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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 Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report (EIS/R) for Phase 2 at Eden 
Landing Ecological Reserve (ELER or the Reserve). The Draft EIS/R identified the environmental 
consequences associated with the implementation of project 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 environmental analysis, together with this Response to Comments 
document and full set of appendices, constitutes the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the 
proposed SBSP Restoration Project for Phase 2 at ELER.  

This Final EIR was prepared by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) lead agency, in partnership with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) and the California State Coastal Conservancy (SCC). The USFWS acted as the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) lead agency during preparation of the draft environmental document 
but has withdrawn as the NEPA lead agency for the final environmental document. Because this site-
specific project is located on the CDFW-owned and managed ELER, and because the USFWS is not 
issuing a permit or funding the restoration, the USFWS does not have a decision to make under NEPA. 
However, the USFWS has worked closely with CDFW and partners in preparing the environmental 
documents and intends to work closely with partners on this Phase 2 Project and future restoration efforts. 

The Final EIR is an informational document prepared by CDFW that must be considered by decision-
makers before approving or denying the proposed project. The Final EIR has been prepared so that it is 
compliant with both CEQA and NEPA requirements to facilitate permitting by a federal agency in the 
future and to remain consistent with previous documents. 

Section 1502.9(b) of the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing NEPA 
(CEQ Regulations) 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. 
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1.2 Environmental Review Process 

On April 6, 2018, the lead agencies for the Draft EIS/R, USFWS and CDFW, released the Draft EIS/R for 
the SBSP Restoration Project Phase 2 at ELER for public review (State Clearinghouse No. 2016052051). 
The public review and comment period on the Draft EIS/R began on April 6, 2018 and closed on May 21, 
2018 for comments addressed to federal agencies and June 5, 2018 for comments addressed to state 
agencies. 

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). 

One public meeting was held to discuss the proposed project and receive comments on the Draft EIS/R 
during the public comment period. The meeting was held at the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National 
Wildlife Refuge 3rd Floor Auditorium on May 8, 2018. 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 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. Eight MCRs were prepared in response to these common issues/concerns. 
These master responses cover the following topics: 

 Selection or description of the Preferred Alternative including process and rationale 

 Details of designs 

 Sea-level rise 

 Beneficial reuse of dredge material, including placement locations, purpose, timing, and impacts 

 Fish habitat restoration 

 Public access bridge over the Alameda Creek Flood Control Channel (ACFCC)  

 Public access trails including routes, elevations, and parking 

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

Table 1-1 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. One organization 
submitted a comment letter after the close of the comment period. This organization is listed below for 
completeness.  
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Table 1-1. Persons and Organizations that Submitted Comments on the Draft EIS/R 
Commenter Affiliation Code Date 

Federal and State Agencies   
Goforth, Kathleen Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9 F-EPA 5/17/2018 

Van Atta, Alecia NOAA Fisheries F-NMFS 6/4/2018 

Oggins, Cy R California State Lands Commission S-CSLC 6/5/2018 

Regional and Local Agencies   

Ackerman, Hank Alameda County Flood Control & Water Conservation 
District L-AFCD1 5/21/2018 

Ackerman, Hank Alameda County Flood Control & Water Conservation 
District L-AFCD2 6/5/2018 

Attiogbe, Kwablah Alameda County Flood Control & Water Conservation 
District L-AFCD3 6/5/2018 

Castillo, Erika Alameda County Mosquito Abatement District L-ACMAD 6/5/2018 

Inn, Steven Alameda County Water District L-ACWD 6/5/2018 

Malloy, Joan City of Union City L-CUC 5/21/2018 

Hamlat, Sandra East Bay Regional Park District  L-EBRP 5/21/2018 

Giari, Michael Port of Redwood City L-PRC 6/5/2018 

Huo, Lee Chien Bay Area Metro, San Francisco Bay Trail Project L-SFBT 5/18/2018 

Organizations and Businesses   
Miller, Jeff  Alameda Creek Alliance  O-ACA 4/25/2018 

Coleman, John Bay Planning Coalition O-BPC 6/5/2018 

High, Carin Citizen's Committee to Complete the Refuge, CA 
Audubon, SF Baykeeper, and Ohlone Audubon Society O-CR1 5/21/2018 

High, Carin Citizen's Committee to Complete the Refuge, CA 
Audubon, SF Baykeeper, and Ohlone Audubon Society O-CR2 6/5/2018 

Samuel, Patrick  California Trout O-CT 5/4/2018 

Schwartz, Susan Friends of Five Creeks O-FFC 5/29/2018 

Wirth, Gena Public Sediment Team via SCAPE / Landscape 
Architecture DPC O-PST 6/5/2018 

