to support a permitting level analysis are in process but are not yet complete. 
Further refinement of the impacted acres in each regulatory agency’s jurisdiction will be developed and 
presented in the permitting stage of the project later this year.  

L-RWQCB-7 

This comment provides an additional beneficial use of waters of the State that was omitted from Section 
3.5.2 of the Draft EIS/R on the project’s regulatory setting. This beneficial use – preservation of rare and 
endangered species – has been added to this section’s text in the Final EIS/R. 

L-RWQCB-8 

Section 3.5.2 of the Final EIS/R contains the suggested text additions to include the need to obtain Waste 
Discharge Requirements and the Statewide NPDES Construction Storm Water Permit. The SBSP 
Restoration Project is grateful for this helpful suggestion and others like it in this comment letter.  

L-RWQCB-9 

The significance criteria included in the Draft EIS/R for the Phase 2 project-level actions were generally 
the same as those used for the 2007 EIS/R, which included impacts and significance thresholds for the 
SBSP Restoration Project as a whole. In most cases, retaining those thresholds is an important way for the 
Project’s Adaptive Management Plan to avoid an overreaction to a perceived change in the environment 
or an overly sensitive perception of such changes. However, in this case, the SBSP Restoration Project 
agrees with the assertion that waters of the State matter as much as waters of the U.S. in terms of 
significant environmental impacts. The Final EIS/R contains a rewording of Section 3.5.3 to include 
waters under the jurisdiction of the State of California as well as those of the United States. 

L-RWQCB-10 

This comment suggests the addition of a different type of impact to jurisdictional waters and wetlands. It 
requests adding impacts from fill in waters and wetlands for habitat transition zones to Impact 3.5-24 to 
the other type of impact already mentioned there (i.e., channeling through the existing wetland to connect 
a pond’s breach with the bay or a waterway). This has been added to the text in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS/R, and the analysis and discussion of Impact 3.5-24 has been expanded to include the areas and 
volumes of fill from the restoration project. 

The comment also requested identification of appropriate mitigation for that fill. As the comment itself 
notes, the SBSP Restoration Project considers the losses of small amounts of existing wetlands (tidal 
marsh) to be self-mitigating because the amount of tidal marsh wetland created would be at least two 
orders of magnitude greater than that lost. The impacts of fill, however, must be treated differently. First, 
as comment L-RWQCB-1 explained in detail, the fill in open waters would generally not be creating 
uplands, but would be creating intertidal wetland habitat. This conversion would therefore represent a 
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change in the type of waters but not an actual loss of them, which greatly reduces (and in some cases, 
eliminates) the amount of lost waters. Second, the ecological functions of habitat transition zones and 
habitat islands are higher than those of the existing pond areas, which range from largely open water 
ponds at Mountain View, seasonally dry salt pannes at Ravenswood, and heavily muted tidal waters at the 
A8 Ponds. The SBSP Restoration Project believes that the small amount of actual loss of jurisdictional 
waters from fill would be more than offset by the increases in jurisdictional waters from the breaching, 
removal, and lowering of levees; improved habitat quality; enhanced ecological function; added flood 
protection; and sea-level rise adaptation from the various Phase 2 components, as well as compliance with 
the recommendations of documents such as the Tidal Marsh Recovery Plan and the Baylands Ecosystem 
Habitat Goals Update. The Project therefore believes that mitigation is not necessary. 

 L-RWQCB-11 

The SBSP Restoration Project shares the concern for steelhead and other estuarine fish that the RWQCB 
expressed in this comment. This concern is essentially a question of whether the combined elements of 
what was initially proposed as Alternative Mountain View C in the Draft EIS/R would have an impact on 
these fish. The increased connectivity between Stevens Creek, Pond A1 and Pond A2W were planned to 
provide additional nursery habitat for outmigrating steelhead and good general use habitat for other 
estuarine fish. However, the relocation of the water intake for the Shoreline Park sailing lake into the 
breach at the corner of Pond A1 has potential to entrain some of these fish.  

In coordination with NMFS, the SBSP Restoration Project has concluded that without a fish screen in 
place at the new water intake location, the effects could rise to the level of a significant impact and “take” 
of a species listed under the Endangered Species Act. A fish screen is likely to be a required part of this 
project component. However, the limited area available for the water intake would be inadequate when 
the intake was enlarged to offset the screen’s effect on overall intake size. That technical and logistical 
infeasibility combined with the very high initial capital cost and ongoing operations and maintenance 
costs have made it impracticable to include the fish screen and thus the incorporation of Charleston 
Slough into the Preferred Alternative at the Mountain View Ponds.  

Therefore, as discussed in Master Comment Response #1, the Preferred Alternative at the Mountain View 
Ponds does not include Charleston Slough. The current configuration of the water intake, the Charleston 
Slough tide gate, and alignment of existing pond levees would not change, and thus, there would be no 
change to the existing conditions regarding adverse impacts to fish. Ponds A1 and A2W would still be 
opened to the tides, and estuarine fish and outmigrating steelhead from Stevens Creek would receive 
habitat benefits from these ponds being made available to them for forage and growth prior to entering the 
South Bay 

L-RWQCB-12 

This comment expresses the same concern as comment L-RWQCB-11 except directed toward estuarine 
fish. The response to that comment addressed both steelhead and estuarine fish in general.  

L-RWQCB-13 

This comment was about the biological effects of storm water input into Ponds R5 and S5 as part of the 
BCAC Project. This concept was also included in comment L-RWQCB-3. The response to that comment 
addressed those concerns by noting that the BCAC Project has been removed from the Phase 2 Preferred 
Alternative at the Ravenswood Ponds. 
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L-RWQCB-14 

The SBSP Restoration Project understands and appreciates the guidance (in this comment and the others 
listed within it) about providing a more detailed analysis of impacts from fill and other impacts to waters 
of the State as well as in evaluating those impacts in light of the State’s policy on no net loss. This 
direction has been followed. The Final EIS/R contains more of these details in several sections, including 
Section 3.5-24, as listed here, and as noted in the responses to comments L-WRQCB-1, -10, and -16. 

L-RWQCB-15 

The text was referring to the removal and breaching of levees and to the tidal marsh that would replace 
them. So there actually would be a net increase in wetlands and waters relative to the existing condition. 
In the Final EIS/R, this section has been reworded to clarify and address this point.  

L-RWQCB-16 

As requested by this comment and others in this comment letter, the Final EIS/R contains new tables and 
text that list the areas and volumes of fill from different Phase 2 project features at each of the pond 
clusters included in Phase 2. The Final EIS/R also contains a clarification of text about the conversion of 
open waters to wetlands and the net effect of such conversions on the total amount of waters of the State 
and waters of the U.S. that would be affected by the Phase 2 actions. 
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City of San Jose – Trail Program (L-CSJ) 
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Response to City of San Jose – Trail Program (L-CSJ) 

L-CSJ-1 

The portion of the Bay Trail closest to Pond A19 appears to be along Fremont Boulevard near Gateway 
Boulevard, which at approximately 2,000 feet away, is closer to Pond A19 than the bikeway portion of 
the Bay Trail noted in the comment. 

L-CSJ-2 

The closing paragraph of Section 3.6.1 states that Table 3.6-1, 3.6-2, 3.6-3, and 3.6-4 are intended to 
provide a sense of the existing conditions for public access and recreation near the Phase 2 pond clusters. 
They are not intended to be exhaustive lists of all available public access and recreation amenities in the 
vicinity. 

L-CSJ-3 

Section 3.6.2 of the EIS/R describes the role of the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) in 
regards to the Bay Trail as a partner and a potential funding source. The text does not indicate that ABAG 
either owns or manages the Bay Trail or its segment. Text has been added to that section to note that local 
agencies develop and operate the trail segments that are within their jurisdictions. 
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2.3.3 Businesses and Organizations 

Comments from businesses and organizations and the responses to those comments are presented in this 
section. 
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Bay Planning Coalition (O-BPC) 

 



Appendix R  Response to Comments 

 

South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project Phase 2  April 2016 

Final Environmental Impact Statement/Report 2-126 

Response to Bay Planning Coalition (O-BPC) 

O-BPC-1 

The SBSP Restoration Project appreciates this supportive comment. 
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Sierra Club Loma Prieta Chapter (O-SC2) 
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Response to Sierra Club Loma Prieta Chapter (O-SC2) 

O-SC2-1 

The SBSP Restoration Project agrees that public access is an important part of the overall restoration 
efforts in the South Bay. One of the three main project goals is to increase the amount and quality of 
public access and recreation features. That is why the Phase 2 Preferred Alternative includes the addition 
of several public access features at the Ravenswood Ponds and at the Alviso-Mountain View Ponds. As 
the comment notes, the proper balance of habitat for endangered species and public access is a challenge 
that the Project Management Team (PMT) believes has been successfully met through the careful 
development and design of the Phase 2 alternatives and the ongoing monitoring and implementation of 
the Adaptive Management Plan (AMP). Master Comment Response #9 provides general background on 
the topic of public access-related impacts on wildlife as well. 

O-SC2-2 

This comment and several others expressed similar concerns about Charleston Slough and the reduction 
in easily available areas for viewing of intertidal mudflats and the species that use them. The SBSP 
Restoration Project shares this concern. The option to integrate tidal marsh restoration in Charleston 
Slough into Phase 2 of the SBSP Restoration Project has been removed from the Preferred Alternative at 
the Mountain View Ponds. Master Comment Response #1 is about this removal. Master Comment 
Response #6 summarizes the Preferred Alternative, and Chapter 6 of the Final EIS/R contains the full 
description. 

O-SC2-3 

The Ravenswood Preferred Alternative for Phase 2 includes the full loop trail around Ponds R5 and S5 
similar to the ones shown on Alternatives Ravenswood C and D and a viewing platform along that trail. 
The levee-top trail or boardwalk trail that had been considered for construction at the northwest corner of 
Pond R4 (referred to by the commenter as the public access point at Pond R4) has been removed from 
consideration due to concerns about potential adverse effects to endangered species and their habitats that 
could result from these trail options. Master Comment Response #9 provides general background on the 
topic of public access-related impacts on wildlife as well. 
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Sierra Club Loma Prieta Chapter (O-SC) 
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Response to Sierra Club Loma Prieta Chapter (O-SC) 

O-SC-1 

The comment references and expresses agreement with the Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society’s 
comment concerning burrowing owls at or near the Mountain View Ponds. Please see the response to 
comment O-SCVAS-3. 

O-SC-2 

As this comment correctly notes, it is true that the regulatory requirements for Charleston Slough are for 
53 acres of tidal marsh out of the 115 acres currently within it. There are a number of constraints on 
project elements in Charleston Slough that need to be managed. These are discussed in the response to 
comment O-CCCR2-39. However, the option to integrate tidal marsh restoration in Charleston Slough 
into Phase 2 of the SBSP Restoration Project has been removed from the Preferred Alternative at the 
Mountain View Ponds. Master Comment Response #1 is about this removal. Master Comment Response 
#6 summarizes the Preferred Alternative at each Phase 2 pond cluster, and Chapter 6 of the Final EIS/R 
contains the full descriptions. 
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Citizens Committee to Complete the Refuge (O-CCCR) 
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Response to Citizens Committee to Complete the Refuge (O-CCCR) 

O-CCCR-1 

This comment requested the extension of the deadline for comments until after the October Science 
Symposium so that information presented to the public at that event could be included in comments from 
the Citizens Committee to Complete the Refuge (CCCR). That request was granted. 

O-CCCR-2 

The deadline for submission of comments was extended per this request, as described in the response to 
comment O-CCCR-1. Note, however, that the grant funding that helps support this project does require 
consistent progress through the various stages of design, planning, environmental clearance, permitting, 
and construction. 

O-CCCR-3 

The deadline for submission of comments was extended per this request, as described in the response to 
comment O-CCCR-1. 

O-CCCR-4 

The deadline for submission of comments was extended per this request, as described in the response to 
comment O-CCCR-1. 
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Citizens Committee to Complete the Refuge (O-CCCR2) 
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Response to Citizens Committee to Complete the Refuge (O-CCCR2) 

O-CCCR2-1 

This comment is introductory and expresses general support for the project and tidal restoration. It does 
not require additional response. 

O-CCCR2-2 

This comment accurately describes the selection of Programmatic Alternative C (the 90%/10% or tidal 
marsh emphasis alternative) and the concepts of “bookends” of restoration between that alternative and 
Programmatic Alternative B, a 50%-50% ratio of restored tidal marsh and enhanced managed ponds. It 
also accurately describes the “restoration staircase” between these two extremes. It ends by requesting 
information on the development of Phase 2 alternatives at the Eden Landing pond complex, the non-
National Wildlife Refuge portion of the SBSP Restoration Project. 

The Eden Landing Phase 2 Alternatives Analysis was made available on the SBSP Restoration Project’s 
website in June 2014. The link to that document is: http://www.southbayrestoration.org/planning/phase2/. 

The Phase 2 planning process for Eden Landing will design and analyze potential alternatives for the 
entirety of southern Eden Landing (everything between the Alameda Creek Federal Flood Control 
Channel and Old Alameda Creek). The Phase 2 alternatives at Eden Landing are expected to include a 
range of restoration options including (1) full restoration to tidal marsh in a single implementation phase, 
(2) phased restoration to tidal marsh, and (3) restoring the outer, Bay-facing ponds to tidal marsh and 
retaining some or all of the interior, landward ponds as enhanced managed ponds. Options (2) and (3) 
involve the use of a mid-complex levee to isolate the 4 large, bay-facing ponds from the rest of the 
complex. That would allow either a temporary (a decade or so in option 2) or a permanent (in option 3) 
separation of these ponds to allow different types and rates of restoration. That decision will be informed 
by the results of the ongoing applied science and by other wildlife responses to prior SBSP Restoration 
Project actions, the NEPA/CEQA process for Eden Landing itself, and outcomes of other restoration and 
management efforts around the bay. Text has been added to the Final EIS/R to note the availability of that 
Alternatives Analysis document and the next planning and design steps for southern Eden Landing. 
Finally, the Eden Landing – Phase 2 portion of the SBSP Restoration Project has been added to Chapter 4 
– Cumulative Impacts. 

O-CCCR2-3 

See the response to comment I-LL-1, I-LL -5, and I-LL -6, which discussed the interaction of the SBSP 
Restoration Project and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Shoreline Study. See Master Comment 
Response #3 for a discussion of the relationship between the SBSP Restoration Project and the Shoreline 
Study. Text has been added to the cumulative impacts analysis of the Final EIS/R to include more detail 
about the Shoreline Study. 

O-CCCR2-4 

The comment correctly notes that Ponds A9-A15 were retained as managed ponds in Programmatic 
Alternative B. However, the selected alternative was Programmatic Alternative C, and in that alternative, 
Ponds A9-A15 were planned for restoration to tidal marsh. The “bookends” and “restoration staircase” 
concepts described in the response to comment O-CCCR2-2 mean that selecting Alternative C does not 
require the project to go all the way to 90% restoration; the project may indeed stop tidal marsh 

http://www.southbayrestoration.org/planning/phase2/
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restoration somewhere between Programmatic Alternative B’s 50%-50% balance and Alternative C’s 
90%-10% balance. But those percentages are on the total acreage of project ponds available. The 
bookends do not imply that the restoration destination of any individual pond or group of ponds needs to 
be exactly as shown in the maps of either of those two alternatives.  

The Shoreline Study is proposing to only initially restore Pond A12 to tidal action. The restoration of the 
remainder of that pond cluster will be subject to the Adaptive Management Plan. If the Shoreline Study 
Project can achieve restoration of Ponds A9-A15 to tidal marsh, that action, in combination with full 
implementation of Phase 2 SBSP Restoration Project actions (including Eden Landing), would push the 
percent of total pond acreage restored to tidal marsh over 50%. However, the completion of Ponds A9-
A15 and southern Eden Landing are both going to be phased and subject to the Adaptive Management 
Plan.  

As discussed in Master Comment Response#3, the SBSP Restoration Project’s actions subsequent to 
Phase 2 and the Shoreline Study are not likely to occur right away but would instead be timed to 
adequately assess marsh formation, sediment availability, sea-level rise, mercury, effectiveness of habitat 
islands and habitat transition zones, the response of the pond-dependent wildlife species to restoration 
efforts, and other longer-term dynamics. Following that assessment, the project would then consider 
whether or not additional restoration to tidal marsh is appropriate, or if moving further along the 
restoration staircase would cause one or more of the established triggers or thresholds to be crossed. See 
also Master Comment Response #7, which provides a general explanation of the impacts, thresholds of 
significance, and management triggers used in the 2007 program-level EIS/R and the way in which they 
were used in the Phase 2 EIS/R.  

Master Comment Response #10 also provides a discussion of sea-level rise and its impacts and influences 
on habitat restoration planning and implementation. 

O-CCCR2-5 

The comment requested updated maps of a possible 50%-50% mix of tidal marsh and managed ponds 
following implementation of Phase 2 actions at the Refuge and Eden Landing and at Ponds A9-A15 as 
part of the Shoreline Study. Such maps would be speculative and potentially misleading if they were 
made before decisions about the Shoreline Study’s implementation and about the alternatives at southern 
Eden Landing.  

O-CCCR2-6 

As in the response to comment O-CCCR2-4 and O-CCCR2-5, the decisions about the Shoreline Study 
and southern Eden Landing may force a reassessment of which ponds would be targeted for which type of 
future restoration (tidal marsh versus managed ponds). This reassessment will be made after Phase 2 
implementation at Eden Landing and implementation of the Shoreline Study. It will be part of the 
response assessment described in the Master Comment Response #3 and in O-CCCR2-5. 

O-CCCR2-7 

Construction of Phase 2 at the Refuge is scheduled to begin in fall of 2017, which is prior to 
implementation of the Shoreline Study (scheduled to begin in 2018). There will be opportunities to adjust 
the balance of tidal marsh restoration and managed pond enhancements following Phase 2 
implementation. Mitigation for impacts from USACE actions is covered by the restoration of Ponds A12 
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and A18 as part of the first phase of the Shoreline Study. Subsequent ponds are not factored in to their 
mitigation needs. 

O-CCCR2-8 

This comment is a summary description of the four pond clusters included in Phase 2 at the National 
Wildlife Refuge. It voices a concern about the feasibility of restoration in those pond clusters as part of 
Phase 2. See also Master Comment Response #8 and the response to comment O-CCC2-10, which speak 
to the ponds for included in the Phase 2 consideration and analysis, which was the main point of this 
comment.  