Pearl, Benjamin San Francisco Bay Bird Observatory O-SFBBO 6/5/2018 

Mangarella, Peter  Trout Unlimited, John Muir Chapter O-JMTU 5/8/2018 

Stauffer-Olsen, Natalie Trout Unlimited O-TU 5/11/2018 

Bodensteiner, Scott Haley & Aldrich, Inc on behalf of Pacific Gas and 
Electric Company B-HA 6/5/2018 

Caldwell, Tim McBain Associates B-MBA 6/4/2018 

Stout, Steve Staten Solar B-SS 5/1/2018 

Spalding, Jewell Sierra Club, San Francisco Bay O-SC 6/15/2018  
(late submittal) 
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Table 1-1. Persons and Organizations that Submitted Comments on the Draft EIS/R 
Commenter Affiliation Code Date 

Individuals    

Baye, Peter  Consultant on behalf of Citizens Committee to 
Complete the Refuge I-PB1 5/21/2018 

Baye, Peter  Consultant on behalf of Citizens Committee to 
Complete the Refuge I-PB2 5/30/2018 

Ervin, Jim  Individual I-JE 5/21/2018 

Bogios, Constantine Individual I-CB1 5/17/2018 

Bogios, Constantine Individual I-CB2 5/17/2018 

Boniello, Ralph  Individual I-RB 6/5/2018 

Clegg, James  Individual I-JC 6/5/2018 

Cook, J. Individual I-JPC 6/5/2018 

Copper, Elizabeth  Individual I-EC 6/5/2018 

Coyne, Brian  Individual I-BC 6/5/2018 

Dalal, Namita Individual I-ND 5/17/2018 

Devine, Timothy Individual I-TD 4/13/2018 

Galvan, Stonetree Individual I-SG 5/21/2018 

Johnson, Ralph Individual I-RJ 6/5/2018 

Knopf, Clay Individual I-CK 5/26/2018 

Marshak, Bob  Individual I-BM 5/22/2018 

Morelli, Leslie Individual I-LM 4/12/2018 

Nicholas, Myasha  Individual I-MN 5/26/2018 

Phillips, Barbara Individual I-BP 5/14/2018 

Richardson, Matt Individual I-MR 4/13/2018 

Scordelis, Philip Individual I-PS 5/18/2018 

Tepe, Alan Individual I-AT 6/5/2018 

Thompson, Lawrence Individual I-LT 4/21/2018 

V, S Individual I-SV 4/16/2018 

Woodcock, Charlene Individual I-CW 5/18/2018 
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2. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

2.1 Master Comment Responses (MCRs) 

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 that many responses to individual comments 
cannot be wholly addressed simply by referring to an MCR. Rather, the MCRs provide a common base of 
explanation for the responses to many comments; from that base, the rest of the responses are expanded. 

2.1.1 MCR 1: Selection of the Preferred Alternative 

Only a few comments asked directly about the Preferred Alternative and the methods or process by which 
it will be selected. But indirectly, a majority of the comments either expressed a preference or made an 
argument for or against a particular project element included in the action alternatives analyzed in the 
Draft EIS/R. This MCR is intended to address questions specific to the Preferred Alternative. It also 
provides a simple overview of the Preferred Alternative and how it was developed. Chapter 6 of the Final 
EIR presents the description of the Preferred Alternative and its combination of elements from the three 
action alternatives presented in the Draft EIS/R. The reader is directed to Chapter 6 for more details. 

The state lead agency, CDFW, along with the Project Management Team and other project partners 
decided not to specify a Preferred Alternative in the Draft EIS/R for Phase 2 at ELER. By waiting until 
the Final EIR to make that decision, the project proponents were able to incorporate input received from 
the public, regulatory agencies, and other stakeholders on the Draft EIS/R into the decision regarding 
which components to select for the Preferred Alternative. That intended process and outcome is how the 
Preferred Alternative was determined.  

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

It is important to note that, although the Preferred Alternative is not exactly one of the action alternatives 
in the Draft EIS/R, it is made up of individual components that were presented and analyzed in the 
document with some modifications. Although the combination of the components is different in the 
Preferred Alternative than those presented in the action alternatives, there are no new significant impacts 
and no new mitigation measures are required. 

For reader convenience, Table 2-1 summarizes the components of the Preferred Alternative. The 
Preferred Alternative provides habitat restoration, maintains or improves flood risk management, and 
provides wildlife compatible public access and recreation features, consistent with the Project’s Phase 2 
goals and objectives. In a few cases, clarifications and refinements to the individual components were 
made in response to comments and suggestions received on the Draft EIS/R. These changes do not 
increase, and often decrease, the potential for significant environmental impacts.  
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Table 2-1. Comparison of the Action Alternatives to the Preferred Alternative 
Component Alternative Eden B Alternative Eden C Alternative Eden D Preferred Alternative 

Restoration 
goal 

Tidal restoration of the Bay, 
Inland, and Southern Ponds 

Tidal restoration of the Bay 
Ponds and the Inland and 
Southern Ponds become 
permanent enhanced 
managed ponds 

Tidal restoration of the Bay 
Ponds and adaptive 
management-informed 
phased restoration of the 
Inland and Southern Ponds 
(managed ponds then tidal 
marsh) 

Similar to Alternative Eden D except Pond E6C 
is a permanent enhanced managed pond and 
the Southern Ponds receive muted tidal flows 
via culverts during the initial phase of restoration 

Perimeter 
levee breaches 
and pilot 
channels 

Levee breaches in Ponds 
E1, E6 and E2 with 
associated pilot channels 

Levee breaches in Ponds E1 
and E4 with associated pilot 
channels 

Levee breaches at Pond E1 
with associated pilot 
channels 

Similar to Alternatives Eden B and C with an 
armored breach in the ACFCC near Pond E2, 
small breaches in Pond E1, and adaptive 
management-informed phased restoration that 
can include a breach in Pond E6 and a breach 
between Ponds E5 and E7 

Internal levee 
breaches 

Internal levee breaches and 
habitat islands/mounds in the 
Bay, Inland, and Southern 
Ponds 

Internal levee breaches in the 
Bay and Southern Ponds; 
habitat islands/mounds in the 
Bay Ponds 

Internal levee breaches and 
habitat islands/mounds in the 
Bay and Southern Ponds 

Similar to Alternative Eden D with internal 
breaches in the Inland Ponds implemented if 
needed during phased restoration 

Water control 
structures 

New or repaired water 
control structures in the 
Southern Ponds and the 
ACFCC 

New or repaired water control 
structures in the Inland and 
Southern Ponds and the 
ACFCC 

New or repaired water 
control structures in the 
Inland and Southern Ponds 
and the ACFCC 

Similar to Alternative Eden C with fewer water 
control structures in the Inland and Southern 
Ponds 

Lowered 
levees 

Lowered levees at Pond E1 
north, Pond E2 south, and 
west levees 

Lowered levees at Pond E1 
north, Pond E2 south, and 
west levees 

Lowered levees at Pond E1 
north and Pond E2 south 

Similar to Alternative Eden D 

Landside 
levees 

Improved landside levee and 
habitat transition zone at 
Ponds E6, E5, E6C, and 
E4C 

Landside levee not improved Improved landside levee Similar to Alternative Eden B with a steeper 
habitat transition zone, if needed, and no habitat 
transition zone in Pond E6C 

Mid-complex 
levee(s) 

Internal levee breaches, 
habitat islands/mounds, and 
pilot channels at the 
boundary between the Bay 
and Inland Ponds. 

Improved mid-complex levee 
and habitat transition zone at 
the boundary between the 
Bay and Inland Ponds 

Temporary mid-complex 
levee and pilot channels at 
the boundary between the 
Bay and Inland Ponds 

Similar to Alternative Eden C with a steeper 
habitat transition zone, if needed 
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Table 2-1. Comparison of the Action Alternatives to the Preferred Alternative 
Component Alternative Eden B Alternative Eden C Alternative Eden D Preferred Alternative 

Bayward 
levees 

Lowered levees at Pond E1 
west and northwest Pond E2 
(bordering Cargill Mitigation 
Marsh and Southern Whale’s 
Tale Marsh) 

Improved bayside levee at 
Pond E2; levee lowering on 
Pond E1 west and northwest 
Pond E2 

Improved bayside levee and 
habitat transition zone at 
Pond E1 and E2 

Similar to Alternative Eden D with a steeper 
habitat transition zone, if needed 

Southern 
levees 

Improved southern levees at 
Ponds E4C and E5C and 
connections to Turk Island 
and Cal Hill 

Southern levees not improved Improved southern levees at 
Ponds E4C and E5C and 
connections to Turk Island 
and Cal Hill 

Similar to Alternatives Eden B and D 

Other levee 
improvements 
(recreational 
trails) 

Improved levees at Ponds 
E6C south, E5C north, and 
E1C north 

Improved levee at a section 
of Pond E1C (at mid-
complex) 

Improved levee at a section 
of Pond E1C (at mid-
complex) 

Similar to Alternative Eden B except that the 
northern levee at Pond E4C and a section of 
Pond E5C would be improved instead of the 
southern levee at Pond E6C 

Recreational 
trail alignment 

Through-trail from northern 
Eden Landing to the 
Southern Ponds, three trail 
route options, and two 
community connectors 

Through-trail from northern 
Eden Landing to the Southern 
Ponds, three trail route 
options, two community 
connectors, and a spur trail to 
the Alvarado Salt Works 