O-CCCR2-9 

Following the completion of Phase 2 implementation at the Refuge ponds (the Ravenswood pond 
complex and the three clusters in the Alviso pond complex: the Island Ponds, the A8 Ponds, and the 
Mountain View Ponds) and eventually at southern Eden Landing, the project will have addressed almost 
50% of the total project pond area, but not all of these would have become tidal marsh. As explained in 
Master Comment Response #3, the SBSP Restoration Project plans to not begin Phase 3 planning or 
alternatives development until after reaching 50% tidal marsh restoration. This would allow the project to 
ask and answer the same question posed in this comment: Is it appropriate to continue restoration of 
former salt ponds to tidal marsh? One reason not to stop and ask that question yet is because the lower 
threshold of the bookends (the 50% tidal marsh restoration) would not have been reached. Indeed, prior to 
Phase 2 implementation, the restoration is at about 10% tidal marsh restoration, still well below the 50% 
threshold established in the programmatic portion of the 2007 EIS/R. As importantly, given the expected 
sea-level rise in San Francisco Bay (a concern shared by the CCCR and some of its external technical 
experts in other comments), it is important to do as much tidal restoration as is safe and feasible as soon 
as possible to not get behind the curve of sea-level rise. In fact, the newly released Baylands Goals 2015 
Science Update8 prioritizes maximizing tidal marsh restoration in areas like the south bay by 2030. 

Master Comment Response #10 also provides a discussion of sea-level rise and its impacts and influences 
on habitat restoration planning and implementation. 

O-CCCR2-10 

The main question asked in this comment is why Phase 2 does not explore alternatives beyond those four 
pond clusters included in this EIS/R. In particular, the comment suggests that some ponds that are not 
currently part of the SBSP Restoration Project could be included in restoration planning and selection 
now. See Master Comment Response #8, which contains a discussion of the scope of the Phase 2 EIS/R, 
including the ponds selected for consideration and analysis in Phase 2 planning. 

The selection of which ponds to consider in Phase 2 was made several years ago and was shaped by a 
number of charrettes, workshops, stakeholder forum meetings, and other processes intended to identify 
sets of ponds that could be restored with as few technical, regulatory, economic, and feasibility conflicts 
as possible. Those processes evaluated the economic and environmental trade-offs suggested by the 
commenter.  

                                                           
8 Goals Project. 2015. The Baylands and Climate Change: What We Can Do. Baylands Ecosystem Habitat Goals Science Update 
2015. Prepared by the San Francisco Bay Area Wetlands Ecosystem Goals Project. California State Coastal Conservancy. 
Oakland, CA 
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Section 1.2.8 of the EIS/R explains the process of selecting ponds for analysis in Phase 2. In addition, 
documents detailing many of these processes are provided on the SBSP Restoration Project website. One 
of these documents is “Phase 2: Preliminary Options for Future Actions from 2010”, which has been 
added as an appendix to the Final EIS/R.  

Those processes drew from and built upon the foundation laid by the 2007 Programmatic EIS/R, which 
covered the 15,100 acres of ponds currently in the SBSP Restoration Project area. While that document 
did mention areas external to the overall project borders as part of the Authorized Expansion Boundary, it 
did not and could not include detailed analysis of them within its pages. The Programmatic EIS/R 
provided CEQA and NEPA analysis and disclosure for the program as a whole and allowed a great deal 
of flexibility in the selection of different sets of ponds (termed ‘pond clusters’ in this project-level EIS/R) 
that would go on to be chosen for subsequent project-level phases. 

Once a set of Phase 2 ponds was chosen, the design and subsequent NEPA and CEQA processes were 
appropriately focused on developing and analyzing alternatives within those pond clusters, not reopening 
the questions of which ponds to include in Phase 2, as long as a no-action/no-project alternative is 
included in the Phase 2 document..  

The motivation for the concern voiced in this comment seems to be based on two dynamics external to the 
project itself: a) the availability of sediment to accrete in the ponds and subsequent formation of tidal 
marsh, and b) sea-level rise. The comment asserts that sediment may potentially be limited in the future. 
That is a concern, but sediment is not currently limited. Further, progress is being made on the regulatory 
and economic constraints that have thus far held back the beneficial reuse of dredged materials in 
restoration projects in the South Bay. It is likely that the impetus for beneficial reuse would increase 
should natural sediment availability become limiting. Sea-level rise is also an acknowledged issue, which 
puts the emphasis on early restoration of ponds that are not yet so subsided that they cannot accrete 
sediment and form marsh. The Mountain View and Ravenswood Ponds assessed in Phase 2 meet that 
criterion. 

The comment also suggests a number of ponds for restoration on which Cargill continues to hold salt-
making rights. The release of that right by Cargill is not “reasonably foreseeable”, making their 
consideration in the selection of ponds for analysis in Phase 2 unreasonable. The comment also suggests 
that there are some Refuge-owned and operated ponds that were suitable for inclusion in Phase 2 that 
were not considered. These included, for example, Ravenswood Ponds R1 and R2. These ponds are 
currently providing habitat for snowy plovers, but there are also major flood control requirements at those 
ponds that made their inclusion in Phase 2 prohibitively difficult and expensive at the present time. 
However, the San Francisquito Creek Joint Powers Authority’s SAFER Bay Project is developing linked 
flood control and restoration plans for those two ponds now (as well as others), and the SBSP Restoration 
Project is collaborating with that project. It is prudent to make sure the restoration of Ponds R1 and R2 
were closely linked with the efforts of the SAFER Bay Project. 

O-CCCR2-11 

This comment misstates the information presented at the SBSP Restoration Project Science Symposium 
in October 2015. The volumes presented there and listed in this comment were not sediment requirements 
for restoration. Rather they were maximum capacities that the ponds could hold. This is an important 
distinction. Some ponds could benefit from delivery of dredged material for beneficial reuse by raising 
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the pond bottom elevations, which would speed the time required to reach marsh plain elevation. That is 
not the same as that material being necessary or required to reach that elevation.  

O-CCCR2-12 

There is uncertainty about how quickly the Phase 2 ponds would take to be restored to tidal marsh. The 
only Ravenswood Pond included in Phase 2 that is intended to be restored to tidal marsh is Pond R4. That 
pond is very close to the elevation necessary to begin forming tidal marsh. Following breaching, 
vegetation should begin forming very quickly, within a few years, as has been the case at the Island 
Ponds. The Mountain View Ponds are subsided by several feet and were modeled as taking approximately 
10 years to accrete enough sediment to reach marsh plain elevation and begin forming marsh. See also the 
preliminary design memorandum for each of these two pond clusters for more details. The memoranda 
are presented as Appendices M (Mountain View) and O (Ravenswood).  

O-CCCR2-13 

See Master Comment Response #2, which is about Refuge Management Activities versus SBSP 
Restoration Project Impacts, and Master Comment Response #5, which is about updating the Adaptive 
Management Plan (AMP).  

The SBSP Restoration Project understands the concern about updates to the AMP. However, the AMP is 
not a set of actions or of results from scientific studies. Rather, it is a system and a process for how to 
identify, integrate, and act on such scientific information. Thus, while the inputs into that system or 
process must be and are updated frequently, the processes and systems of the AMP itself do not need to 
be. Nor is such an update is required under NEPA or CEQA. Rather, the requirements under NEPA and 
CEQA are to analyze and disclose environmental impacts from the project being proposed.  

The AMP is intended to not only guide the selection and implementation of restoration actions within 
ponds but also to guide the ongoing management and operation of ponds that are part of completed, 
current, and possibly future phases of implementation. The contents of the AMP are included as part of 
the environmental analysis conducted in this Phase 2 EIS/R because the management actions triggered by 
AMP implementation are part of the environmental response to project activities. See also Master 
Comment Response #7, which provides a general explanation of the impacts, thresholds of significance, 
and management triggers used in the 2007 program-level EIS/R and the way in which they were used in 
the Phase 2 EIS/R. 

Finally, the PMT has discussed conducting a formal evaluation of the project’s status against the AMP’s 
table of Targets and Triggers. This would a kind of “scorecard” to evaluate the specifics of the AMP 
table’s contents. When the Pond Management Working Group has finalized the baseline bird numbers 
and the USGS has finished the Bird Survey Synthesis report, work on that scorecard would begin. This is 
not a requirement under NEPA or CEQA, but it does demonstrate the PMT’s commitment to keeping the 
AMP’s content current and appropriately applied. 

O-CCCR2-14 

See response to comment O-CCCR2-13. 

O-CCCR2-15 

See response to comment O-CCCR2-13. 



Appendix R  Response to Comments 

 

South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project Phase 2  April 2016 

Final Environmental Impact Statement/Report 2-160 

O-CCCR2-16 

See response to comment O-CCCR2-13. 

O-CCCR2-17 

See response to comment O-CCCR2-13. 

O-CCCR2-18 

See Master Comment Response #5 and response to comment O-CCCR2-13. The SBSP Restoration 
Project expects that – in keeping with its commitment to stakeholder and public engagement– any future 
updates of the AMP would be circulated in draft form to stakeholders, agencies, and other interested 
parties in the general public to invite their comment and input. 

Note on Comments O-CCCR2-19 through O-CCCR2-27 

Comments O-CCCR2-19 through O-CCCR2-27 were lists of additional information that the CCCR 
believes are necessary to adequately inform the decision-making processes used in the SBSP Restoration 
Project.  

O-CCCR2-19 

This comment asked for information about sediment processes north of the Dumbarton Bridge. There is 
some limited information on these sediment processes, as described by Dr. David Schoellhamer of the 
U.S. Geological Survey at the October 2015 Science Symposium. Dr. Schoellhamer summarized the data 
on sediment flux that has been finalized to date (from Water Years 2009 to 20011) showing that there is 
sediment flux into the South Bay (i.e., south of the Dumbarton Bridge) ranges from a net sediment flux of 
220 kilotons of sediment entering the South Bay to a net sediment flux of 440 kilotons out of the South 
Bay in 2011. Dr. Schoellhamer has continued to study net sediment flux going into the South Bay through 
the Dumbarton Narrows, and the preliminary data for the years since 2011 have found a net sediment flux 
going into South Bay. It is believed that the large net sediment flux out of South Bay in 2011 was 
associated with the relatively large amounts of rainfall and associated runoff into the South Bay that year. 

During 2011, however, Dr. John Callaway of the University of San Francisco was conducting studies on 
sediment accumulation within Pond A6, which had been breached at the end of 2010. Dr. Callaway’s 
results found very high sediment accumulation within Pond A6 during 2011, and the high sediment 
accumulation continued. Therefore, despite the overall export of sediment from the South Bay that year, 
on the local scale of pond restoration, there is still a lot of sediment available for accretion into a newly 
opened pond.  

The SBSP Restoration Project has also been studying the impact pond restoration on mudflat habitat. 
Baseline conditions of the bathymetry of the mudflats, benthic invertebrate community populations, and 
bird use of the mudflat were collected prior to the enhanced connections of Pond SF2 to the South Bay in 
2009 and prior to the breach of Pond A6 at the end of 2010. Funding limitations has constrained ongoing 
follow-up studies at these ponds. However, recent investigations by Foxgrover et al. in a poster presented 
at the 2015 Science Symposium9 found that from 2010 to 2015, the nearby intertidal mudflats at Pond A6 
have either maintained their elevation or even been slightly depositional. The SBSP Restoration Project 

                                                           
9 http://www.southbayrestoration.org/science/2015symposium/posters/Foxgrover_Alviso%20bathy _symposium_2015.pdf 

http://www.southbayrestoration.org/science/2015symposium/posters/Foxgrover_Alviso%20bathy
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has been investigating cost-effective techniques to map baseline conditions of mudflat habitat and to track 
future changes in mudflat extent. Where appropriate and helpful, that information has been added to the 
Final EIS/R. 

O-CCCR2-20 

This comment asked about the effects on mudflats and fringing marshes from opening ponds to tidal 
flows can be monitored and measured. The Science Team and the applied studies direct significant effort 
and funding toward studying and monitoring tidal mudflats, stream and slough channels, and tidal 
marshes and the changes to them that come from natural processes, interannual variability, and actions 
like breaching adjacent levees. The results of these studies are shared at annual Stakeholder Forums, at 
biennial Science Symposiums, and internally at annual meetings between the principal investigators and 
the Project Management Team. Among the newer and more innovative tools for monitoring changes to 
mudflats and other subsurface conditions in shallow water is the use of the Coastal Blue Band data from 
WorldView 2/3. This information was presented at the 2015 Science Symposium. 

O-CCCR2-21 

This comment requests information about waterbird population and species diversity monitoring outside 
of the SBSP Restoration Project boundaries itself. The bulk of the monitoring done by the project’s 
Science Team and/or that are funded by the Applied Studies/Science Program or that are done under the 
USFWS Refuge management budget or CDFW’s Eden Landing Ecological Reserve (Reserve) budget do 
focus on areas within the project boundaries or within the Refuge or Reserve’s purview. Waterbird 
monitoring also includes the ponds that are managed by Cargill at the Mowry, Coyote Hills, and 
Dumbarton Complexes However, some other studies and monitoring efforts conducted outside the 
project’s control are included in the data used by Science Team and in the project’s AMP.  

The San Francisco Bay Bird Observatory (SFBBO) has conducted surveys of the Cargill ponds, including 
Coyote Hills, Dumbarton and Newark complexes since 2006. For the past few years, SFBBO has also 
been monitoring the SBSP Restoration Project’s ponds that had been monitored by USGS since 2003.10 
During that time period, researchers observed 946,728 birds of 75 species. The Alviso complex had 
365,276 sightings of 69 species, the highest species richness and total waterbird abundance out of all the 
complexes. Compared to other complexes, the Alviso ponds supported the highest proportion of dabblers 
(64%), divers (79%), gulls (55%) and terns (51%). Eden Landing abundance was close to that of Alviso 
with 363,938 sightings of 63 species. Compared to other complexes, the Eden Landing ponds supported 
the highest proportion of herons and egrets (34%), medium shorebirds (52%), phalaropes (80%) and small 
shorebirds (63%). The SFBBO also summarizes abundances for specific guilds and species by complex. 
In addition, he Mid-winter Waterfowl Survey conducted annually by the USFWS and partner agencies 
gives an index and overview of the habitat use and waterfowl species diversity across the Bay Area 
region, state, and Pacific flyway in its entirety. In addition, Point Blue and partners conduct an annual 
shorebird survey (with USFWS and others as partners) that also gives an index and overview of habitat 
use by shorebirds at a local and regional scale.  

The U.S. Geological Survey has been analyzing the all of the bird survey data collected at both SBSP 
(since 2002) and Cargill ponds (since 2006) and looking specifically at whether bird abundances have 
changed after the initial restoration actions. Their preliminary findings are that after the phase where new 
                                                           
10 The most recent report from SFBBO is available at: http://www.southbayrestoration.org/documents/technical/ 
SFBBO%202014%20Pond%20Surveys%20Final%20Report_2015.pdf.  

http://www.southbayrestoration.org/documents/technical/
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water control structures were being installed and bay water entered the pond for the first time in decades, 
there has been a steady increase in wintering bird abundances at SBSP ponds from about 2008 to 2013 
(specifically during the Phase 1 restoration actions were occurring). Specific guilds of birds are generally 
showing either a steady or an increasing abundance of birds during the Phase 1 period. The USGS 
analysis is also looking at what pond habitat features best explain the abundance of different guilds and 
species, and managers will be using that knowledge to alter pond management actions in order to 
optimize the number and diversity of bird species using the SBSP ponds. Note, however, that these 
surveys did not include birds in habitats other than intact and breached ponds; therefore, comparisons 
between other habitat types were not informed by those surveys. Finally, as noted elsewhere, less than 
15% of total pond area has been breached, so it is still a bit early to evaluate how breaching may influence 
overall abundances of each species and guild 

It is the intent of the SBSP Restoration Project to continue incorporating the most recent and relevant 
scientific information on waterbird habitat use and population trends to best respond to the ecological 
needs of South Bay wildlife. 

O-CCCR2-22 

The comment correctly notes that Pond R3 will be enhanced for western snowy plover during Phase 2 
activities and supports that intent. It then asks about how suitable that pond would be for that type of 
habitat under future sea-level rise conditions. In the long run, sea-level rise will need to be managed and 
adapted to throughout the bay. This may mean periodically raising outboard levees around ponds that are 
being retained as enhanced managed ponds for pond-dependent wildlife or levees that provide flood 
protection. Those kinds of maintenance would need to occur in a range of places regardless of the SBSP 
Restoration Project (See Master Comment Responses #2 and #10 for discussions on Refuge management 
activities and on sea-level rise impacts and planning, respectively.) Pond R3 contains very good substrate 
habitat for nesting western snowy plover. It is not unique among the project’s ponds in providing that 
habitat, but it is one of the best locations for it in the west bay. Similar high-quality habitat areas have 
been, will be, and are being targeted for this species in the Eden Landing pond complex and the Alviso 
pond complex to provide geographical balance in the habitat for this species. 

O-CCCR2-23 

This comment is somewhat unclear in what information it is requesting regarding phalaropes and eared-
grebes. These are species that use fairly deep ponds and not the seasonally wet salt panne that is Pond R3. 
As in the response to comment O-CCCR2-22, ponds that are going to be maintained or enhanced as 
managed ponds may need to occasionally have their levees raised or improved in the future to keep pace 
with sea-level rise (see also Master Comment Responses #2 and #10). Those actions are uncertain and are 
not part of Phase 2 actions, and therefore are not discussed here. 

O-CCCR2-24 

This comment requested information about  studies of climate change disruption of waterbird arrival and 
departure dates and other aspects of local habitat use. Climate change is indeed capable of changing the 
arrival and departure of migratory waterbirds and the availability of food supply. The types of monitoring 
and tracking information described in this comment are correctly listed as examples of the types of data 
that all wildlife and natural resource managers need to consider in their long-term management and 
operations planning. The SBSP Restoration Project’s PMT and Science Team do review and incorporate 
information from their own applied studies as well as those of other land and natural resource managers 
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and academic researchers into their own management and decision making processes. An upcoming 
report from the USGS provides current information on the abundance of different guilds and species 
within the ponds. This report provides information regarding population trends following Phase 1 
implementation. This information on the effects of pond features on various guilds and species provides 
managers with appropriate information to optimize the number and diversity of bird species using the 
SBSP ponds. Findings from this USGS report and other current scientific study are presented in the Phase 
2 EIS/R. 