Through-trail from northern 
Eden Landing to the 
Southern Ponds, three trail 
route options, and two 
community connectors 

Similar to Alternative Eden B with Trail Route 1 
and one community connector at Veasy Street 

Bridges Two footbridges over the 
connection to the J-ponds 

Bridge over the ACFCC at the 
Alameda Creek Regional 
Trail and two footbridges over 
the connection the J-ponds 

Two footbridges over the J-
pond connector 

Similar to Alternative Eden C except with only 
one footbridge over the connection to the J-
ponds 

Dredge 
materials 

Beneficial reuse of dredge 
materials in the Bay and 
Inland Ponds 

Beneficial reuse of dredge 
materials in the Bay Ponds 

Beneficial reuse of dredge 
materials in the Bay and 
Inland Ponds 

Similar to Alternative Eden B and D, except no 
material would be placed in Pond E6C 

Water use 
connections 

Water reuse connections on 
the landside levee 

No water reuse connections No water reuse connections Similar to Alternatives Eden C and D 

Root-wads and 
enhancement 
features 

Root-wad enhancement 
features on Pond E2’s bay-
facing levee 

No rootwads and 
enhancement features on 
Pond E2’s bay-facing levee 

No rootwads and 
enhancement features on 
Pond E2’s bay-facing levee 

Similar to Alternative Eden B with rootwads and 
related enhancement features (gravels/coarse 
grain materials) located on Pond E2’s bay-facing 
levee north of the existing shoal 
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2.1.2 MCR 2: Details of Designs 

Many comments include one or more requests for a level of specificity greater than that available at the 
current design stage. Examples of this type of comment are requests for a description of the planting plan 
that would be developed for the slopes of the habitat transition zones or for details of how the rootwads 
would be anchored to the outer levee of Pond E2. This MCR is intended to explain the current state of 
design, what level of detail NEPA and CEQA require, and the plan for refining and advancing the design 
as the project proceeds. 

The level of detail provided in the EIR is sufficient to analyze the environmental impacts of the project 
under NEPA and CEQA. This EIR is based on the preliminary design for the Project (an approximate 10 
to 30 percent level of design). This is consistent with both CEQA and NEPA, in which the environmental 
analysis process occurs before completion of final design. Section 1501.2 of the CEQ Regulations states 
that “agencies shall integrate the NEPA process with other planning at the earliest possible time to ensure 
that planning and decisions reflect environmental values, to avoid delays later in the process, and to head 
off potential conflicts” (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1501.2). Similarly, the State CEQA 
Guidelines indicate that environmental analysis “should be prepared as early as feasible in the planning 
process to enable environmental considerations to influence project program and design and yet late 
enough to provide meaningful information for environmental assessment” (State CEQA Guidelines, 
§15004). As provided in State CEQA Guidelines Section 15146, the level of detail in the environmental 
analysis is to “correspond to the degree of specificity involved in the underlying activity which is 
described in the EIR.” The EIR is based on the level of engineering and planning currently available and 
is adequate to identify potential environmental impacts of the alternatives and identify appropriate 
mitigation measures. 

Both NEPA and CEQA require the development and analysis of a range of alternatives. The comparison 
of alternatives is not required by NEPA or CEQA so that the “best” alternative for assuring the project's 
“success” can be identified, but rather so that the adverse impacts from different alternatives can be 
compared. 

Permitting and other regulatory processes generally require more detailed design with more refined 
estimates of areas, volumes of fill, and habitat conversion. Many of the comments from the regulatory 
agencies spell out the type of detailed information that will be required to proceed with permitting. These 
processes typically proceed with designs ranging between 30 and 60 percent, depending on the regulation 
and agency involved. That level of specificity is necessary to address specific topics under each agency’s 
purview and authorizing legislation. 

The SBSP Restoration Project proponents have developed and included in the Phase 2 Draft EIS/R 
designs sufficient to inform the necessary environmental impact analyses and to compare the action 
alternatives and the no-project/no-action alternative against the current environmental baseline and 
against expected long-term trends in the environment. Designs sufficient for permitting will occur in the 
next step of the process. 

Comments on a project’s merits or that make suggestions to increase its chance of successful long-term 
outcomes are greatly appreciated. However, responding to questions on specific details that will be 
developed during detailed design is beyond the intent of NEPA and CEQA. It should be noted that, as 
designs proceed, many of the suggested refinements will be incorporated into the design, as feasible and 
appropriate. The SBSP Restoration Project Management Team is committed to implementing lessons 
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learned through its own Adaptive Management Plan (or AMP) as well as through the insights and 
contributions of knowledgeable people in regulatory agencies, research bodies, nongovernmental or 
advocacy organizations, and the public. It is precisely this sort of input that we hope to gain by engaging 
our stakeholders and the project proponents fully intend to use this input to inform the final design. 

2.1.3 MCR 3: Sea-Level Rise 

Several comment letters and individual comments asked about sea-level rise. The SBSP Restoration 
Project proponents share these concerns and realize that there are uncertainties in several key aspects of 
sea-level rise. This MCR addresses how successful the particulars of various restoration efforts and 
concepts would be with sea-level rise. MCR 7, Public Access Trails, and MCR 8, Maintenance 
Responsibilities, also discuss whether levee elevation increases and other improvements would be 
sufficient to support long-term trails on those levees in the face of sea-level rise, and how CDFW and the 
SBSP Restoration Project team would maintain levee-top trails and other project features in the face of 
sea-level rise. Many of the specifics are also addressed in the individual responses to comments. This 
high-level summary of sea-level rise-related issues is presented here to provide context for the subsequent 
individual comments and responses that follow.  

SBSP Restoration Project Flood Risk Management Responsibilities 

In the 2007 Final EIS/R and in various visioning documents written before and after that time, the SBSP 
Restoration Project has listed, as one of its three primary goals, maintain or increase the existing levels of 
flood protection. The language around that goal has shifted to be about “flood risk management” instead 
of “flood protection”, but the intent is the same: the Project is obligated to not increase flood risk over 
baseline conditions, but it is not obligated to increase flood protection or provide long-term flood risk 
management beyond that which the two landowners (CDFW and USFWS) would do in the absence of the 
Project. 

Following that logic, neither CDFW on its own nor the larger, combined set of agencies forming the 
SBSP Restoration Project Management Team has a responsibility to provide long-term flood protection 
against dynamics related to sea-level rise. CDFW, as the land owner at Eden Landing, is responsible for 
maintaining its levees and other lands/waters so that flood risks on adjacent properties are not increased 
from actions taken on the ELER property. But CDFW is not a flood management or flood protection 
agency and has very limited capacity and funding to provide long-term flood protection beyond basic 
levee maintenance and operation of water control structures to manage pond levels. 

Estimates of Future Sea Level Rise and Climate Change Impacts on Marsh 
Restoration 

It is important to first consider the changes to estimates of future sea-level rise in the South Bay. The 
2007 Final EIS/R utilized the 2001 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) mid-range sea 
level rise estimate of 6 inches by 2050 (3 millimeters [mm] per year average) and 18 inches by 2100 
(6 mm per year 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 sea-level rise and other climate change-related effects.  
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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 near San Francisco are likely to increase by 4 to 6 inches by 2030, 7 to 13 inches 
by 2050, and 12 to 41 inches by 2100, relative to levels in 2000 (Ocean Protection Council [OPC] 2018)1.  

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 
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, 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 Marsh 
Equilibrium Model  was run using five rates of sea level rise (approximately 22 inches to 70 inches per 
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 per 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 Survey (USGS)4 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 (WARMER). Model results indicated that 96 percent of the areas studied would 

                                                           
1 State of California Ocean Protection Council. 2018. State of California Sea-Level Rise Guidance. 2018 Update.  
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. 
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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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 ELER) 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 
approximately 26 inches of sea level rise), but 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 partly to high 
suspended sediment. Laumeister Marsh is expected to sustain high-marsh habitat through 2060 
(approximately 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, USGS, 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, “[t]o 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?” 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 the restoration 
of 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 and Michael 
MacWilliams, both of Delta Modeling Associates at the time, 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 three-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. 

                                                           
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.  



Appendix J  Response to Comments 

 

South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project, Eden Landing Phase 2  April 2019 
Final Environmental Impact Report 2-14 

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 Final 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. 
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 Final EIS/R explain these actions and 
provide examples. Specific actions included monitoring sea-level rise 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; 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 sea-level rise 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 

Several comments raised concerns regarding the long-term management of former salt-production ponds 
levees (which are not engineered levees and are more like berms) and other unimproved features, 
particularly in the face of sea-level rise and associated risks of failure. The risks of levee failure and the 
various management and levee maintenance actions are considered and addressed as needed, according to 
CDFW’s ELER management. Such operations and maintenance are performed as needed as part of the 
overall ELER property management, whether or not a Phase 2 action were to be implemented at a given 
pond or area within ELER. Some of these risks and potential impacts are actually somewhat greater in the 
no action alternative than in the tidal restoration alternatives because the latter generally allow ponds to be 
breached. Other ponds will remain protected in place with adequate elevation and slopes to protect from 
wind wave or other coastal erosion (and deposition) functions over time. Tidal marsh restoration and 
retained managed ponds will be designed and implemented such that those actions protect existing 
habitats and built environments instead of allowing unplanned levee failures that might cause flooding or 
habitat degradation under a No Action Alternative. 