O-CCCR2-25 

The ponds listed in this comment as possible candidate ponds for water level changes or other 
enhancements to be improved habitat for pond-dependent birds were examples but were not an exhaustive 
list. In addition to the ponds identified, there are several ponds in the northern half of the Eden Landing 
pond complex that were enhanced managed ponds in Phase 1; several ponds in southern Eden Landing 
may be left as managed ponds in Phase 2; Pond SF2 is a large managed pond that was enhanced in Phase 
1; and Ponds R1 and R2 at the Ravenswood pond complex have not yet been restored to either end 
destination. The comment also presumes that the conversion of Ponds A9-A15 as part of the Shoreline 
Study or its mitigation is a certainty, which it may not be. Only Pond A12 is scheduled to be restored to 
tidal action in the first phase of the Shoreline Study. The remaining ponds will still be subject to the 
Adaptive Management Plan’s ongoing consideration. Ponds A22 and A23 are still available to be retained 
as managed ponds. The A8 pond cluster includes the still muted tidal ponds A5, A7, A8, and A8S, some 
of which were shown as destined for tidal marsh restoration in the 50%-50% Programmatic Alternative B. 

O-CCCR2-26 

The habitat islands planned for Phase 2 implementation incorporate the recommendation from recent and 
ongoing applied studies to limit the number of islands to 3-5 per pond. In addition, many sections of 
breached levee will be left in place between the breaches and would thereby become island-like isolated 
areas suitable for roosting, nesting, and as a base for foraging. It is impossible to predict the exact 
response of the many different guilds and species of birds that use the many and varies habitats associated 
with former salt ponds. So the SBSP Restoration Project cannot say with certainty how much habitat will 
be ‘sufficient’ for all of these different types of birds. However, the project remains committed to tracking 
and monitoring the use and the habitat values of ponds in the SBSP Restoration Project’s boundary as 
well as other Refuge lands and adjacent marshes, mudflats, streams, and sloughs. The project will 
continue to use this information in its own management actions and in planning future restoration efforts, 
and will share the information with other land and wildlife management agencies. 

The U.S. Geological Survey has been studying island characteristics that are favored by breeding birds 
(Ackerman et al. 2014)and managers will be utilizing this information in future design and placement of 
islands to enhance nesting birds habitat. In addition to islands, USGS (De La Cruz et al., draft 2016) is 
analyzing various other habitat and landscape features that are associated with specific bird guild and 
species abundances, for both foraging and roosting birds. Managers will be using these studies, and any 
other available data, to alter pond management actions in order to optimize the number and diversity of 
bird species using the SBSP ponds. Findings from the USGS report and other current scientific study are 
be presented in the Phase 2 Final EIS/R. 
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O-CCCR2-27 

The SBSP Restoration Project shares this concern and realizes that there are uncertainties in several key 
aspects of future environmental conditions. Sea-level rise and sediment availability are among those 
uncertainties. See Master Comment Response #10, which is about sea-level rise. 

As a possible future contingency plan, the SBSP Restoration Project continues to work with the San 
Francisco Bay Long-Term Management Strategy (LTMS; a cooperative effort of the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission, and stakeholders in the 
region to develop a new approach to dredging and dredged material disposal in the San Francisco Bay 
area), as well as dredgers and other stakeholders to develop regulatory, technical, and economic 
frameworks and mechanisms to make it easier and more efficient to deliver dredged material to the South 
Bay salt ponds where it can be beneficially reused in restoration projects. The SBSP Restoration Project is 
also in continual collaboration with dirt brokers, construction companies, developers, and local 
governments to develop sources and supply chains for the continued delivery of excavated dirt from 
upland excavation projects. 

This comment also recommends avoiding heavy investment in infrastructure that cannot be abandoned or 
altered if future conditions require it. The SBSP Restoration Project shares this concern. That is why the 
Phase 2 alternatives analyzed in this EIS/R were designed to use as little infrastructure as possible to 
achieve the desired goals. 

O-CCCR2-28 

This comment is a concluding statement that summarizes most of the preceding individual comments in 
this letter. This response does not rehash the above responses but instead directs the reader to them. The 
SBSP Restoration Project appreciates the continued input and support of the Citizens Committee to 
Complete the Refuge (CCCR) and shares many of the same goals and concerns. 

Note on Comments O-CCCR2-29 through O-CCCR2-39 

The next eleven comments outline and describe the CCCR’s preferences and recommendations for the 
alternatives at each of the four pond clusters being considered in the Phase 2 planning. Each of those 
preferences will be addressed in turn in the responses that follow. 

O-CCCR2-29 

This comment makes two recommendations for modifying the restoration alternatives that were 
developed for the Island Ponds. The first of these is to leave some portions of the existing levees along 
Ponds A19 and A20 untouched (i.e., not lowering or removing them throughout the entire lengths shown 
on the alternative maps, as was originally planned). This would provide additional high-tide refugia and 
roosting habitat. The SBSP Restoration Project agrees with this recommendation. The Final EIS/R 
includes a Preferred Alternative at the Island Ponds that has incorporated this idea into a modified version 
of Alternative Island B. As discussed in Master Comment Response #6, the Phase 2 Preferred Alternative 
at the pond clusters in the Final EIS/R are composed only of components that were analyzed and 
discussed in the Draft EIS/R. There are no impacts that were not presented in that document and the 
recombination of components either reduced or maintained the degree of adverse impact presented in the 
Draft EIS/R. 
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The second suggestion involves using dredged material to create islands within the ponds for roosting 
habitat or high-tide refugia. The use of dredged material at the Island Ponds was initially considered but 
was ultimately removed from Phase 2 planning. It is infeasible at this time to deliver dredged material – 
either in a slurry pipe or on a barge through a deep-water channel that would have to be dredged – that far 
into the South Bay. Building habitat islands out of slurried dredged material is technically very 
challenging and would require the construction of containment berms that would cause much disruption 
to the already established habitat at the Island Ponds. Further, it is impractical to deliver it there to build 
islands when there are other ponds closer to the sources where that material could be better used to raise 
pond bottom elevations of deeply subsided ponds and/or to counteract sea-level rise. The portions of 
remaining levees discussed in the preceding paragraph are expected to provide the same types of benefits 
with none of the costs, environmental impacts, or regulatory difficulties of delivering sediment to the far 
southeast portion of the bay. Finally, note that the material removed from the existing levees at the Island 
Ponds themselves will be sidecast into the borrow ditches to form ditch blocks and/or high spots in the 
restoring marsh. These would perform many of the same ecological functions as the islands suggested in 
this comment would. 

O-CCCR2-30 

There are already a number of residual levee sections along the interior of the A8 Ponds, including those 
left over from the previous breaching of the levees separating A5, A7, A8, and A8S from each other. 
While it would be possible to construct additional islands within this pond cluster (although quite 
challenging given the level of subsidence inside these ponds), as the comment suggests, the material to 
build such islands is more beneficially used elsewhere, including for the various habitat transition zones, 
habitat islands, and levee improvements included in Phase 2. Also, the uncertainties around the remaining 
mercury contamination in the A8 Ponds make bringing additional birds there unnecessarily risky. In other 
comments, the CCCR and its membership have properly noted the importance of wise use of limited 
public dollars in low-risk, high-benefit investments in habitat improvements and other infrastructure 
changes. Habitat islands in the A8 Ponds would not meet those criteria. 

O-CCCR2-31 

This comment lists the CCCR’s preferences for a Preferred Alternative at the Ravenswood Ponds. Master 
Comment Response #6 summarizes the Preferred Alternative, and Chapter 6 of the Final EIS/R contains 
the full descriptions. The components included in the SBSP Restoration Project’s Preferred Alternative 
are very similar to those in the CCCR’s preferences.  

The northwestern breach at Pond R4 was not included in the Preferred Alternative because flow through 
that breach and associated channel would increase the scour and reduce the high-tide refugia and habitat 
connectivity that would be created and improved by simply lowering the levee. In the lowered state, salt 
marsh harvest mice, clapper rail, and other species would be able to use the levee to migrate back and 
forth between Greco Island and the restored marsh in Pond R4, while not being subjected to the often 
very high velocities associated with levee breaches. Note that the Preferred Alternative does not include a 
levee-top or boardwalk trail in this area so as to reduce human impact on this use. It also includes the 
addition of a gate and fence to keep people and pets in Bedwell Bayfront Park out of this part of the 
Refuge. 

Finally, as explained in Master Comment Response #4, the Bayfront Canal and Atherton Channel Project 
is no longer included in the Preferred Alternative for Phase 2 at the Ravenswood Ponds. 
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O-CCCR2-32 

See response to comment O-CCCR2-31. The Preferred Alternative at Ravenswood includes lower the 
northwest levee of Pond R4 but not breaching it. The Preferred Alternative also removes the recreational 
trail or boardwalk options considered for this section of the pond cluster, as suggested in this comment. 

O-CCCR2-33 

The SBSP Restoration Project agrees with the statements made in this comment and has selected or 
omitted the same components as the CCCR recommends, and for similar reasons. 

O-CCCR2-34 

The SBSP Restoration Project shares the concern for small shorebirds and their needs for foraging and 
roosting habitat expressed in this comment and appreciates the research and references mentioned in it. 
Note first that the preferred foraging habitat of small shorebirds is intertidal mudflat, which is a dominant 
habitat type in the South Bay, regardless of the restoration of former salt-production ponds. Also, newly 
breached ponds provide a wealth of foraging habitat for shorebirds, whereas most ponds only provide for 
foraging along the outer edges where the water is most shallow. Text has been added to the Final EIS/R to 
elaborate on the seasonal management of water levels in Pond R3 to improve the value of that habitat for 
small shorebirds, as the comment recommends. It is important to note, however, that this is not 
“mitigation” for the loss of Pond R4 as a seasonally wet pond. That term has a specific regulatory 
meaning that is different from the habitat-improvement features being planned for Pond R3, which are 
part of the same restoration project.  

Text has also been added to contain more detailed information on bird use of various ponds in the South 
Bay. For example, in 2013/2014, Pond R1 and Pond SF2 were the most used ponds in the Ravenswood 
complex with a total of 32 waterbird species and over 28,000 individuals across both ponds. During the 
same period, observers in Pond R4 documented 8 species totaling 184 individuals comprising less than 1 
percent of the total for the Ravenswood complex. Further, a presentation given by USGS researcher 
Susan De La Cruz (and presented at the State of the Estuary Conference in fall of 2015) included the 
distribution of small shorebirds at ponds in the South Bay for several years dating back to 2002. While 
Ponds R1, R2, and SF2 generally have higher counts in some of those years of observation, Pond R3, R4, 
R5, and S5 were almost always in the lowest density category. 

These discrepancies with Takekawa et al. (2006) indicates the fluid nature of water bird use in the South 
Bay and demonstrates the need for further studies such as those implemented by the Project and 
consistent with the implementation of the Adaptive Management Plan. It also demonstrates the 
importance of designing and managing ponds specific for waterbird use: pond SF2 has become one of the 
most-used shorebird ponds in the complex since the Phase 1 actions were implemented there. Although 
the acreage of managed ponds will be reduced, additional resources will be allocated to enhance the 
remaining managed ponds, including increased water management capability in R3. Additionally, the 
conversion of managed ponds and impacts from those conversions are incorporated into the Thresholds of 
Significance in Table 3.5-3.  

O-CCCR2-35 

The designs for Phase 2 of the SBSP Restoration Project include plans for low (approximately 2-4 feet 
high) post and cable fences along the border between Bedwell Bayfront Park and the Refuge lands. There 
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would also be additional signage and gates along the various trailheads and junctures to inform and 
remind visitors to stay on trails, to keep dogs on leashes, and to stay out of the restoring ponds. Together, 
these design features are expected to reduce impacts from human and pet use of adjacent parks. Feral cats 
and other nuisance species may need separate control measures that would be part of ongoing Refuge and 
city park management and not an impact on the environment from the Restoration Project itself. The latter 
of these is what is an EIS/R is required to analyze and disclose. See also Master Comment Response #2, 
which is about the difference between ongoing Refuge management practices and impacts associated with 
Phase 2 of the SBSP Restoration Project. 

It should be noted that the same problem of nuisance species management would exist whether or not a 
habitat transition zone were built. Pond R4 is already habitat for Endangered Species Act-listed species 
like the western snowy plover and is accessible to predators and nuisance species. Any restored marsh or 
other habitat in Pond R4 or elsewhere that would be accessible by wildlife (nuisance or not) where a 
transition zone was built would provide very similar access to that wildlife without the transition zones. 
The existing elevation difference between the trail and the pond bottom is only a few feet, and the 
existing terrain is not particularly steep or difficult for feral cats or other predators to cross. The transition 
zones would not significantly increase the ease with which those species could enter the restored areas. 

O-CCCR2-36 

This comment identifies the CCCR’s preferences for a Preferred Alternative at the Mountain View Ponds, 
with the exception of the potential inclusion of Charleston Slough, which is discussed separately in 
subsequent comments. The components included in the SBSP Restoration Project’s Preferred Alternative 
at this pond cluster (see Master Comment Response #6) are very similar to those in the CCCR’s 
preferences. There is only one major difference, as discussed below. There is agreement on the other 
components. 

The Preferred Alternative at the Mountain View Ponds includes a recreational trail on the eastern levee of 
Pond A2W, similar to, but shorter than, the one shown in the maps for Alternative Mountain View C. 
This was not the preference of the CCCR, which expressed concern about the impacts on pond-dependent 
birds from human visitors to the Refuge who would use that trail. The SBSP Restoration Project shares 
this concern and made an adjustment to address it. The trail shown in the Draft EIS/R extended along the 
northern levee of Pond A2W, but in the adjusted map shown for the Preferred Alternative in the Final 
EIS/R, that trail now ends near the northeast corner of that pond’s levee. This provides more room for 
islands to be placed along the interior of the pond’s northern border that would be at a greater distance 
from the trail users. It also makes most of the northern levee itself suitable for roosting birds.  

In addition, Section 3.5-18 of the Draft and Final EIS/R discusses the potential for wildlife disturbance 
from human use of recreational trails, including this trail as it was originally proposed. Several measures 
and options for evaluating and adapting to those possible impacts were developed and discussed in both 
the Draft EIS/R and the Final EIS/R. These measures and response options included 1) increased 
monitoring of human use and disturbance in this area, and 2) gates at each of the bridged breaches along 
this trail so that the trail could be easily closed to public use (either permanently or seasonally) if needed 
to increase the buffer distances and protection for these birds. 
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O-CCCR2-37 

See response to comment O-CCCR2-36. The reduced trail length in the Preferred Alternative and the 
monitoring and response options described in the EIS/R and summarized above would be sufficient to 
prevent any significant disturbance to birds from human use of this recreational trail. 

O-CCCR2-38 

See response to comment O-CCCR2-35, which addresses the same concern at the Ravenswood Ponds that 
this comment expresses at Ponds A1 and A2W, adjacent to the City of Mountain View’s Shoreline Park. 

O-CCCR2-39 

The CCCR correctly states that the City of Mountain View holds a mitigation requirement from BCDC to 
restore 53 acres of Charleston Slough (115 acres total) to tidal marsh. This is not a decision being made 
by the SBSP Restoration Project or the City of Mountain View. Rather, it is a legal requirement that both 
the Restoration Project and the city are attempting to satisfy. The habitat that currently exists in 
Charleston Slough does not meet the city’s regulatory requirement. As this comment notes, the CCCR has 
been a supportive collaborator of efforts to satisfy this regulatory requirement. The comment also notes 
that several previous efforts to achieve the restoration requirement have not been successful. 

The comment lists three items that the CCCR requests be included in the EIS/R and in the project designs. 
Those requests and suggestions are appreciated, but because the option to integration of Charleston 
Slough into Phase 2 of the SBSP Restoration Project has been removed from the Preferred Alternative at 
the Mountain View Ponds (see Master Response to Comment #1), a more detailed level of analysis and 
response are not necessary. 

Finally, though Charleston Slough was not included as part the Preferred Alternative for Phase 2, nothing 
precludes consideration of a future connection between the slough and Pond A1, though additional 
environmental impact analysis and disclosures would be required. 

Note on Comments O-CCCR2-40 through O-CCCR2-45 

The next five comments were an attachment to the CCCR letter, but were not written by the CCCR itself. 
Rather, they were written by Matthew Leddy for the CCCR’s use in preparing this comment letter. 

O-CCCR2-40 

This comment pertained to “High-tide roost availability and shorebird population size” and questioned 
the conclusion that changes to high-tide roosting habitat would be unlikely to limit populations. 
However, Ackerman et al. (2014) indicate the importance of high tide refugia for shorebirds and 
emphasized the efforts and intentions of the SBSP Restoration Project to continue providing these 
habitat resources. Phase 2 actions include several islands, and numerous retained levees that would 
continue to provide high-tide refugia for shorebirds. Also, Pond R1 currently provides a large amount 
of roosting sites along the internal levee separating it from Pond R2, as well as on some of the 
islands. This habitat is far more widely used by shorebirds than Ponds R3 or R4. In addition to using 
the most recent scientific information as it becomes available, the project will continue to include 
these improvements in future project phases in order to maintain current populations of waterbirds. 
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This comment also had a section on Ponds R3 and R4 and western snowy plovers that requested 
waiting for results from Applied Study 5 before modifying the ponds. The SBSP Restoration Project 
notes that the only modifications being made to Pond R3 to enhance it for western snowy plovers are 
the addition of water control structures to allow the active management of water levels and quality in 
the slough traces and borrow ditches in this pond. This added control should make Pond R3 more 
amenable to shorebird roosting and foraging habitat quality, especially during the winter and spring, 
when shorebirds are at their peak. The pond could then be actively drawn down to prepare it for 
western snowy plover nesting season.  

These improvements are intended to balance the loss of Pond R4 as plover habitat as it is converted 
to tidal marsh. If, as the comment posits, the planned restoration uses of Pond R3 turns out to 
incompatible with their suitability for use by migratory shorebirds, the Refuge management could 
simply stop using those water control structures. In terms of potential impacts on shorebirds, this 
would be the same as the no action alternative. There is no need to wait or benefit in waiting for the 
completion of Applied Study Question 5 and its results. 

O-CCCR2-41 

This comment questions the Draft EIS/R’s assertion that large numbers of shorebirds use levees for 
roosting and points to several papers that offer statistics indicating that shorebirds’ use of levees are not 
preferred. The EIS/R does not assert that levees are preferred habitats, just that they are used by 
shorebirds and that they would continue to be used that way. Specifically, Ackerman et al. (2014) note 
that "in addition to ponds providing preferred foraging habitat, islands and levees are used extensively by 
roosting waterbirds” (Goals Project, 1999; Takekawa and others, 2000; Colwell and others, 2003; 
Conklin and others, 2007). That same paper provides additional information regarding in importance of 
levees to waterbirds concluding that "pond islands and levees are expected to continue to support high 
densities of roosting birds. As noted in the response to comment O-CCCR2-40, Phase 2 would add and 
improve many of these habitat features. An upcoming report from the USGS provides analysis regarding 
pond habitat features and their relationship to the abundance of different guilds and species. Managers 
will continue to use that knowledge to alter pond management actions in order to optimize the number 
and diversity of bird species using the SBSP ponds. 

Preliminary analysis of the last several years of bird survey data by the U.S. Geological Survey indicates 
that roosting small and medium shorebirds favor ponds which are managed for shallow water, areas close 
to levees, varied topography in a pond, and the presence of islands in a pond. Roosting small shorebirds 
also respond positively to breached ponds (possibly because the ponds provide transitional mudflat 
habitat prior to marsh vegetation becoming established). Managers will be using these studies, and any 
other available data, to alter pond management actions in order to optimize the number and diversity of 
bird species using the SBSP ponds. 

O-CCCR2-42 

This comment suggests the separate treatment of nocturnal roosts and diurnal roosts for shorebirds and 
provides several references about the importance of nocturnal habitat. The SBSP Restoration Project 
shares this concern and acknowledges the importance of different habitat needs, spatial and temporal, 
for shorebirds and other types of wildlife at different life stages of each. However, the list of impacts 
developed for the 2007 EIS/R for shorebirds and other individual species or guilds was developed 
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with the thresholds of significance set at overall changes to the population level. These changes are 
evaluated holistically and not for every individual component of habitat or other aspects of influences 
on the population. As above, a very small percentage of the overall amount of available roosting 
habitat would be affected by Phase 2 activities, and these changes are not expected to produce a 
change in the overall population relative to the baseline threshold established for the 2007 EIS/R. 

O-CCCR2-43 

This comment calls for the EIS/R to include an explicit discussion of Phase 2 impacts on large 
shorebirds in addition to those discussed in Impact 3.5-1, which was specific to small shorebirds, and 
several other impacts in Section 3.5 that were specific to other guilds or types of birds (e.g., pond-
associated waterbirds in Impact 3.5-5, diving ducks in Impact 3.5-6, ruddy ducks in Impact 3.5-7, 
and so on). The impacts considered in the Phase 2 EIS/R were generally those developed and 
thoroughly vetted for the 2007 EIS/R which was for the program-level as well as the individual 
project-level impacts. The SBSP Restoration Project did not conclude that a specific impact for large 
or medium shorebirds was necessary. Large shorebirds in particular were not determined to have as 
much potential to be negatively impacted by pond conversion as small shorebirds because they use a 
broader range of habitats. However, both the Refuge and the SBSP Restoration Project take them into 
account when planning for restoration and management actions. In particular, American avocet is a 
shorebird species that appears to prefer islands and pond habitats for foraging and nesting. This 
species is considered specifically in the Adaptive Management table. 

Additionally, an upcoming report from the USGS provides updated information on the abundance of 
different guilds and species within the ponds, including information regarding population trends 
following Phase 1 implementation. Managers will use that knowledge to alter pond management actions 
in order to optimize the number and diversity of bird species using the SBSP ponds. Findings from this 
USGS report and other current scientific study are included in the Final Phase 2 EIS/R. 

O-CCCR2-44 

This is a subset of O-CCCR2-43 that is specific to marbled godwit, and the same response applies. 

O-CCCR2-45 

This is a subset of O-CCCR2-43 that is specific to long-billed curlew, and the same response applies. 
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Audubon California (O-AC) 
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Response to Audubon California (O-AC) 

O-AC-1 

This comment clearly identifies the sources of Audubon California’s concerns regarding the SBSP 
Restoration Project as the cumulative impacts to shorebirds that may occur as a result of continued 
conversion of former salt production ponds to tidal marsh. It also provides helpful data on a number of 
bird populations and their use of San Francisco Bay. The project appreciates that information. 

The comment also correctly notes that the Phase 2 alternatives at the Refuge were weighted toward tidal 
marsh restoration. The 2007 EIS/R presented the programmatic analysis of the long-term plans for the 
SBSP Restoration Project and developed two action alternatives for the project as a whole (i.e., the 
program). These two programmatic alternatives were Programmatic Alternative C (the 90%/10% or tidal 
marsh emphasis alternative) and Programmatic Alternative B, a 50%-50% ratio of restored tidal marsh 
and enhanced managed ponds. The decision was made at the time to select Programmatic Alternative C, 
but the 2007 EIS/R also introduced the concept of “bookends” of restoration between those two 
programmatic alternatives. It described a “restoration staircase” between these two extremes and noted 
that the decision of when to stop converting former ponds to tidal marsh would be made based on when 
significant impacts to pond-dependent species or other types of impacts would begin being realized.  

It is important to note that the amount of tidal restoration to date is about 10% of the total project area and 
that even full implementation of the Phase 2 actions at the Refuge ponds (the Ravenswood and Alviso 
pond complexes) and the Eden Landing pond complex would not cross the 50% tidal marsh restoration 
threshold. Further, note that the recent report from the Baylands Ecosystem Habitat Goals Project 
recommends expediting tidal marsh habitat in the South Bay to get ahead and stay ahead of the expected 
sea-level rise. Therefore, the concerns stated in this comment and others in this letter, while certainly 
shared by the SBSP Restoration Project, are not yet cause for stopping the restoration of tidal marsh. 

It should be noted that the SBSP Restoration Project plans to wait to plan Phase 3 actions until 
implementation of Phase 2 actions and other relevant projects are also completed. This would allow time 
for wildlife to more fully adjust and respond to changes in habitat, information to be collected, and help 
inform the decisions about what types of restoration treatments to include in future project phases. 

O-AC-2 

This comment notes the importance of intertidal mudflats as habitat for shorebirds in San Francisco Bay, 
as did the Draft EIS/R itself. The comment requests more detailed analysis to support the conclusion that 
the Phase 2 actions would not bring a significant impact on shorebirds because of that habitat loss. 
Intertidal mudflats are the dominant habitat of the South Bay. The entire area between the narrow deep 
water channel near the center of the bay and the shoreline itself (developed land, fringing marsh, or 
ponds), the habitat is mudflat. The only potentially converted mudflat in the Phase 2 actions would have 
been those in Charleston Slough (~115 acres). However, the option to integrate tidal marsh restoration in 
Charleston Slough into Phase 2 of the SBSP Restoration Project has been removed from the Preferred 
Alternative at the Mountain View Ponds, as discussed in Master Comment Response #1. 

O-AC-3 

This comment contains a list of “High Priority Shorebird Species/Populations” (as identified in the U.S. 
Shorebird Conservation Plan) and asks for more analysis to be done at the scale of the full San Francisco 
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Bay or the Pacific flyway as a whole. This degree (scope or scale) of analysis is beyond the capability of 
the SBSP Restoration Project to conduct and is not a requirement of NEPA and CEQA. However, the 
soon-to-be-released USGS report on bird use monitoring will inform the ongoing management of ponds 
within San Francisco Bay itself. 

However, the SBSP Restoration Project shares this concern and did establish triggers (in the Adaptive 
Management Plan) and thresholds of significance (in the 2007 EIS/R for the programmatic portion of that 
NEPA/CEQA document) for flyway-level populations of some bird guilds and species and for baywide-
level populations of other guilds and species, as appropriate to those taxa. Crossing those thresholds or 
triggers would activate changes in management of current Refuge ponds both within the SBSP 
Restoration Project boundaries and, to the extent feasible, in other portions of the Refuge. Crossing those 
thresholds would also affect the choices of which ponds to include in future project phases and what types 
of restoration treatments are appropriate there. See also Master Comment Response #7, which provides a 
general explanation of the impacts, thresholds of significance, and management triggers used in the 2007 
program-level EIS/R and the way in which they were used in the Phase 2 EIS/R. 

O-AC-4 

For most aspects of the analysis in the Draft EIS/R, the “existing condition” for Phase 2 NEPA and 
CEQA analysis includes the conditions in November 2013, which was the time when work on that 
document began. It does not continue to use the 2007 baselines except in consideration of crossing a 
threshold of significance. Those thresholds were established in recognition of the fact that some changes 
to the pre-project conditions (e.g., flyway-level populations of some birds) would be inevitable but that 
they would not necessarily be significant changes, and they may not be realized in a short time frame; the 
“signal” of trends in actual population changes are hard to differentiate from the “noise” of interannual 
variability and natural oscillations. Thus, for a multi-decadal project such as this one, it is appropriate to 
retain the initial baseline and established changes to it as the thresholds of significance. 

This comment and others suggest that the Adaptive Management Plan (AMP) be updated to reflect 
ongoing changes in a number of environmental conditions, including the populations of some bird 
species. See Master Comment Response #5 for a discussion about updates to the AMP and suggestions to 
update it. 

O-AC-5 

This comment suggests that the geographic boundaries of the cumulative impact analysis included only 
projects in the South Bay and did not include restoration projects in the San Pablo Bay or other areas that 
may have cumulative impacts on South Bay habitats, specifically mudflats habitats.  

Note first that the ongoing monitoring of mudflats around Pond A6 has shown very little loss of mudflats 
following breaching and other restoration actions from previous project phases. Data from Foxgrover et 
al. indicates the mudflat off that pond has remained the same since the breach, and may be slightly 
depositional. However, there is seasonal/annual variability in mudflat extent and it is not known fully 
what is within “natural” variability. 

More generally, the USWFS’ NEPA for National Wildlife Refuges – A Handbook says that the 
“geographic scope of cumulative effects may extend beyond the scope of the direct effects, but not 
beyond the scope of the indirect effects of the proposed action and alternatives.” The temporally variable 
and spatially dispersed interactive effects postulated in this comment are indirect effects of the project (as 
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described in the Handbook’s text above) and are beyond the appropriate geographic scope of a project in 
the South Bay. 

O-AC-6 

See Master Comment Response #6 for a summary for the Preferred Alternatives for Phase 2; see Chapter 
6 of the Final EIS/R for full descriptions of the Phase 2 Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative at 
the Ravenswood pond cluster included in Phase 2 is similar to those expressed as preferences in this 
comment. The Preferred Alternative at the Mountain View Ponds does not include Charleston Slough, 
which is part of Audubon California’s preference for the Mountain View Ponds. In addition, there are a 
number of other habitat improvements that should benefit shorebirds and other species as well. 

O-AC-7 

The SBSP Restoration Project disagrees with the premise of this comment, which asserts that the Phase 2 
EIS/R evaluates alternatives at the pond scale instead of at larger scales that are more relevant to various 
species or guilds. The impacts of the alternatives are not evaluated at the scale of the ponds themselves. 
Rather, the impacts analyzed and described in the EIS/R are those of a change made at the pond scale on 
the overall habitat or population or component of the environment appropriate to each of the listed 
impacts. As discussed in the response to comment O-AC-3, the thresholds of significance were 
established during the process of writing the 2007 EIS/R and setting out long-term programmatic goals 
and a making plan for balancing the changes in habitats and species (along with public access and 
recreation, flood control, and other drivers and constraints in the project). Many of those thresholds of 
significance were set in that process at larger spatial scales (e.g., flyway-level, bay wide, South Bay only, 
etc.). The Phase 2 project-level EIS/R then projects and assesses the expected outcomes of changes made 
to those ponds at those spatial scales. 

O-AC-8 

As above, the SBSP Restoration Project shares this concern about considering the broad scope of pond 
restoration projects in San Francisco Bay and including completed, current, likely projects into the 
decision-making processes about what types of restoration to do where. 
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Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society (O-SCVAS) 
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Response to Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society (O-SCVAS) 

O-SCVAS-1 

This is an introductory comment that previews the points made in the rest of the comment letter. See the 
responses to the subsequent comments. 

O-SCVAS-2 

This comment and several others expressed similar concerns about Charleston Slough and the reduction 
in easily available areas for viewing of intertidal mudflats and the species that use them. The SBSP 
Restoration Project shares this concern. However, the option to integrate tidal marsh restoration in 
Charleston Slough into Phase 2 of the SBSP Restoration Project has been removed from the Preferred 
Alternative at the Mountain View Ponds. Master Comment Response #1 is about this removal, and 
Master Comment Response #6 summarizes the Preferred Alternative, and Chapter 6 of the Final EIS/R 
contains the full descriptions. 

SCVAS-3 

Text has been added to Section 3.5-25 of the Final EIS/R to incorporate more information from the City 
of Mountain View’s internal monitoring reports on burrowing owls and from the Santa Clara Valley 
Habitat Plan, as suggested by this comment. Also, the SBSP Restoration Project is collaborating with the 
City of Mountain View to reconsider the routes for delivery of material to the project sites within 
Shoreline Park. Routes would be selected in part to avoid sensitive areas for burrowing owl nests. The 
construction schedule includes plans to avoid importing material into Shoreline Park through burrowing 
owl nesting areas during the owl’s nesting season to the maximum extent feasible. The project is also 
committed to implementing other avoidance and minimization measures, including those described in this 
comment letter, to the maximum extent feasible. The project will continue to collaborate with the 
Shoreline Park biologist and other park staff and will also comply with all permit conditions that may 
arise out of the regulatory processes with the various agencies that manage the protection of biological 
resources such as burrowing owls. 
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Cargill (B-C) 
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Response to Cargill (B-C) 

B-C-1 

The SBSP Restoration Project appreciates Cargill’s introductory comments. 

B-C-2 

The Final EIS/R modifies this text in Section 1.5.2 to be consistent with the information in this comment. 

B-C-3 

The text in Section 1.5.2 has been changed to include the clarifications presented in the text. 

B-C-4 

The text in Section 1.5.2 has been changed to include the clarifications presented in the text. 

B-C-5 

The text in Section 1.5.2 has been changed to include the clarifications presented in the text. 

B-C-6 

The text in Section 1.5.2 has been changed to include the clarifications presented in the text. 

B-C-7 

The SBSP Restoration Project does not anticipate scour of the existing marsh along the north side of Mud 
Slough as a result of modifying any of the levees along the Island Ponds. There may be some change in 
the hydrology of the Mud Slough channel itself, and those changes will be monitored and tracked and the 
results shared with Cargill. Note, however, that breaches on the south side of the Island Ponds have not 
yet caused substantial scour on either side of Coyote Creek. It is possible that Mud Slough may react 
differently to changes in the tidal flux, and if that occurs, the project would develop and implement 
corrective actions in coordination with Cargill and with approval of appropriate regulatory agencies. 

B-C-8 

Text and a new figure have been added to the introductory portion of Section 2.2.5 in the Final EIS/R to 
explain and illustrate the complex ownership of land and easements in this portion of the Ravenswood 
Ponds. These additions are intended to address the requested clarifications made in this comment and in 
several others that follow it. The added text clearly states that Cargill’s coordination and approval for 
portions of certain components at the Ravenswood Ponds will be necessary. 

B-C-9 

The Final EIS/R includes modified text in this section and others to describe Cargill’s pipeline strip 
property instead of a drainage ditch. See also response to comment B-C-8. 

B-C-10 

See response to comment B-C-8. 
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B-C-11 

See response to comment B-C-8. 

B-C-12 

Rather than modifying this figure, an additional figure and associated text have been added to Section 
2.2.5 in the Final EIS/R (as described in the response to comment B-C-8) to reflect all of the land 
ownership, easements, and underground utilities that are present in this portion of the Ravenswood Ponds. 
Note too that the Bayfront Canal and Atherton Channel Project is not included in the Preferred 
Alternative for Phase 2. 

B-C-13 

The text of Section 2.2 has been changed in the Final EIS/R to include the clarification of nomenclature 
noted in this comment.  

B-C-14 

The text of Section 3.7 Cultural Resources has been changed in the Final EIS/R to include the 
clarification of nomenclature noted in this comment. This comment requested changing the date of 
creation of the Ravenswood salt ponds by Leslie Salt from the 1910’s to the 1940’s. However, the 1910’s 
date is based on the SBSP Project historic landscape evaluation prepared by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (Speulda-Drews and Valentine 2009, page 38). Other construction and modification took place in 
the 1940’s as the text in the EIS/R notes (see, for example, Photo 2 on page 3.7-15 of the Draft EIS/R), 
but the 1910’s date does not appear to be an error. Neither date would change the outcome of the cultural 
resources impact assessment, but the text has been rephrased. 

B-C-15 

The text of Section 3.8 Land Use and Planning has been changed in the Final EIS/R to include the 
clarification of nomenclature noted in this comment. 
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Pacific Gas & Electric Company (B-PGE) 
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Response to Pacific Gas & Electric Company (B-PGE) 

B-PGE-1 

Thank you for this comment and for PG&E’s ongoing collaboration with the SBSP Restoration Project. 

B-PGE-2 

This comment summarizes PG&E’s existing infrastructure in the area of the Mountain View Ponds and 
limits the remaining comments to that pond cluster. 

B-PGE-3 

The SBSP Restoration Project notes PG&E’s appreciation for efforts to avoid or minimize impacts to 
PG&E facilities as part of the Project. 

B-PGE-4 

This comment correctly notes that the efforts described in the Draft EIS/R to improve or modify PG&E 
infrastructure in the Mountain View Ponds would provide environmental clearance under NEPA and 
CEQA only. The current NEPA and CEQA processes would not provide permitting or other regulatory 
approval processes required under other legislation such as the Clean Water Act or the Endangered 
Species Act. Separate permitting processes will eventually be needed.  

B-PGE-5 

This comment provides a list of suggested text changes to the portions of Section 3.5 on Biological 
Resources that pertain to PG&E infrastructure. The Final EIS/R includes revisions to that section that 
incorporate those suggestions.  

B-PGE-6 

This comment provides a list of suggested text changes to Appendix D, which is about the repair, 
replacement, and maintenance of PG&E towers. Appendix D to the Final EIS/R contains all of the 
suggested changes. 
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San Francisco Bay Bird Observatory (O-SFBBO2) 
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Response to San Francisco Bay Bird Observatory (O-SFBBO2) 

O-SFBBO2-1 

A possible connection of the southern margin of the A8 Ponds to the outflowing San Tomas Aquino 
Creek and Calabazas Creek is not part of Phase 2. However, the placement of the two habitat transition 
zones in the southwestern and southeastern corners of the A8 Ponds was selected so as not to preclude the 
option of a possible connection in the future, if conditions warrant it. 

O-SFBBO2-2 

The portion of the text identified in the comment has been corrected in the Final EIS/R. 
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San Francisco Bay Bird Observatory (O-SFBBO) 
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Response to San Francisco Bay Bird Observatory (O-SFBBO) 

O-SFBBO-1 

This comment describes SFBBO’s concern about the SBSP Restoration Project’s proposed Phase 2 
actions on the western snowy plover, particularly at the Ravenswood pond cluster. It also limits the rest of 
the comments in the comment letter to the Ravenswood Ponds and expresses support for Alternative 
Ravenswood C as the most favorable for this species. 

O-SFBBO-2 

The suggestion measures for making the top of the improved All-American Canal levees less attractive to 
predator species, while providing for snowy plover habitat in R3 are in line with the sorts of management 
actions and finer design elements that the SBSP Restoration Project intends to implement to the extent 
feasible. While no commitment to the specific measures suggested can be made, they are similar to those 
being considered and developed for implementation. The suggestion for fencing and signage is discussed 
in the response to the next comment. 