The SBSP Restoration Project is committed to maintaining or improving, rather than reducing the existing 
levels of flood risk. Phase 2 actions seek to improve current and future flood risk where practicable. 
Options may include building a levee with a wider base to more easily accommodate future increases 
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needed in levee height. These levee maintenance and/or improvement approaches could also be used for 
ponds retained and managed for pond-dependent wildlife species. 

Sea Level Rise and Habitat Restoration Planning 

Given the expected rates of sea-level rise discussed above, the SBSP Restoration Project team 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 Baylands 
Ecosystem Habitat Goals Project 2015 Science Update prioritizes maximizing tidal marsh restoration in 
areas like the South Bay by 2030.  

The 2007 Final EIS/R presented lengthy details about how sea-level rise would be incorporated into the 
program-level planning and in project-level design and planning. It noted that higher than anticipated sea-
level rise 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 Final EIS/R. Tidal habitat restoration may be 
closer to the 50:50 end point of the SBSP Restoration Project which may maximize the sediment supply 
available to those ponds that are tidally restored. In other words, at Project completion, the final habitat 
restoration target may be closer to 50 percent of the ponds being tidally restored in order to most 
effectively utilize available tidal sediment supply. Adaptive management efforts would be used to 
encourage marsh establishment in the tidal ponds. Restoration actions contain features to accommodate 
accelerated sea level rise, such as constructing a gradually sloping habitat transition zone surface that 
provides an elevation gradient over which tidal marsh could shift upslope as sea level rises. Additional 
actions could include 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 the 2007 Final EIS/R 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 sea-level rise 
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. 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 during the Gold Rush era. 
This research has indicated the SF Bay may be entering an erosional period, rather than depositional. 
Recognizing the importance of sediment availability in future restoration with or without sea-level rise, 
the SBSP Restoration Project Management Team 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. Beneficial 
reuse of dredged sediment which meets standards for use in wetland restoration is being considered by the 
Project as discussed further below. Beneficial reuse has been supported by many other San Francisco Bay 
regulatory agencies, local municipalities and organizations. Existing approved beneficial reuse sites have 
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been shown to be effective in rapid establishment of vegetated tidal marsh, including within former pond 
E8A as part of Phase 1. 

To guard against the risk of sediment accretion not keeping pace with sea-level rise and inhibiting marsh 
formation, the Preferred Alternative for Phase 2 at Eden Landing includes the beneficial reuse of dredge 
material (more details on that are in MCR 4, in Chapter 2, Alternatives, as well as Appendix E, which 
presents the preliminary designs for that component of the Phase 2 designs). That material would be used 
to raise the pond bottom elevations prior to breaching the levees and thus “jump-start” marsh formation 
by reducing the time needed to accrete sediment up to marsh plain elevation. Suitable dredge material 
could also be used to construct habitat transition zones, which would also reduce the time needed to truck 
in material from upland excavation projects as well as associated impacts from traffic, noise, and air 
quality emissions. 

The SBSP Restoration Project Management Team continues to work with proponents of the Long-Term 
Management Strategy, the regulatory agencies around San Francisco Bay, private 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. The SBSP Restoration Project Management Team is also collaborating with dirt 
brokers, construction companies, developers, foundations, and local governments to develop sources and 
supply chains for the continued delivery of excavated dirt from upland projects. 

In summary, the SBSP Restoration Project team continues to monitor ongoing research and modeling 
about climate change and sea-level rise and will continue to plan, design, and manage for higher rates of 
sea-level rise than initially projected. However, it is important to note that the project, on its own, will 
largely be limited to maintaining the level of flood risk management already in place. The SBSP 
Restoration Project will continue to work with willing local project partners to improve the level of flood 
risk reduction to the extent practicable, while designing and implementing restoration features that will be 
successful in the presence of future sea-level rise. The SBSP Restoration Project Management Team 
would seek to accommodate accelerated sea level rise, as feasible and appropriate (e.g., by incorporating 
beneficial reuse), 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 EIR and many planning documents. 

2.1.4 MCR 4: Beneficial Reuse of Dredge Material, Including Placement 
Locations, Purpose, Timing, and Impacts 

Several comment letters strongly advocated for the inclusion of beneficial reuse of dredge material in the 
Preferred Alternative, citing the long-standing efforts of many regulatory agencies and other groups to 
establish a regulatory context for such use as well as the ecological benefits of turning what would 
otherwise be a waste product into a valuable resource to conduct tidal marsh restoration in the face of sea-
level rise. Many of those same commenters made similar points during the scoping portion of the NEPA 
and CEQA processes. 