O-SFBBO-3 

Master Comment Response #9 provides general background on the topic of public access-related impacts 
on wildlife. More specifically, the public access trail and an associated viewing platform around Ponds 
R5 and S5 discussed in the Draft EIS/R are included in the Preferred Alternative at the Ravenswood 
Ponds. However, additional extensive fencing and signage are included in the modified Project 
Description included in the Final EIS/R. The recommended chick fencing planned for the southern border 
of the Ravenswood ponds will also be considered along the proposed new trail.  

The current plan would not prevent seasonal closure of the R5/S5 loop trail if the ongoing monitoring 
shows that to be necessary. However, the trail is intended to remain open year-round and would be 
operated as such unless and until adverse impacts on wildlife are identified, which is unlikely.  

O-SFBBO-4 

The conversion of ponds R5 and S5 to intertidal mudflat, as described in Alternative Ravenswood C in 
the Draft EIS/R was not selected for inclusion in the Preferred Alternative. However, increased predation 
on nesting snowy plover is a concern, as the comment notes. The suggested addition of surface treatments 
in Pond R3 to improve the camouflage and cover available for nesting snowy plovers is not included in 
Phase 2 planning. However, adding such treatments is within the scope of the Refuge as part of its 
ongoing management actions and it is being considered at this time. The NEPA/CEQA requirements do 
not prevent such wildlife habitat management actions. Predator management, including the removal of 
perches is an ongoing management process for the Refuge as well and is expected to continue. 

O-SFBBO-5 

In the Phase 2 Preferred Alternative at the Ravenswood Ponds described in the Final EIS/R, Ponds S5 and 
R5 at Ravenswood would be managed ponds modified and enhanced for dabbling ducks and small 
shorebirds. The option to occasionally divert stormwater input from the Bayfront Canal and Atherton 
Channel Project has been removed from the Preferred Alternative at Ravenswood, as discussed in Master 
Comment Response #4.  



Appendix R  Response to Comments 

 

South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project Phase 2  April 2016 

Final Environmental Impact Statement/Report 2-200 

O-SFBBO-6 

Predator control and gull hazing activities, as described in this comment, are more of an ongoing aspect of 
Refuge management than they are of any particular aspect of Phase 2 of the SBSP Restoration Project. 
See Master Comment Response #2, which is about the distinction between Refuge management activities 
and project impacts. Fencing and signage are included in the Final EIS/R’s description of the Preferred 
Alternative, described in Chapter 6. 
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Menlo-Atherton Storage and Tyson Kennels (B-MAS) 
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Response to Menlo-Atherton Storage and Tyson Kennels (B-MAS) 

B-MAS-1 

This comment expressed support for Alternative Ravenswood D because of the inclusion of the Bayfront 
Canal and Atherton Channel Project. That project has been removed from the Preferred Alternative at 
Ravenswood, as discussed in Master Comment Response #4. 
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2.3.4 Individuals 

Comments from individuals and the responses to those comments are presented in this section. 

  



Appendix R  Response to Comments 

 

South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project Phase 2  April 2016 

Final Environmental Impact Statement/Report 2-204 

Baye, Peter (I-PB) 
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Response Baye, Peter (I-PB) 

I-PB-1 

This comment is an introduction to the subsequent comments. Comment noted and appreciated. 

I-PB-2 

The central premise of this comment is that “external” ponds should have been considered for inclusion as 
part of the Phase 2 implementation. “External ponds” is here used as a shorthand term for ponds that are 
currently not within the SBSP Restoration Project’s footprint, not within the Refuge, or that are within the 
Refuge boundaries but on which Cargill holds salt-production rights in perpetuity. The comment lists a 
variety of reasons why those external ponds should have been included in Phase 2. Some of those reasons 
are ecological, others are physical (e.g., some are less subsided than some Phase 2 ponds), and others are 
regulatory. The latter of these is based on Question 2b from the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
Memorandum to Agencies: Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s National Environmental 
Policy Act Regulations (Forty Questions): “Alternatives that are outside the scope of what Congress has 
approved or funded must still be evaluated in the EIS if they are reasonable, because the EIS may serve as 
the basis for modifying the Congressional approval or funding in light of NEPA's goals and policies. 
Section 1500.1(a).” 

CEQ’s Forty Questions provides guidance on developing a range of alternatives for analysis in a NEPA 
document. The range of alternatives (Question 1a) for a NEPA document includes all “reasonable 
alternatives”. What is considered a “reasonable alternative” is broadly defined in Question 2a. Question 
2a states that “Reasonable alternatives include those that are practical or reasonable from the technical 
and economic standpoint and using common sense, rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of 
the applicant.” 

The project proponents (the SBSP Restoration Project), including the USFWS, the California State 
Coastal Conservancy, the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, and the other participating 
agencies, do not agree that restoration planning for ponds or adjacent lands owned by external parties 
constitutes a reasonable alternative. Cargill has given no indication that it has any plans – either now or in 
the future – to sell or transfer ponds or mineral rights on ponds it currently owns or on ponds that are 
USFWS-owned but on which the company holds mineral rights. Because the SBSP Restoration Project is 
a phased project, those ponds can be included in a future phase if they are ever acquired by the USFWS, 
CDFW, or another agency and then made available to the SBSP Restoration Project.  

Implementation of the SBSP Restoration Project, including Phase 2, is funded through grants with 
specific schedule requirements. Common sense would dictate that each phase should focus on restoration 
planning for available ponds. However, consideration of external ponds is not precluded in future phases 
of the restoration project. 

Further, see also Master Comment Response #10 and the comment and response to comment O-CCCR2-
10, which addressed the question of why Phase 2 includes some moderately subsided ponds while not 
including others that are already at or near marsh plain elevation. If sea-level rise is to occur in the 
coming years, as all signs indicate it will, then it is important to begin restoring ponds that are somewhat 
subsided and would need time to accrete sediment and reach marsh plain elevation. If those ponds are to 
keep pace with sea-level rise, their restoration should begin now. There will still be time to begin tidal 
marsh restoration of the less subsided pond in the future, particularly if the ongoing development of 
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regulatory agreements and physical infrastructure to deliver dredged material to the South Bay for 
beneficial reuse continues to progress. Finally, note that this statement addresses moderately subsided 
ponds and not the most subsided ones, which may already be too deep to form marsh without future 
augmentation of material from external sources. 

I-PB-3 

This comment correctly notes that the Phase 2 EIS/R uses the existing conditions as a primary baseline 
for comparison of potential impacts. This is, as the comment notes, the convention under CEQA. NEPA 
allows but does not require the use of a projected “future no-action condition” as the basis for 
comparison. The following text from the USFWS’s document NEPA for National Wildlife Refuges – A 
Handbook is relevant to this point (emphasis added): “The ‘no action’ alternative is the existing 
condition; it is a summary of the present condition or current course of action if we don’t implement a 
project. The analysis may include a brief summary of what will happen in the foreseeable future without 
the project.”  

The EIS/R for Phase 2 contains in each impact section a detailed analysis and explanation of what the 
long-term outcome of the no-action alternative at each pond cluster. In this way, the future no-action 
alternatives are being included and disclosed in the EIS/R process, though not being explicitly used as the 
basis for comparison of significance. This approach of using CEQA as the primary basis of comparison 
for significance determinations (which is also an acceptable basis under NEPA) and including extensive 
analysis and discussion of the long-term no action outcomes under NEPA was the way the SBSP 
Restoration Project integrated and satisfied the requirements of both of those two pieces of legislation in 
an efficient manner. This was also the approach used in the 2007 EIS/R, which laid out and analyzed the 
programmatic aspects of the project and did a similar analysis under the Phase impacts analysis contained 
in that document. 

Importantly, Section 3.5.3 on Biological Resources explicitly acknowledges that, while the existing 
condition is generally used as the baseline for comparison in this EIS/R, there are cases – particularly for 
certain wildlife species – where longer-term averages are used to modify that basis of comparison and 
make it more sensitive to trends and deviations. 

The detailed modeling described in this comment was conducted for the programmatic portion of the 
SBSP Restoration Project and its long-term planning, not for the Phase 1 alternatives selection and 
analyses, as the comment suggests. More importantly, where necessary, such modeling was done in 
support of particular questions or uncertainties for the Phase 2 alternatives. These efforts were reported on 
in the Preliminary Design Memoranda for each pond cluster. For example, recent observations of 
sediment accretion in breached ponds were used to assess whether the Mountain View Ponds would 
accrete sediment quickly enough to reach marsh plain elevation against various projections of sea-level 
rise. Assessments of whether sediment import was necessary at the Ravenswood Ponds were included. A 
modeling approach was used to evaluate whether the ongoing restoration of the Island Ponds would be 
hastened by the addition of more breaches or whether the benefits of doing so would be more from the 
increased habitat connectivity and complexity. 

I-PB-4 

This comment largely concerns the risks that restoration projects have in allowing and/or facilitating the 
spread of invasive non-native species. Specifically, the comment states, “The EIS/R needs to address 
ecologically sound, scale-appropriate, cost-effective alternatives for active vegetation management on 
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new transition zone slopes and levees to inhibit spread of non-native species.” The SBSP Restoration 
Project shares this concern and will continue to support and participate in the multi-agency efforts to 
control and eradicate invasive non-native species. The Refuge will also continue to actively allocate its 
own staff and financial resources to the ongoing control of invasive plant species. The comment provided 
a list of species to target as priorities for control, for which the SBSP Restoration Project and the Refuge 
managers are grateful. 

The comment asserts that implementation of the Phase 1 projects introduced Algerian sea-lavender 
(Limonium ramosissimum) to portions of the project area where that species had not previously been 
noted. That inadvertent introduction was part of a seed mix used at approximately half a dozen sites, 
including an entry road into Eden Landing. Algerian sea-lavender was already present in the South Bay, 
but it was introduced to new locations, where it has become established but is not widespread. The 
Refuge, Save the Bay, and CDFW are working to eradicate it. 

The kinds of detailed planting plans and other revegetation efforts suggested by this comment are 
typically developed at a later project phase.  

I-PB-5 

This comment concerns pond management impacts in the long-term and asserts that the Phase 2 EIS/R 
needs to consider and disclose the long-term impacts of maintaining levees and other features, particularly 
in the face of sea-level rise and associated risks of failure.  

It is important to realize that the risks of levee failure and the various management and levee maintenance 
actions are things that the Refuge management needs to consider and perform whether or not a Phase 2 
action is implemented at a given pond. This is true for levees that protect developed areas from flooding 
associated with high tides, storm runoff or sea-level rise, and it is equally true for those ponds that were or 
are retained as managed ponds in Phase 1 or Phase 2 or that have not yet been included in a restoration 
phase of the larger project. Some of these risks and potential impacts are actually somewhat greater in the 
no action alternative than in many of the tidal restoration alternatives because the latter generally allow or 
even encourage some or all of the levees to degrade over time. 

Further, though, in many of the individual impact sections in the Draft EIS/R (and now in the Final 
EIS/R), the no-action alternative discussion for each pond cluster does include consideration of the 
relative amounts of disturbances to wildlife from levee maintenance, the relative risks of flooding or 
changes in water quality from levee failure, and other aspects of the kinds of impacts or failure that the 
comment includes. 

Master Comment Response #2 includes a lengthier discussion about the interactions between Refuge 
management practices and impacts of the SBSP Restoration Project. Master Comment Response #10 also 
provides a discussion of sea-level rise and its impacts and influences on habitat restoration planning and 
implementation. 

I-PB-6 

This comment asserts that the Draft EIS/R assumes that sediment would accrete at sufficient rates to 
achieve marsh plain elevation in the Phase 2 ponds that would be breached as part of a restoration to tidal 
marsh. This is an incorrect assertion. Of the four pond clusters included in this EIS/R, one of them (the 
Island Ponds) is already open to tides and is accreting sediment, and the project included analysis to 
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evaluate whether accretion rates were satisfactory. These results were included in Appendix L. A second 
pond cluster, the A8 Ponds, would not be opened to the tides in Phase 2, which included only construction 
of habitat transition zones, and so such an analysis was not necessary. The Ravenswood Ponds are very 
close to marsh plain elevation already, a conclusion that did not require modeling or extensive analysis to 
reach (Appendix O). Finally, Appendix M presents the preliminary design memorandum for the Mountain 
View Ponds, for which extensive modeling was done (and included in that memorandum) about the 
relative rates of sediment accretion and sea-level rise, both of which used empirical data from recent years 
(up to 2013) to improve upon previous assumptions about accretion rates. 

I-PB-7 

The opening statement of this comment asserts that the 2007 EIS/R covered only broad alternatives that 
varied the regional ratio of tidal and nontidal (i.e., enhanced managed ponds) habitat restoration. This is 
incorrect. The Programmatic Alternative C, which was selected by the Project Management Team and 
included in the Final, certified EIS/R, included restoration goals that were specific to each pond in all 
three of the SBSP Restoration Project’s pond complexes. While those restoration goals were not rigid 
commitments that each pond would eventually be restored to exactly that condition, they did provide a 
clear statement of the general intent for each pond’s restoration. It also allowed some flexibility in those 
goals, as part of the commitment to adaptive management, as summarized in the concepts of the 
“restoration staircase” and the “bookends” between Programmatic Alternative B and Programmatic 
Alternative C.  

The 2007 EIS/R also laid out a plan for its own implementation in subsequent project phases that would 
not need to include a reinvestigation or reselection of the restoration destinations or goals for each pond 
or the need to look beyond the boundaries of the programmatic extent of the project. This tiering from the 
programmatic portion of the 2007 EIS/R is an essential part of the SBSP Restoration Project as a whole.  

See also the response to comment I-PB-2 for more discussion on the question of including external ponds 
in the Phase 2 project alternatives. See also Master Comment Response #8 and the response to comment 
O-CCCR2-10 on the process for selecting which ponds to include in Phase 2. A report from those 
processes has been added as an appendix to the Final EIS/R for Phase 2 to address this concern. 

I-PB-8 

The main difference between Charleston Slough and the other “external ponds” discussed in this 
comment letter is that the owner of Charleston Slough, the City of Mountain View, was a willing 
participant in the Phase 2 restoration process. The city holds a mitigation requirement on Charleston 
Slough and saw collaborating with the SBSP Restoration Project as the most likely and the most cost-
effective way of meeting that requirement and is willing to share costs and coordinate the implementation 
to achieve those shared goals. That willingness to participate makes in the inclusion of the slough in the 
project “reasonable”, which is the NEPA standard discussed in this and other comments in this comment 
letter. The similar participation by other external owners or mineral rights holders is not reasonably 
foreseeable.  

Exclusion of Charleston Slough from the Phase 2 planning is a case where the charge of arbitrary scope 
definition would have been accurate due to the stated willingness of the City of Mountain View to 
participate in and assist with the Phase 2 planning and implementation. The same cannot be said of the 
other pond groups discussed in this comment letter. 
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I-PB-9 

This comment questions the statement in the Draft EIS/R about the independence of the four pond 
clusters included in the USFWS Refuge portion of Phase 2. That statement was intended to be limited to 
the selection of alternatives and components of them to be part of Phase 2 and to how they were being 
presented in the EIS/R. It neither stated nor implied that all impacts were evaluated as though they were 
independent. The comment correctly notes that the construction and operation activities at the pond 
clusters are independent. Though not mentioned by the comment, given the physical and temporal 
separation of the clusters and the implementation of selected actions at them, so too are impacts 
associated with traffic, noise, public services, utilities, geologic and soils-related hazards, greenhouse gas 
emissions, recreational resources visual resources, vector control and associated aspects of public health, 
air quality, and most water quality conditions.  

The comment asserts that the ecological impacts are not independent. The SBSP Restoration Project and 
the Phase 2 EIS/R acknowledge the accuracy of that statement in some cases, particularly for migratory 
birds and fish species. However, even within the category of biological resources, many of the impacts 
evaluated are site-specific and essentially independent of what actions are implemented elsewhere. For 
example, construction-related impacts on various biological resources are sufficiently short-term and 
localized that they are rightly treated as independent. Recreational impacts on sensitive wildlife are 
similarly localized, as are impacts on existing wetlands, special-status plants, and even some wildlife 
species such as salt marsh harvest mouse. Impacts to these resources at different locations may be 
additive, but they do not have substantial interactive effects in the same way as overall sediment 
availability in the South Bay – the example used in the comment – does. For biological resources like 
birds and fish that use a broader range of habitats in the South Bay and elsewhere, the impact analysis did 
not assume complete independence; it used overall trends in population and habitat availability as well as 
the Adaptive Management Plans ongoing balancing of competing restoration goals to assess and convey 
the net effect of the likely impact at the Phase 2 ponds. 

Regarding interdependence across pond clusters, the comment correctly notes that sediment accreted at 
one pond cluster does reduce the overall availability of sediment elsewhere. This is a factor that is being 
taken into account by the SBSP Restoration Project and outside projects such as the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers’ Shoreline Study Project. (See Master Comment Response #3 for a discussion of the 
relationship between the SBSP Restoration Project and the Shoreline Study.) That is why substantial 
efforts and investments continue to be made by these projects and others to monitor and model sediment 
availability, sea-level rise, and other critical aspects of the dynamic environment of the South Bay.  

I-PB-10 

The separate but parallel NEPA and CEQA processes for the CDFW-owned Eden Landing ponds and the 
USFWS-owned Refuge ponds were necessary because of several constraints, having to do with land 
ownership, flood control, and funding requirements. However, that does not mean that Eden Landing was 
excluded from the scope of Phase 2 planning. Indeed, at the many public meetings, stakeholder forums, 
and regulatory agency meetings, as well as on the SBSP Restoration Project’s website and newsletters, 
there has been repeated discussion and disclosure of the restoration plans for Eden Landing. The Phase 2 
ponds and large-scale plans for all three pond complexes (Ravenswood, Alviso, and Eden Landing) were 
developed together, but the NEPA and CEQA documents were separated. 
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Given that Programmatic Alternative C in the 2007 EIS/R included all of these ponds in the same types of 
restoration destinations being planned for Eden Landing, the future implementation there can be 
considered another phase of the project that would have its own project-level NEPA and CEQA clearance 
that would tier from the programmatic document. There is nothing in either NEPA or CEQA that requires 
that each phase of future implementation be fully planned and evaluated at each individual project-level 
step, particularly when a rigorous adaptive management plan was developed and is being used to evaluate 
past effects and incorporate them into plans for future phases.  

However, the main point of this comment is correct: more discussion of and information about the Phase 
2 alternatives at Eden Landing would be helpful. To address that, text and maps of the conceptual 
alternatives initially developed for consideration under Phase 2 actions at Eden Landing have been added 
to the Final EIS/R as Appendix Q. It is important to note, however, that the more recent hydraulic 
modeling done to evaluate whether those concepts would satisfy both the restoration and the flood control 
requirements of the project indicate that some changes to these concepts are likely to be required. 

I-PB-11 

See the responses to comments I-PB-2 and I-PB-8 for a discussion of these external ponds and the 
questions and concerns about their not being included in Phase 2.  

This comment includes the following sentence, “Because the project period has a long 50-year planning 
horizon, the potential inclusion of both Alameda Cargill-managed ponds and Eden Landing ponds in 
alternatives may be “foreseeable” and is within scope under NEPA.” The programmatic level of the 
project is indeed intended to have a 50-year planning horizon. But the Phase 2 project planning is 
happening now. So the relevant question is not whether the availability of the aforementioned external 
ponds may be reasonably foreseeable for the program-level of the project. The relevant question for the 
Phase 2 project-level EIS/R is whether they may be available on a time frame appropriate to the current 
project phase which they are not.  

I-PB-12 

This comment and the next few (through I-PB-16) address different aspects of the reasonable range of 
NEPA alternatives and screening. Though part of one combined discussion, certain paragraphs have been 
split out as separate comments to clarify the responses to them. 

The premise of this comment is the excerpted text from part of the Project Description that reads, “…each 
subsequently lettered alternative generally has successively more components and greater amounts of 
construction”. The comment then draws a false equivalence between maximum construction activities and 
maximum environmental benefits. Based on that equivalence, it then asserts that “Reduced restoration 
alternatives reduce environmental benefits”, which is not necessarily the case.  

The ordering of the alternatives and the grouping of components into alternatives was a way of organizing 
the discussion and the in-document treatment of the alternatives, not necessarily a way of ranking the 
restoration benefits from lesser to greater. Some of the different restoration alternatives bring different 
types or different locations of environmental benefits; others have different mixes and degrees of 
restoration benefits and impacts. Some bring a different mix of the three main project goals of restoration, 
flood control, and public access/recreation, all of which are different types of environmental benefits. 
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For example, at the Ravenswood Ponds, there are options to breach Pond R4 at one location or at two 
locations as well as to include a lowering of its northwest levee or not. The big picture restoration 
outcome of different combinations of those choices is not radically different: Pond R4 would be opened to 
tidal flows and begin forming marsh, as was its restoration goal in Programmatic Alternative C. But how 
that restoration takes place and what other types of environmental benefits and impacts might be 
associated with it are different. In lowering the northwest levee, habitat connectivity with Greco Island 
would be increased and still provide some high-tide refugia for salt marsh harvest mouse and other 
species. Breaching that northwest levee would provide added aquatic habitat connectivity (a benefit to 
fish) and a more even short- and medium-term distribution of sediment and marsh. These are different 
types (as opposed to different amounts) of habitat benefits that fit within and comply with the larger 
restoration plan established in the 2007 programmatic document. 

A similar situation exists in the two different concepts for the habitat transition zone in Pond A2W. The 
larger zone goes all the way across the southern margin of the pond and thus involves the most 
earthmoving and the most construction, but it does not necessarily bring the greatest environmental 
benefit. Certainly, some species would benefit greater from a larger transition zone, but that would also 
bring a greater reduction in deeper water habitat for species that use that part of the habitat, which would 
realize more benefits from a smaller transition zone or from none at all. The larger transition zone would 
also foreclose the possible habitat benefits of a future connection to the existing mitigation marshes 
behind that pond. 

The three different restoration concepts for Ponds R5 and S5 present even more obviously different types 
of restoration and associated environmental benefits, one of which includes added flood control, which is 
one of the three main goals of the project as a whole, even though not a restoration goal at all.  

There are other examples of the broader types of trade-offs and balancing of associated impacts and 
benefits between different mixes of public access and restoration, as in the case of the proposed trail on 
the eastern levee of Pond A2W: recreation is a benefit, but so are the various competing forms of habitat 
restoration that could be implemented in that pond.  

The discussion in this response illustrates that the range of alternatives presented in the Draft EIS/R – and 
from which the Preferred Alternative, presented in the Final EIS/R, is drawn – are not, as the comment 
asserts, straw-man or nominal alternatives that are simply arrayed from the most to the least restoration-
related benefits. Instead, they are different ways of meeting the restoration goals and fitting in with the 
larger project plan set forth in the 2007 program-level EIS/R while still providing project-level variations 
on the mix of the 3 major project goals (restoration, flood control, and public access/recreation) as well as 
on aspects of how, where, and what types of each of those three goals may be achieved. 

I-PB-13 

This comment suggests incorporation of a number of habitat restoration features that could enhance the 
complexity and ecological functioning of the restoring ponds. These include ditch blocks, internal berms, 
and upper intertidal berms. Ditch blocks are not specifically mentioned often in the text but are included 
more generally as a use for sidecast material from levee breaching, lowering, or removal, which the 
project description includes quite often as “raising the pond bottom elevations”. The borrow ditches are 
part of the pond bottoms. Also the habitat transition zones extend well up and into the intertidal zone. The 
habitat islands are plentiful in the descriptions and are included in the project designs, and they fulfill 
many of the same hydrological functions as internal berms. These are somewhat different types of 
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restoration features than those used in the Phase 1 alternatives, but they are ones that are more appropriate 
for the restoration alternatives selected. Text has been added to the Preferred Alternative chapter of the 
Final EIS/R to make these points more clearly. 

I-PB-14 

Please refer to the responses to comments I-PB-12 and I-PB-13. 

I-PB-15 

The SBSP Restoration Project is appreciative of the constructive presentation of the list of several broad 
types of restoration “packages” based on the eponymous “emphasis” in the title of each one. However, 
those emphases are more appropriate for deciding what “big picture” types of restoration goals to pursue. 
They are analogous to the larger-scale programmatic alternatives presented in the 2007 EIS/R for the 
project’s program level, and they would be much more necessary if there had not been a programmatic 
document from which to tier each of the subsequent project phases. 

The selection of ponds to evaluate for inclusion in Phase 2 was made prior to beginning work on the 
NEPA and CEQA document, as is appropriate for a project-level phase that is tiering from an approved 
programmatic document. The big picture restoration goals (tidal marsh versus managed ponds) and at 
least some of the necessary flood control and public access goals were similar included in Programmatic 
Alternatives B and C, which thus strongly encourage their consideration and analysis in the project-level 
EIS/R. See also Master Comment Response #8, which is a general discussion of the choice of ponds 
included in the Phase 2 planning. 

I-PB-16 

This comment raises the question of the ponds selected for Phase 2 and the range of alternatives 
developed and screened for inclusion in the eventual Phase 2 alternatives. See Master Comment Response 
#8, which is a general discussion of the choice of ponds included in the Phase 2 planning. The 
programmatic portion of the 2007 EIS/R laid out restoration goals for the individual ponds, which helps 
avoid a full re-opening of the questions of what restoration goal is appropriate for each pond and allows 
each project phase to focus on the balance of public access, flood protection, and restoration components 
and on different ways to achieve all of those goals. The selection of Programmatic Alternative C provides 
the flexibility to make necessary adjustments to those objectives as necessitated by the Adaptive 
Management Plan. 

I-PB-17 

This comment includes an introduction to suggestions for a list of project-level alternative components 
and the intent behind those suggestions. The SBSP Restoration Project appreciates these suggestions and 
their larger purpose of informing and improving the results of the restoration. The comment letter was 
also bracketed to include the first of those suggestions, sediment slurry marsh nourishment. The 
subsequent comments through I-PB-28 are specific to the individual suggestions.  

As noted above, ditch blocks have been added to the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIS/R to reflect 
this point.The concept of using a sediment slurry to nourish the upstream extent of marsh is interesting, 
and the SBSP Restoration Project did initially consider the use of similar slurries to deliver sediment to all 
four of the Phase 2 pond clusters. However, the act of establishing a slurry pipe system with the required 
offloader and booster stations (or dredging a channel for barge delivery of sediments) was not feasible to 
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do on either a financial basis or a regulatory one. It would also create more environmental impacts than 
the benefits such a system might provide. Text has been added to Chapter 2 of the Final EIS/R to make 
this clearer. 

I-PB-18 

This comment suggests high marsh mounds, which the SBSP Restoration Project also agrees are useful 
components. Text has been added to the Final EIS/R to elaborate on and clarify the ways in which the 
basic principles behind them have been included in the Phase 2 alternatives.  

At the Mountain View Ponds, the plans call for habitat islands, which they would initially be because 
those ponds are somewhat subsided. But after sufficient sediment has accreted in the ponds and tidal 
marsh begins to form, those “islands” would not really be islands anymore. They would become high 
marsh mounds, and would then bring the same sorts of ecological benefits described in the comment. 
Similarly, the Preferred Alternative at the Island Ponds calls for some remnant portions of levees to be left 
between the breach locations and portions that will be lowered or removed. The intent of these residual 
portions is a similar island-marsh mound functions as at the Mountain View Ponds. 

I-PB-19 

The Phase 2 alternative designs include very little rip-rap. There would be a few breaches that need to be 
armored on one or both sides to prevent future scour. Rip-rap is required here because those breaches 
either will be bridged to provide ongoing access or because there is a trail or road to a viewpoint and/or 
water intake at that breach location. In neither of those cases would coarse beach material provide 
sufficient protection against scour to allow its use there. 

I-PB-20 

This comment suggests retaining interior salt ponds within salt marsh matrix. In fact, the plan for Pond 
R3 at Ravenswood is such a pond. The proposed water control structures would provide the ability to 
periodically improve water quality and refresh the forage potential in borrow ditches and slough channels, 
but it would otherwise remain in its current state. 

I-PB-21 

The places most suitable for back-marsh ponds like the ones suggested in this comment are at Ponds R5 
and S5 at Ravenswood, where there were pre-existing barriers and water bodies behind the proposed tidal 
marsh habitat at Pond R4. And, in fact, this idea is more or less what was described for these ponds in 
Alternative Ravenswood B, and these ponds would be similarly enhanced under the Preferred Alternative 
at the Phase 2 actions at Ravenswood.  

I-PB-22 

This comment suggested adding coarse woody debris to the restoration efforts at the Ravenswood Ponds 
and at the Island Ponds. That idea will be considered. 

I-PB-23 

The comment suggested incorporating treated wastewater and other discharge to create a gradient of 
brackish marshes. This concept is similar to that proposed under Alternative Ravenswood D, which 
would have included Bayfront Canal and Atherton Channel Project to provide occasional input of 
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freshwater to Ponds R5 and S5 at the Ravenswood Ponds. However, as discussed in Master Comment 
Response #4, this component was removed from the Phase 2 Preferred Alternative at Ravenswood.  

The working versions of alternatives being developed for Phase 2 at Eden Landing include an even closer 
match to this comment’s suggestion by planning for the possible inclusion of treated wastewater from the 
Union Sanitary District into the restoration efforts there.  

I-PB-24 

See the response to comment I-PB-23. While not identical suggestions, these two comments led to a 
similar response about current and future plans to somehow include what would otherwise be wastewater 
into ongoing restoration efforts. 

I-PB-25 

The SBSP Restoration Project does not plan to include floating platforms or rafts in the Phase 2 designs at 
the present time. However, those options are interesting ideas and could be part of a future adaptive 
management action that would be implemented to offset habitat losses for shorebirds or other species that 
are affected in an unforeseen way or to an unanticipated extent. Not including them in Phase 2 does not 
mean that they would not be available for implementation. 

I-PB-26 

This comment suggests adding submerged aquatic vegetation such as Ruppia maritima to muted tidal 
managed ponds as part of Phase 2. The only Phase 2 muted tidal ponds of suitable size and depth for 
Ruppia maritima are at the A8 Ponds, where Phase 1 actions have joined Pond A8, A8S, A5, and A7 into 
a muted tidal system. These ponds are currently being managed to address concerns associated with 
remnant mercury and are also the subject of substantial research and monitoring efforts to track mercury 
levels in water, fish, and bird eggs. At the present time, and until the residual mercury issue is resolved, 
the SBSP Restoration Project considers it unwise to confound and complicate those experiments and the 
delicate operational balance with additional restoration components.  

I-PB-27 

The salmonid habitat improvements referred to involve primarily breaching several large ponds (Ponds 
A1 and A2W) to tidal flows to provide better nursery habitat for outmigrating juveniles. The fish would 
thus be larger and stronger before continuing their migration to the bay itself. Other salmonid benefits 
would come from adding breaches and/or levee removal to portions of the Island Ponds (specifically 
Ponds A19 and A20) to improve habitat connectivity and create larger and more complex areas of nursery 
habitat for salmonids. Text has been added to the Final EIS/R to clarify these points. 

I-PB-28 

As noted in the response to several previous comments ditch blocks have been added to the Preferred 
Alternative chapter in the Final EIS/R. 

I-PB-29 

Text has been added to the Final EIS/R to include more discussion of the interaction between Phase 2 of 
the SBSP Restoration Project and the Shoreline Study’s first implemented segment (near the community 
of Alviso and the New Chicago Marsh. Most of this additional text is within the cumulative impacts 
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section (Chapter 4) because they are two separate projects, despite the spatial overlap between the SBSP 
Restoration Project’s overall program-level footprint and this portion of the Shoreline Study. See Master 
Comment Response #3 for a discussion of the relationship between the SBSP Restoration Project and the 
Shoreline Study. 

There are no overlapping elements between Phase 2 of the SBSP Restoration Project and this portion of 
the Shoreline Study, as the comment suggests there are. Nor does Phase 2 include setback levees or 
managed retreat, so these components need not be analyzed in a project-level EIS/R. 

The comment also suggests a need to address long-term maintenance of levees and how that might be 
complicated by sea-level rise. This topic of ongoing Refuge management practices is discussed in general 
in Master Comment Response #4 and more specifically in the response to comment I-PB-5. Master 
Comment Response #10 also provides a discussion of sea-level rise and its impacts and influences on 
habitat restoration planning and implementation. 

Note on Comments I-PB-30 through I-PB-50 

Comments I-PB-30 through I-PB-50 are about specific alternative components and designs at the 
Ravenswood Ponds in particular. Some of the responses to these comments were addressed in the above 
responses to comments from Dr. Baye. Additional specificity is provided as necessary in the following. 

I-PB-30 

The SBSP Restoration Project disagrees with the assertion made in this comment that these alternatives 
are no more than scaled down versions of the same project design. A fuller discussion on this suggestion 
was provided in the response to comment I-PB-12, above and in I-PB-38, below, and it is restated here. 
First, the end state of restoration for Ponds R5 and S5 are different in all 3 outcomes. Second, there are 
different levee breach, lowering, and pond bottom channeling scenarios that would change the types of 
habitat connectivity and aquatic restoration outcomes. The different placement and size of habitat 
transition zones and a habitat island are further modifications. The three alternatives presented in the 
Draft EIS/R also provide several different ways to incorporate restoration and public access features into 
the project, and one alternative involves incorporating an external project partner’s flood control element. 

The suggestion that the outcomes of designs at different successional stages (5, 10, 15 years, etc.) is 
interesting but is beyond the scope of an EIS/R.  

I-PB-31 

Ditch blocks have been added more specifically to the Final EIS/R’s chapter on the Preferred Alternative 
(Chapter 6). There are no new significant impacts from that modification because the text of the Draft 
EIS/R said that material from levee breaching and lowering would be used on-site to fill borrow ditches. 
A ditch block is a more specific way to fill old borrow ditches; the material is placed in a particular part 
of the borrow ditches to modify water flows within the pond. 

I-PB-32 

The Preferred Alternative at the Ravenswood Ponds has the location of the breach info Pond R4 from 
Ravenswood Slough relocated to a point near the northeast corner of this pond. This will, as the comment 
suggests, reduce the amount of excavation/earth moving and direct impacts on existing marsh as well as 
the amount of habitat fragmentation experienced by species that use the marsh, relative to the locations 
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assessed in the Draft EIS/R. Adding ditch blocks inside the pond will efficiently direct flows into the 
historical slough trace. Thus, there would be no new significant impacts from this change and only a 
reduced magnitude of impacts already evaluated and disclosed.  

I-PB-33 

See response to immediately preceding comment (I-PB-32), as these two comments are two parts of the 
same recommendation. 

I-PB-34 

Regular pond filling and draining with the tidal cycles is the primary design requirement, as correctly 
stated in Appendix O to the Draft EIS/R.  

I-PB-35 

The improved levees and the habitat transition zone in the center of the pond cluster is a feature that 
would provide high-tide refugia. Remnant levees will continue to provide high-tide refugia also. The 
Ravenswood Ponds are not subsided, so the marsh would form quickly, and high areas within them would 
naturally form marsh mounds. As long as the total volume of material imported to these ponds does not 
increase substantially over the volumes presented in the Draft EIS/R, this relatively minor change of 
design would not cause new significant impacts. 

I-PB-36 

This comment asks a number of different questions, which are responded to in turn as follows.  

The Cargill pipeline and ownership note was added at the request of Cargill, an entity whose cooperation 
with the project remains necessary for a number of different components. The Final EIS/R contains an 
additional figure and more details on other parcel ownership in the area.  

The comment also asks why that piece of Cargill property was not acquired and incorporated into the 
project. Thus far, Cargill has opted to retain that pipeline strip, and since it is not necessary for the Phase 
2 alternatives, the SBSP Restoration Project has proceeded without acquiring it.  

The flood control levee improvements and habitat transition zone are, in fact, at the back of the area 
planned for tidal marsh restoration. The pond behind them, Pond R3, would not be restored to tidal marsh 
but would be retained as pond with salt panne habitat and improved for western snowy plover and other 
small shorebirds.  

The All-American Canal and its surrounding levees provide a base for the required flood protection 
improvements and as the sort of higher ground for high-tide refugia that many previous comments have 
suggested are imperative for successful restoration. It is more efficient (in terms of financial costs and 
construction work) and has less environmental impact to use existing features and improve or modify as 
necessary than to relocate or reconstruct the features needed. 

I-PB-37 

 The SBSP Restoration Project appreciates this input and shares the concern. Material generated from cut 
activities will be analyzed for its chemical composition and reused as appropriate in onsite fill activities.  
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I-PB-38 

This comment makes an inaccurate statement about the three different restoration alternatives for Ponds 
R5 and S5. It contends that only their operation and management would differ across the three action 
alternatives here. This is incorrect. In one alternative (Alternative Ravenswood B) they would be kept at 
more or less their current depth and managed as shallow water ponds. In a second alternative (Alternative 
Ravenswood C), material would be imported from elsewhere in the pond cluster (generated from 
breaching or levee lowering here) to raise the pond bottoms to intertidal mudflat elevation. And in the 
third alternative (Alternative Ravenswood D), they would be deepened to provide more capacity for 
temporarily detaining storm water runoff from the Bayfront Canal and Atherton Channel Project. There 
were also operational and management differences across these alternatives, as the comment notes. 