As noted in MCR 1 and explained in detail in Chapter 6, Preferred Alternative, of the Final EIR, the 
Preferred Alternative for Phase 2 at Eden Landing includes the potential beneficial reuse of dredge 
material to raise pond bottom elevations and to build habitat transition zones in several ponds. Dredge 
material would be placed in the Bay Ponds (E1, E2, E4, and E7) and may be used to raise portions of 
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Ponds E5 and E6, depending on the eventual Adaptive Management Plan-informed decision about the 
long-term restoration of those ponds to tidal marsh. 

Appendix E contains the design information for construction as well as operation and maintenance of the 
offloader and slurry pipe system to deliver dredge material to southern Eden Landing and then to place it 
in various locations there. Chapter 2 of the EIR explains how the material would be used in different 
ponds. The environmental impacts of the placement itself as well as the installation of the offloader and 
the slurry pipe and pump system are addressed throughout the resource sections in Chapter 3.  

Some of the comments pointed out the different regulatory standards for cleanliness of material for use in 
foundations of features such as habitat transition zones versus its use as ecologically active cover 
material. Raising pond bottoms would occur ‘in the wet’ prior to larger connections with the Bay and 
surrounding waters and there may be an opportunity to apply foundation material in deeper regions of the 
ponds prior to application of cover material, depending on future permit requirements. The SBSP 
Restoration Project proponents are committed to complying with all regulatory standards regarding 
beneficial reuse of dredge material, including not only the quality requirements for cover or foundation 
material but also for impacts on the aquatic environment from offloader placement and operation, slurry 
pipe placement, and other details.  

The SBSP Restoration Project proponents do note, however, that the construction of an offloader is 
expected to be by an external third party and that entity may be responsible for the permits and other 
regulatory clearances associated with its anchoring in the Bay. These permits may cover aspects such as 
noise, vibrations, air pollutant and greenhouse emissions, effects on Essential Fish Habitat under the 
Magnuson-Stevens Fisheries Conservation and Management Act, and others. A lease from the California 
State Lands Commission is also expected to be necessary. The SBSP Restoration Project proponents 
intend to be an active participant and partner in those regulatory processes, but the applicant for those 
permits may more appropriately be the owner/operator of the offloader.  

Finally, the SBSP Restoration Project proponents intend to accept dredge material for the beneficial reuse 
in project restoration actions if materials are available in the time frame needed for successful project 
implementation. As such, the project was developed such that if dredge materials were not available in an 
appropriate time frame, project implementation can proceed without such material. The project would 
benefit from the incorporation of dredge material but does not depend on it. The inclusion of beneficial 
reuse of dredge material in the Phase 2 Preferred Alternative at Eden Landing should not be interpreted as 
a commitment to wait indefinitely for that material to be supplied to the project site. 

2.1.5 MCR 5: Fish Habitat Restoration 

Many comment letters included a strong preference for restoration actions that would provide multiple 
connections between the ACFCC and the southern Eden Landing ponds to make that area suitable habitat 
for migrating salmonids and other native fish. More specifically, many commenters expressed a 
preference for the type of full tidal marsh restoration described as Alternative Eden B in the Draft EIS/R, 
while others voiced a similar preference but acknowledged that phased tidal restoration, such as that 
described in Alternative Eden D, would also bring advantages to salmonids and other native fish. In 
addition to stating this overall preference, some of the comment letters included recommendations for 
detailed design that would specifically increase the habitat value of the restoration area. These 
recommendations included placing large woody debris near pilot channels, constructing deeper pool 
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areas, and adding multiple breach locations to improve habitat complexity, add refuge areas, and reduce 
efficiency of predation on native fish. 

This MCR is intended to provide a broad explanation of the types of fish habitat restoration and 
enhancements intended for implementation as part of the Phase 2 Project at Eden Landing. Specific 
comments are addressed in the individual responses that follow, and MCR 2 addresses the different stages 
of design relative to the current level of design detail, as some of the suggestions may be more 
appropriately considered at a later design stage. 

As explained in MCR 1, the Preferred Alternative includes elements that, from a fish habitat perspective, 
are much like those in Alternatives Eden B and D. The Bay Ponds would be opened to tidal flows from 
several breaches on the northern border with Old Alameda Creek (OAC) and to tidal flows from at least 
two large locations along the southern border with the ACFCC. There would be many interior breaches to 
connect the four Bay Ponds to each other, and several deeper channels would be excavated to allow for 
more complete drainage with the tides.  

To facilitate fish passage between the ACFCC and the restored ponds, the Preferred Alternative includes 
the maximum number of connections outlined in the Draft: two connections to the Bay Ponds and one to 
the Southern Ponds. One of the connections between the Bay Ponds and the ACFCC will no longer be 
through large culverts, as initially described, but instead through a full breach. This breach however, 
would be armored to prevent additional scour and uncontrolled widening that could undercut a new public 
access bridge on the Alameda Creek Regional Trail. The other two connections would be through 
culverts, as described in the Draft EIR.  