I-PB-39 

It is unclear which aspect of managed ponds and associated vegetation this comment is referring to. There 
were three different types of managed ponds considered in the Ravenswood alternatives in the Draft 
EIS/R.  

I-PB-40 

The only habitat island proposed or planned for the Ravenswood pond cluster in Phase 2 would be in the 
middle of a group of managed ponds, as the comment suggests. There would be none in tidal marsh or in 
open water subject to high wave energies. And the comment is also correct that a topping of shells or 
similar substrate would be beneficial to control weeds. That was discussed in the Draft EIS/R, and more 
details are provided in the Final EIS/R. 

I-PB-41 

Habitat features and improvements targeted for western snowy plover are included in Phase 2 at the 
Ravenswood Ponds because those ponds have been the location of the most snowy plover nests in the 
west bay in recent years, and the SBSP Restoration Project is attempting to provide restoration balance 
across a range of types of locations in all three pond complexes. Building upon recent nesting success in 
these areas was seen as a rational approach that has greater potential to succeed than others. The Final 
EIS/R contains text added to Section 2.2.5 to explain this more clearly.  

Also, text has been added to Chapter 1 of the Final EIS/R – and an appendix with more detailed text and 
maps has also been added – to explain the Phase 2 plans for the Eden Landing pond complex, as 
requested in this comment. The possibility of acquiring other ponds and including them into Phase 2 was 
thoroughly addressed in a response to a previous comment and is not repeated here. The costs of ongoing 
levee maintenance and improvements are discussed in Master Comment Response #4. 

I-PB-42 

The potential inclusion of the Bayfront Canal and Atherton Channel Project would have made use of 
storm water runoff to address residual salinity in Ponds R5 and S5 and to reduce an existing problem with 
flooding. The benefits and impacts of this were analyzed and discussed in the Draft EIS/R. However, as 
discussed in Master Comment Response #4, that component is not part of the Phase 2 Preferred 
Alternative.  



Appendix R  Response to Comments 

 

South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project Phase 2  April 2016 

Final Environmental Impact Statement/Report 2-260 

I-PB-43 

See response to comment I-PB-44 for how question of water quality requirements would be addressed. 

I-PB-44 

The risk of algal blooms in Pond R4 would be controlled largely by making that pond fully tidal. Algal 
blooms in Pond R3 would be managed and reduced by improving the ability to circulate water into and 
through the borrow ditches and slough channels as needed. Finally, Ponds R5 and S5 are the managed 
ponds that would likely face the greatest risk of algal blooms. The presence and active operation of 
multiple water control structures to improve circulation will help control that risk. The full range of algal 
bloom control would include water circulation, controlled inputs, and turbidity management. 

I-PB-45 

 The text on page 2-50 (Section 2.2.5) of the Draft EIS/R explained the intention of lowering the levee to 
mean high water (MHW). Similar information was provided in the preliminary design memorandum 
(Appendix O). The intent in initially planning to lower the levee to MHW was to allow the highest tides 
to flow over the lowered levee and into the ponds. It is intended to allow the highest tides to overtop it 
and be a separate source of water and sediment delivery into Pond R4 than the main breach would be. It 
would also be low enough to provide habitat connectivity for salt marsh harvest mouse between Greco 
Island and the restoring Pond R4. However, there are other ecological and restoration benefits to lowering 
only to mean higher high water (MHHW) elevation instead, particularly in light of the sea-level rise 
expected for the area. The designs and the Final EIS/R have been modified to lower the levee to MHHW 
instead. This would bring a reduced amount of earthmoving and other construction-associated impacts 
relative to that discussed in the Draft EIS/R. 

I-PB-46 

The revegetation plan for the habitat transition zones will be developed during the next project stage. It 
will include the sorts of details being requested by the comment. Revegetation/replanting plans are often 
one of the last parts of project designs to be developed. As noted in the project description, though, the 
plans would include a mix of native seeds and planted individuals that are appropriate for each section of 
the gradient across different tidal elevations. 

I-PB-47 

The only pond bottom elevation considered at the Ravenswood Ponds in Phase 2 was at Ponds R5 and S5. 
The bottom of Ponds R5 and S5 would only be raised in Alternative Ravenswood B, where those ponds 
would be modified to simulate tidal mudflats. That component was not included in the Preferred 
Alternative at Ravenswood.  

I-PB-48 

The Final EIS/R contains the selected public access and recreation features in the Preferred Alternative at 
the Ravenswood Ponds. The selection includes a loop trail around Pond R5 and S5, with a viewing 
platform at a location along that trail. The trail would be on top of improved levees with gated and signed 
entry and low fences to remind visitors that they must stay on the trail and not enter the restoration areas. 
Master Comment Response #9 provides general background on the topic of public access-related impacts 
on wildlife as well. 
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The recreation alternatives considered in the Final EIS/R included public access components developed 
and included in the 2007 EIS/R. These general alignments were developed more fully for Phase 2 to 
include the restoration goals for these ponds and to draw on the lessons learned from the applied science 
studies funded by the SBSP Restoration Project.  

The choice to begin developing alternatives by building on existing infrastructure was made to avoid 
unnecessary earthmoving and associated impacts, as well as to minimize the future failure risks and 
maintenance efforts that would be required, as the comment suggests. Similarly, the alignment around R5 
and S5 is on levees that are necessary for flood control and would thus be most sensible to maintain in the 
face of future sea-level rise, also as suggested.  

I-PB-49 

Boardwalks would have been necessary to maintain trail alignments over levees that would be removed, 
which is why they were included in the alternatives in the Draft EIS/R. The Preferred Alternative at 
Ravenswood, however, includes only a levee-top trail with a viewing platform (not necessarily an 
elevated one; just a widened portion of trail with signage and/or benches) at or near the intersection of 
several different ponds to enhance the range of habitats viewable from a single location. 

I-PB-50 

The SBSP Restoration Project shares the concern about invasive vs. native Spartina expressed in this 
comment. The project itself, the Refuge, and other project partners will continue to participate in the 
many programs to control this and other invasive plant species. 

Comments I-PB-51 through I-PB-53 address the Alviso-Island Ponds. 

I-PB-51 

As in the response to comment I-PB-45, there are different reasons behind the levee lowering, which are 
intended to produce different outcomes. At the Island Ponds, as described in the preliminary design 
memorandum (Appendix L), the intent in initially proposing to lower levees to MHW was to lower them 
to improve hydraulic connectivity and allow the highest tides to flow over it and into the ponds. Lowering 
levees to MHHW instead would provide different restoration benefits of high-tide refugia and a center of 
future marsh mound formation. The Preferred Alternative discussed in the Final EIS/R has been changed 
to make the levee lowering to MHHW instead of to MHW. This would bring a reduced amount of 
earthmoving and other construction-associated impacts relative to that discussed in the Draft EIS/R. 

I-PB-52 

The Final EIS/R more clearly describes that material from levee breaching, lowering, or removal will be 
used to fill borrow ditches, build ditch blocks, or create marsh mounds for high-tide refugia. The 
Preferred Alternative at the Island Ponds also includes a modified version of the lowered and removed 
levees presented in the Draft EIS/R for the two action alternatives; this modification would leave several 
portions of the existing levees in place to act as isolated island-like high ground at the present time that 
would become marsh mounds in the future as the pond fills in around them. 

I-PB-53 

The Preferred Alternative at the Island Ponds does not include pilot channel construction. 



Appendix R  Response to Comments 

 

South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project Phase 2  April 2016 

Final Environmental Impact Statement/Report 2-262 

Comments I-PB-54 through I-PB-65 address the Mountain View Ponds. 

I-PB-54 

The question of placement with hydraulic slurry was discussed in the response to comment I-PB-17. 

I-PB-55 

The SBSP Restoration Project shares this comment’s concern about the suitability of upland material for 
use in a restoration project. The beneficial reuse of upland material in previous restoration projects (e.g., 
Bair Island) managed by the Refuge has successfully addressed this concern through the development, 
approval, and implementation of a Quality Assurance Plan (QAP) that includes material testing, record 
keeping, and other important details. That QAP continues to be updated with new information and 
regulatory requirements, as necessary. The SBSP Restoration Project is committed to screening out 
material that is not appropriate for use in restoration. The cooperation and compliance with the RWQCB, 
the USACE, and the BCDC during the permitting stage of the project will ensure the continued success of 
this approach. 

I-PB-56 

The future beneficial reuse of sediment is not an impermissible deferment of an impact assessment as 
long as all of the potential impacts of that material import, placement, and use are included in a NEPA 
and CEQA document in advance of that potential future use. The text of the EIS/R says that dredged 
material is not included as part of Phase 2 of the project but that it may be undertaken in a future phase. If 
it is included in a future phase, the text is clear in stating that any use of that material for that purpose 
would be analyzed in a future EIS/R or in an addendum or supplemental at the same level of detail as the 
current project-level impacts from Phase 2.  

It would be similar to the level of detailed analysis that was done in the current EIS/R on the addition of 
habitat transition zones in the corners of the A8 Ponds. The A8 Ponds were a Phase 1 pond cluster, but an 
additional project component was developed and considered for implementation in Phase 2 of the project, 
so the Phase 2 EIS/R contained a full analysis of those impacts.  

I-PB-57 

See response to comment I-PB-3 for a discussion of the environmental baseline and how the various 
requirements and allowances of both NEPA and CEQA were included in the analysis. 

I-PB-58 

This comment again suggests the addition of ditch blocks. The concept of ditch blocks along the interior 
of ponds has been added to the Preferred Alternative where it is appropriate and practicable to do so. The 
comment also requests more information on the choice of the breach locations. The breach locations were 
placed at the historic slough channels to make use of whatever relic channels may still exist, though the 
comment is correct in noting that – at the Mountain View Ponds – the several feet of water that has been 
in the ponds for several decades may have rendered those channels less functional.  

I-PB-59 

In the Preferred Alternative at the Mountain View Ponds, Charleston Slough has not been included, so the 
lowering of the levee between the slough and Pond A1 is no longer under consideration. 
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I-PB-60 

As explained in the response to comment I-PB-36, the flood control levee improvements and habitat 
transition zone at the Ravenswood Ponds are, in fact, at the back of the area planned for tidal marsh 
restoration. The pond behind them, Pond R3, would not be restored to tidal marsh but would instead be 
retained as seasonal pond with salt panne habitat and improved for western snowy plover. But at the 
Mountain View Ponds, the transition zones are placed against the existing landfill levee because the entire 
pond area to the north of them (in Pond A1 and Pond A2W) would be opened to tidal flows. 

I-PB-61 

In Programmatic Alternatives B and C of the 2007 EIS/R, Ponds A1 and A2W were selected for 
restoration to tidal marsh. Moving toward that outcome for those ponds requires protecting a portion of 
the City of Mountain View (around the southwestern corner of Pond A1 / the northwestern corner of 
Shoreline Park) from the full tidal flows that would result from opening those ponds to tidal flows. The 
most efficient and least environmentally impactful way to provide that measure of protection is by raising 
and improving the existing levees to provide the necessary protection. Building a new levee from scratch, 
such as the comment suggests, would require much more material, a longer and more complicated 
construction schedule, and would have the restoration outcome of reducing the amount of existing pond 
that was available for tidal marsh restoration. Also, the City of Mountain View has existing recreation and 
water management infrastructure that needed to be retained or protected. The options of set-back levees 
suggested by the comment were infeasible to design and include in proposed alternatives because of the 
current land uses behind the existing levees. 

I-PB-62 

It is somewhat unclear what this comment is referring to. The levee maintenance permit referred to in the 
Draft EIS/R is the Refuge’s levee operations and maintenance permit, not a Cargill permit. At the 
Mountain View Ponds, which this portion of the comment letter refers to, many of the existing levees 
would be allowed or even encouraged to break down and would thus not be maintained. Exceptions 
include the eastern and northern levee of Pond A2W, which must be maintained for PG&E access, and 
the flood control levees around the western and southwestern portion of this pond cluster. In the Preferred 
Alternative at the Mountain View Ponds, this would include the southern levee around Charleston Slough 
(the Coast Casey Forebay levee). The response to comment I-PB-61 explained the constraints on flood 
protection measures other than levees in this area. 

I-PB-63 

The habitat transition zones will naturally have seepage, as the comment notes, but they should not have 
so much seepage that they become unstable and erode or fall apart. Any levees intended to provide 
ongoing flood control should not have seepage. As discussed in responses to comments from the Citizens 
Committee to Complete the Refuge, the seepage analysis conducted for this project has determined that 
the implemented action alternatives would not increase seepage.  

I-PB-64 

It is true that some of the recreational features were developed to a greater level of detail than some other 
elements of the project alternatives. Those designs were intended to be “typicals” to represent likely 
design outcomes, and there was no negative consequence of including them. Note, however, that the 
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SBSP Restoration Project has three primary goals: restoration, flood protection, and public 
access/recreation.  

I-PB-65 

The designs for the Mountain View Ponds contain a number of habitat islands that would naturally evolve 
to become marsh mounds as the currently subsided ponds fill in around them. There is no need to 
construct marsh mounds now because the ponds are subsided. 

Comments I-PB-66 and I-PB-67 address the A8 Ponds. 

I-PB-66 

See response to comment I-PB-3 for a discussion of the environmental baseline and how the various 
requirements and allowances of both NEPA and CEQA were included in the analysis. 

I-PB-67 

The A8 Ponds may be opened to tidal marsh in the future, if the issues with residual mercury can be 
satisfactorily addressed. Until then, that pond cluster will remain as muted tidal ponds. The construction 
of habitat transition zone is proposed under the presumption that the ponds would someday be restored to 
tidal marsh, and at that time, in the EIS/R for that project phase, the questions posed in this comment 
would indeed need to be answered. However, there is no requirement for a single project-level EIS/R to 
ask or answer restoration questions for a hypothetical future project phase. If the A8 Ponds are not ever 
able to be opened to the tides, then the placement of habitat transition zones in its corners is still 
appropriate because it will help reverse and avoid a problem with internal erosion and scour along the 
entire southern portion of this pond cluster. Recent surveys by Wheeler Consulting, the company that 
helps manage the closed landfill just to the southeast of this pond cluster, has reported over 10 feet of 
horizontal scour on the southeastern corner of the A8 Ponds. So the construction of a transition zone here 
would enhance and protect the repair of that scour into the future. 
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Hobbs, James (I-JAH) 
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Response to Hobbs, James (I-JAH) 

I-JAH-1 

The Preferred Alternative at the Island Ponds is much like Alternative Island B that was presented in the 
Draft EIS/R. This selection was made in part on the basis of the support expressed in this comment and in 
several others. There were some modifications to the selected alternative, however, which are 
summarized in Master Comment Response #6 and fully described in the Chapter 6 of the Final EIS/R.  

I-JAH-2 

See response to comment L-JAH-1. 

I-JAH-3 

The SBSP Restoration Project appreciates the support for the habitat transition zones in the A8 Ponds that 
is expressed in this comment.  

I-JAH-4 

This comment notes some of the management concerns with managed ponds and recommends monitoring 
water quality and sediment deposition. The SBSP Restoration Project shares these concerns and makes 
every effort to manage around them. The suggestions for monitoring will be taken under advisement in 
future management planning. 
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Lucas, Libby (I-LL1) 
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Response to Lucas, Libby (I-LL1) 

This was an informal comment letter in the form of an email from Ms. Lucas to the SBSP Restoration 
Project’s Executive Project Manager. They were not formally submitted comments. The contents of the 
message were preliminary, but they are being included in the responses to comments in an attempt to be 
inclusive and thorough rather than not respond to meaningful input from a stakeholder. 

I-LL1-1 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ Shoreline Study Project is a separate project from the SBSP 
Restoration Project and from Phase 2 in particular. See Master Comment Response #3 for a discussion of 
the relationship between the SBSP Restoration Project and the Shoreline Study.  

The Shoreline Study Project has independent utility from the SBSP Restoration Project and is not 
considered a segmented project under either CEQA or NEPA. However, because the Shoreline Study 
Project could affect the same physical location or a resource in or around location, the Shoreline Study 
Project is included in the evaluation of the Phase 2 project alternatives. The cumulative impacts chapter 
(Chapter 4 of the EIS/R) was prepared following CEQA guidelines (CEQA 15130) and U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFW) NEPA Guidance related to cumulative impacts (USFW NEPA for National 
Wildlife Refuges Handbook Section 4.7.3.5). 

I-LL1-2 

Ponds A22 and A23 are part of the overall SBSP Restoration Project and are covered by the 2007 EIS/R, 
which was a programmatic document, but they are not part of Phase 2 actions. Those two ponds will 
continue to be managed by the Refuge under its established management practices. 

I-LL1-3 

Ponds A19, A20, and A21 (also known as the Island Ponds) were breached and opened to tidal flows in 
2006 as part of the SBSP Restoration Project’s Initial Stewardship Plan. Phase 2 of the project considers a 
modification to levees and other aspects of those ponds as an enhancement to prior restoration actions. 
There is nothing in the SBSP Restoration Project that prohibits or suggests against follow-up 
modifications to previous restoration actions, if conditions warrant. On the contrary, the Adaptive 
Management Plan encourages such ongoing adjustments to previous actions to achieve the intended 
restoration goals. In the case of the Island Ponds, the restoration is working very well in Ponds A20 and 
A21, but improved habitat and hydrological connectivity can be achieved through the additional 
modifications proposed under the Preferred Alternative for Phase 2 at the Island Ponds. Finally, the 
comment suggests that the Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD) breached and is managing those 
ponds as mitigation marshes. The SCVWD did receive mitigation credits from the 2006 breaching of 
these ponds for impacts associated with the District’s Stream Maintenance Program. However, those 
ponds are still part of the overall SBSP Restoration Project, and the SCVWD is working as a project 
partner with the USFWS and other Project Management Team entities to ensure their optimal functioning 
as restored wetlands.  

I-LL1-4 

The boundaries of the SBSP Restoration Project itself are not the same as the Refuge boundaries. Other 
areas within the Refuge are not included in the restoration project (e.g., Bair Island), and not all areas 
within the project as a whole are Refuge lands (e.g., the Eden Landing pond complex, owned by the 
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California Department of Fish and Wildlife). The maps included in the Draft EIS/R and the Final EIS/R 
correctly identify the project’s boundaries. The Refuge’s Comprehensive Conservation Plan includes 
strategies for creating a continuity of corridors for salt marsh harvest mouse, including synergies with 
other uses and landowners. 

I-LL1-5 

The proposed USACE levee associated with the New Chicago Marsh is part of the Shoreline Study 
Project which encompasses a separate set of ponds than those included in Phase 2. (See Master Comment 
Response #3 for a discussion of the relationship between the SBSP Restoration Project and the Shoreline 
Study.) The SBSP Restoration Project need not present mitigation impacts from an external (although 
related) project. However, the cumulative impacts analysis in the SBSP Restoration Project’s Final EIS/R 
for Phase 2 should and does include an assessment of relevant impacts and mitigation from the Shoreline 
Study Project. 

I-LL1-6 

This is a comment about an appendix to another project’s EIS/R, that of the USACE’s Shoreline Study 
Project. The SBSP Restoration Project cannot comment on those impacts or associated mitigation. 
However, the comment does note that some ponds included in the SBSP Restoration Project’s overall 
programmatic footprint (Ponds A9-A15) that are part of the currently proposed mitigation for impacts 
from the Shoreline Study Project. The cumulative impacts of the Shoreline Study’s proposed conversion 
of Ponds A9-A15 have been added to the Cumulative Impacts chapter of the Final EIS/R for Phase of the 
SBSP Restoration Project and should have received full analysis and disclosure in the primary impact 
sections of the Shoreline Study EIS/R.  See Master Comment Response #3 for a discussion of the 
relationship between the SBSP Restoration Project and the Shoreline Study. 

The possible restoration of Ponds A9-A15 under the funding, management, and environmental clearance 
of another project proponent is not prohibited; the general impacts of that restoration were covered in the 
programmatic components of the 2007 EIS/R. In addition, the restoration of Ponds A9 through A15 will 
still be guided by the same overall SBSP Restoration Project Adaptive Management Plan. 

I-LL1-7 

The restoration plan for the ponds listed in this comment has not been developed. As part of the SBSP 
Restoration Project’s Adaptive Management Plan, the prudent course is to delay making final plans for 
ponds that could be included in future project phases until observations about how wildlife and the 
environment respond to previous changes can be measured and assessed. The ‘bookends’ for those ponds 
were included in the range of programmatic alternatives presented in the 2007 EIS/R. 

I-LL1-8 

This comment discussed California’s drought impacts on Central Valley habitats and loss of open water 
refugia for Pacific flyway waterfowl. It should be noted that changes in freshwater wetlands in the Central 
Valley are not equivalent to open water ponds around San Francisco Bay. Further, a long-term restoration 
project such as this one cannot and should not modify ongoing planning and implementation in response 
to interannual variability in rainfall. The comment also postulates an overwhelming loss of open water 
refugia and potential impacts on flyway-level populations. The 2007 EIS/R and the Adaptive 
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Management Plan established triggers and potential response actions for possible impacts on flyway level 
populations of migratory waterfowl.  

Those documents also established that at least 50% of the total SBSP Restoration Project area would be 
converted from former commercial salt ponds to tidal marsh. This 50% threshold was the lower end of the 
“bookends” established by Programmatic Alternatives B and C, that latter of which would convert up to 
90% of the total pond area. Following the completion of Phase 2 actions, including at Eden Landing, the 
project would still be somewhat under the 50% tidal marsh threshold. It is possible that with the 
combination of the USACE’s proposed Shoreline Study Project actions at Ponds A9-A15 (which will also 
be subject to the Adaptive Management Plan), restored tidal marsh would be over 60% but nowhere near 
the maximum of 90% conversion. Following an assessment of project impacts on Pacific flyway level 
populations of migratory waterfowl and other pond-dependent species at that point in time, any additional 
conversion to tidal marsh will be considered and decisions made about appropriate actions to take past the 
50% marsh restoration threshold. Preliminary analysis of SBSP and Cargill Pond bird survey data by the 
U.S. Geological Survey does not provide evidence for any reduction in dabbling duck or diving duck 
abundance trend in the last four years of drought. Specifically, wintering (Dec.-Feb.) dabbling duck 
abundance has remained fairly steady since about 2008, and wintering diving duck abundances have 
shown a steady increase since about 2008.  

Additionally, an upcoming report from the USGS has provided current information on the abundance of 
different guilds and species within the ponds. This report includes information regarding current trends of 
bird populations following Phase 1 implementation. Managers will be using that knowledge to alter pond 
management actions in order to optimize the number and diversity of bird species using the SBSP ponds. 
That information will also be included in ongoing management and pond-selection decisions. Together, 
these actions would avoid significant and unavoidable impacts on waterfowl or other pond-dependent 
species. 

See also Master Comment Response #7, which provides a general explanation of the impacts, thresholds 
of significance, and management triggers used in the 2007 program-level EIS/R and the way in which 
they were used in the Phase 2 EIS/R. 

I-LL1-9 

The Phase 2 project planning did consider which ponds provided suitable nesting habitat for the listed 
species and attempted to accommodate these considerations. This planning included choosing ponds to 
evaluate for inclusion in Phase 2 and others to leave for possible future phases, and it also included 
considering which restoration treatments to include at the various Phase 2 ponds. For example, at 
Ravenswood, Pond R3 is planned to be enhanced for western snowy plover, while Ponds R5 and S5 are 
being deepened and modified with water control structure for better management for dabbling ducks and 
small shorebirds, while Pond R4 is being restored to tidal marsh for California Ridgway’s rail and salt 
marsh harvest mouse. The A8 Ponds are being kept as deep water habitat for pond-dependent species, and 
the Island Ponds are being enhanced for better connectivity for fish habitat and creating several areas of 
high-tide refugia for roosting birds. This EIS/R is limited to making these decisions and analyzing 
specific impacts of actions proposed for implementation at the Phase 2 ponds. The programmatic portions 
of the 2007 EIS/R covered more and broader selections of pond restoration goals and laid out the plan for 
balancing restoration goals over a number of project phases. Studies by the USGS in the finals stages of 
completion provide additional information regarding current trends following Phase 1 implementation. 
This information analyzing pond features by guild and species provide managers with appropriate 
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information to accommodate habitat needs for listed species. Findings from this USGS report and other 
current scientific studies are being used to inform the details of Phase 2 implementation. The Phase 2 
EIS/R contains several observations from these studies. 

I-LL1-10 

The SBSP Restoration Project is grateful for this input and for subsequent comment letters from Ms. 
Lucas. 
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Lucas, Libby (I-LL2) 
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Response to Lucas, Libby (I-LL2) 

I-LL2-1 

This comment generally concerns the potential for contaminated groundwater in and around existing 
capped landfills to leach into the bay and/or into the ponds, sloughs, and tidal marshes surrounding them. 
It also proposes an impervious membrane between landfills and the ponds. The City of Mountain View’s 
comments also express a concern about seepage through the existing levees around landfills; however, 
those concerns are about bay water from tidal flows in what are now Ponds A1 and A2W flowing into the 
groundwater and then into the cells of the closed landfill.  

A seepage analysis was conducted as part of the next stage of design. The results of that analysis indicate 
is that a very slightly increased phreatic surface (i.e., an elevation of the groundwater levels across the 
levee may result from the pond and toward the landfill, but not enough to increase seepage into the 
landfill cells. The SBSP Restoration Project is committed to continue collaborating with the City of 
Mountain View to assess and develop design options including, if necessary, though not expected to be, 
the addition of a geofabric (an impervious liner such as the one suggested by the comment) to be placed 
between the existing levee slopes and the areas where the habitat transition zones would be constructed. 
Another suitable design option could be a cut-off wall built into the levee. Either of these or other suitable 
design details would further protect against seepage.  

I-LL2-2 

The comment suggests that groundwater pollutants are being released into Stevens Creek and asserts that 
this may be a contraindication to connect Stevens Creek and Pond A2W. It also suggests that the 
sediment load carried by fluvial flows should not be deposited in the stream channel but should instead be 
carried into the bay. 

Opening Pond A2W to connect to Stevens Creek would provide over 200 acres of beneficial habitat for 
outmigrating smolts as well as other fish and bird species that can forage in shallow-to-medium depth 
waters. It would also allow the pond to begin accreting sediment and eventually transition to tidal marsh. 
Without opening this pond to tidal flows or inputs from South SF Bay, tidal marsh formation cannot 
occur. With regard to delivery of contaminated water into Stevens Creek and then into Pond A2W, water 
collected in the Crittenden Sump (not landfill leachate or condensate) is pumped into Stevens Creek, but 
this is done under approved water quality management plans, which suggests the levels of contaminants 
are low. Further, the seepage analyses done for this project and for the City of Mountain View’s Lower 
Stevens Creek Levee Improvement Project indicates that there is minimal flow into (not out of) the 
landfill cells.  

However, because the long-term goal of many restoration projects would increase the overall connectivity 
of waters in South San Francisco Bay, and because those waters currently flow into Ponds A1 and A2W 
though a siphon and would flow into them more readily under a different set of breach locations than the 
ones proposed for Phase 2 actions, it is reasonable to conclude that the benefits of direct connection of 
this pond to Stevens Creek outweigh whatever minor risks may exist from limited groundwater seepage 
into a restored tidal lagoon there that would eventually (~ a decade) become tidal marsh. Note too that the 
waters in what is now Pond A2W would be well-flushed and any existing contaminants well-dispersed by 
the time the marsh itself began to form. 
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With regard to sediment loads carried by Stevens Creek in fluvial storm runoff events, note that Pond 
A2W is somewhat subsided, and the delivery of sediments to it – or to the outer reaches of Stevens Creek, 
where it would be delivered by subsequent tidal flows into Pond A2W itself – would speed the restoration 
of this pond to tidal marsh by reducing the time to accrete the necessary sediment to reach marsh plain 
elevation. 

I-LL2-3 

The Phase 2 actions under consideration would not affect the continued existence of levees along either 
Stevens Creek or recreational access along them. The existing levee top trail along the east side of 
Stevens Creek (Pond A2E) would not be part of Phase 2, and the west side of Stevens Creek (eastern 
levee of Pond A2W) would be breached and bridged to provide continued PG&E access. In addition, the 
Preferred Alternative for Phase 2 would open the latter of these levees to recreational use with the 
addition of a trail. 

I-LL2-4 

This comment describes a possible mitigation action for the USACE “super levee” described in comment 
I-LL2-1. However, that suggested USACE levee is not part of the Phase 2 planning or goals, so the 
described mitigation action is not necessary at present. 

I-LL2-5 

In the existing condition, sediments from the upstream portion of the Permanente Creek watershed are 
carried into the Phase 2 project area (i.e., the lower reaches of Permanente Creek/Mountain View Slough) 
and then are either carried into the bay or deposited in the stream channels. As in the response to 
comment I-LLC-2, the connection of two former ponds to the streams would allow the streams carrying 
this sediment to deposit this sediment directly into the ponds (where it could speed the restoration of 
marshes) or into the lowest reaches of these streams, where subsequent tides would then carry it into the 
ponds. The recent modeling work by the USACE has shown that similar “seeding” of nearby tidal mud 
flats (south of the Dumbarton Bridge) with dredged sediment from offsite locations could increase the 
delivery of that sediment into the ponds themselves.  

In addition, the deposition of sediments from fluvial flows into relatively flat slough channels presents 
more of an upstream flood risk from blocking outbound flows in the case where there are not connections 
into adjacent sinks for that sediment (subsided ponds) than where such a connection is available. 

I-LL2-6 

This comment discusses the inclusion of Charleston Slough into the SBSP Restoration Project as 
described in Alternative Mountain View C. It does so by expressing support for the slough as a public 
access feature that provides substantial and easily accessible viewing of birds and other wildlife to a range 
of observers. The closing paragraph of this comment letter is a parenthetical request to return Charleston 
Slough to “full historic health and lush marsh.” 

Charleston Slough is currently an intertidal mudflat that was a tidal marsh in the years before 
development. Approximately half of its total acreage is required by the San Francisco Bay Conservation 
and Development Commission (BCDC) to be restored to tidal marsh. That conversion from intertidal 
mudflats to tidal marsh is not a choice; it is a regulatory requirement. The City of Mountain View 
currently holds the responsibility for providing that restoration. The inclusion of Charleston Slough into 
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the Phase 2 alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIS/R was intended to help the City achieve that restoration 
goal. However, the option to integrate restoration within Charleston Slough into Phase 2 of the SBSP 
Restoration Project has been removed from the Preferred Alternative at the Mountain View Ponds. Master 
Comment Response #1 is about the removal of the option to integrate Charleston Slough into the Phase 2 
Preferred Alternative. Master Comment Response #6 summarizes the Preferred Alternative, and Chapter 
6 of the Final EIS/R contains the full descriptions.  

Finally, it should be noted that the public access in the area in and around Charleston Slough would not 
be diminished by the SBSP Restoration Project. In fact, the Preferred Alternative would expand public 
access in the vicinity, continuing to provide easy access to a variety of bay habitats with enhanced 
interpretive features and new trail spurs. 

I-LL2-7 

See the response to comment I-LL2-1 for a discussion of how the SBSP Restoration Project is currently 
conducting the necessary analysis of geotechnical information to understand the need for water quality 
protection measures such as cutoff walls or impermeable membranes, as well as plans for incorporation of 
these measures into the project. 

I-LL2-8 

The main content of this comment is about current management actions at the A8-A8S-A5-A7 pond 
group and whether it focuses on flood control criteria and not on water birds and marsh restoration. As the 
many directed research studies and ongoing monitoring, data collection, and modeling at the A8 Ponds 
and in the Guadalupe River, Alviso Slough, and Guadalupe Slough indicate, most management efforts 
have been directed toward understanding and managing the problems of remnant mercury in the biota, 
sediments and waters in and around this pond cluster. The results of each of those studies have been 
carefully used to inform the next set of studies and the ongoing management of the directional culverts 
and the reversible armored notch that allows muted tidal flows into this pond cluster. The results of these 
studies have shown that there have been spikes in mercury levels in water, fish, and bird eggs in the 
periods immediately following opening but that these mercury levels in water and fish return to levels 
similar to nearby reference areas by the end of the season.. Within two years the mercury levels in bird 
eggs were similar to local reference areas. The last two years of study have found that mercury levels in 
water, fish and birds are now about what would be expected had the opening of Pond A8 to muted tidal 
flows had not occurred. The lessons learned are that it may soon be appropriate to open the A8 Ponds to 
full tidal flows without undue concern for ongoing adverse environmental impacts related to mercury. 
There is essentially no operation of these ponds and water control structures to address flood control 
concerns.  

Finally, there are no immediate plans to connect the A8 Ponds to San Tomas Aquino Creek, though the 
placement of the two transition zones in the southern corners of this pond group is intended to allow it at 
some point in the future if that is appropriate. At the very least, the Phase 2 action at this pond cluster 
would not foreclose that future option.  

I-LL2-9 

The SBSP Restoration Project is conscious of the value of tax dollars, as well as funding from other 
sources, and is committed to making the most out of every restoration effort. Thank you for this 
comment.  
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Lucas, Libby (I-LL3) 
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Response to Lucas, Libby (I-LL3) 

I-LL3-1 

This comment misstates Charleston Slough as “one of [the] most successful tidal marshes.” Charleston 
Slough is an intertidal mudflat in an area that used to be tidal marsh and that is under a regulatory 
requirement from the BCDC to be restored to that status.  

The comment also overstates the degree of subsidence and the end fate of restored ponds by asserting that 
many areas slated for tidal marsh wetland restoration would remain open water waterfowl habitat. While 
there are certainly areas where that statement is correct, the modeling done on sedimentation rates (using 
empirical data from recently breached ponds in the SBSP Restoration Project area) shows that the 
Mountain View Ponds are likely to accrete sediment and develop marsh even under a moderate sea-level 
rise scenario. Further, there is continued progress being made on developing regulatory/permitting 
agreements and the physical infrastructure to bring dredged material to the South Bay for beneficial reuse 
in restoration projects. Finally, note that subsidence under the salt ponds has largely been stopped by the 
SCVWD’s groundwater recharge program. 

The comment compares the relatively high amounts and diversity of bird use in the slough with the levels 
in Pond A1. Note that the current status of Pond A1 and A2W are not the proposed end state for those 
ponds under Phase 2. Rather, ponds A1 and A2W would be breached and begin transitioning to tidal 
marsh. Also, however, those two ponds have been shown to be important forage and roosting areas for a 
number of waterfowl, particularly diving ducks. 

The connection between Charleston Slough and Pond A1 to the Bay was seen as the best way for the City 
of Mountain View to meet its regulatory permitting requirement. However, that option is no longer part of 
the Preferred Alternative at the Mountain View Ponds. See also the Master Comment Response #1. 

I-LL3-2 

The SBSP Restoration Project notes that Phragmites and other invasive species continue to be a 
management concern. Master Comment Response #2 is about ongoing Refuge management activities. 

I-LL3-3 

Intertidal mudflats are the dominant habitat of the South Bay. Also, the channel visible in Charleston 
Slough appears to be maintained by the intake of up almost 10 million gallons per day of water. This 
channel may have been a historical slough trace, as the comment suggests, but it very likely would have 
filled in with sediment by now if the pumping intake were not there.  

I-LL3-4 

See the responses to comments L-CMV-1 and I-LL2-1, which speak to the seepage analysis and other 
aspects of the landfill levees and possible issues with contamination of groundwater. 

I-LL3-5 

These are notable management concerns for managed basins. However, the Phase 2 alternatives at the 
Mountain View Ponds, which are the ones addressed in this comment letter, do not propose any managed 
basins. The proposed restoration to more open tidal systems is expected to decrease problems with 
mosquitoes, for example. 
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I-LL3-6 

See Master Comment Response #2, which address several common concerns about ongoing management 
practices of the National Wildlife Refuge.  

I-LL3-7 

New Chicago Marsh is not a part of the SBSP Restoration Project. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) levee discussed appears to be part of the USACE’s Shoreline Study Project for which separate 
alternatives development and analysis and NEPA/CEQA processes were undertaken. The Phase 2 SBSP 
Restoration Projects are not coupled with that project. See Master Comment Response #3 for a discussion 
of the relationship between the SBSP Restoration Project and the Shoreline Study. Clearly, the SBSP 
Restoration Project must consider that project’s proposed outcomes and impacts in Chapter 4 – 
Cumulative Impacts of this EIS/R, and the Final EIS/R has additional detail on those potential cumulative 
impacts in that chapter. 

I-LL3-8 

The tide gates on Artesian Slough are part of the USACE’s Shoreline Study Project and warrant 
consideration under this project’s cumulative impacts section only. That information is presented in 
Chapter 4 of the Final EIS/R. 
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Reid, Chris and Jim (I-JCR) 
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Response to Reid, Chris and Jim (I-JCR) 

I-JCR-1 

This comment expresses general support for the project. No response is necessary. 
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