As shown in Alternatives Eden B and D, the Southern Ponds would be opened to muted tidal flows 
through a culvert system, making them accessible to salmonids as well. Some of the comments did not 
support this action, however, because a single connection can be associated with higher predation rates 
than multiple connections. The SBSP Restoration Project team acknowledges this risk and intends to 
operate the water control structure there under careful monitoring in the early years to evaluate whether 
this dynamic occurs. If it does, those ponds could be operated more as true managed ponds and not left 
open to constant muted tidal flows. This is a shift that could also happen if ongoing monitoring shows that 
more managed ponds are needed for bird habitat. This is part of the adaptive management approach to the 
phased restoration of the Southern Ponds, as described for Alternative Eden D and in the Preferred 
Alternative. 

Tidal restoration of the Bay Ponds would provide a large area of increased habitat value for salmonids 
and other native fish, whether as tidal lagoons in the early years or as marsh once it establishes. Either of 
these habitats are good nursery and forage habitat for juvenile fish, and this approach would satisfy most 
of the recommendations in the comments that concerned fish habitat restoration. 

The Inland Ponds (E5, E6, and E6C) are not planned for tidal restoration in the Preferred Alternative 
during the first phase of restoration because of the Project’s need to balance multiple types of habitat 
restoration and enhancement actions. The long-term operation of those ponds as enhanced managed ponds 
may be necessary to achieve the full balance of the Project’s intended ecological goals unless monitoring 
and implementation of the Adaptive Management Plan provide a basis for determining that tidal 
restoration of Ponds E6 and E5 is most beneficial. Similarly, Pond E6C is proposed to be enhanced and 
maintained as seasonal habitat for western snowy plover and other pond nesting birds in the summer, 
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while providing deeper open water for overwintering diving ducks and dabbling ducks, among other 
migratory bird species during the spring and fall migration periods. 

The Project cannot provide multiple unarmored breaches into the ACFCC as requested by many 
comments. First, because it is a federal flood control levee and uncontrolled openings would require a 
lengthy and difficult decertification of that levee under Section 408 of the Clean Water Act, which 
requires an Act of Congress to approve. A bridge structure over the levee would also be required to retain 
the segment of the Alameda Creek Regional Trail west of the breach, and armoring the levee breach 
would be required for the bridge.  

As noted, however, multiple breaches (as well as extensive areas of levee lowering) are planned for the 
ponds’ northern connection with the OAC. Those, combined with the internal levee breaches and 
breaches to the ACFCC, will provide ample connectivity to allow multiple points of egress from ponds 
and decrease potential predation. Some of the other ideas or suggestions (such as large woody debris and 
excavating deep pools in the pond interiors) will be considered during detailed design.  

2.1.6 MCR 6: Public Access Bridge over the Alameda Creek Flood Control 
Channel 

Many of the comments expressed support for a public access (pedestrian and bicycle) bridge over the 
ACFCC. This MCR is intended to provide additional context to the decision to include the bridge over the 
ACFCC in the Preferred Alternative. Although this component was included in only one of the action 
alternatives presented in the Draft EIS/R, the text of the Project Description in Chapter 2 notes that such a 
bridge is a modular component that could be included into any configuration of a Preferred Alternative or 
an eventually implemented project.  

Note first that providing the Bay Trail spine through Eden Landing is one of the Project’s goals, and it is 
included in the Phase 2 Preferred Alternative. In contrast, the bridge over the ACFCC was initially 
included in the 2007 Final EIS/R as a possible mitigation measure for one or more breaches through the 
northern levee of the ACFCC and the resultant loss of existing Alameda Creek Regional Trail to the west 
of that or those breaches. As currently envisioned, any openings in the ACFCC levee would be armored 
and bridged or through culverts that would allow continuation of the Alameda Creek Regional Trail, 
which removes the necessity to provide a public access bridge over the ACFCC as a mitigation measure. 
The bridge and culvert crossings are elements of the Project that contribute to the regional public access 
network. 

As MCR 1 explains, that bridge over the ACFCC has been included in the Preferred Alternative. 
Completing the Final EIR processes would thus provide CEQA coverage for that component. However, it 
is important to acknowledge a few limits on what that inclusion means. First, neither the CDFW nor any 
of the other SBSP Restoration Project primary entities (the USFWS or the State Coastal Conservancy) 
owns the land on either side of the ACFCC. The Project therefore holds no unique ability or influence to 
obtain the necessary funding, permits, or property rights to actually build it. The construction of such a 
bridge, as with the completion of a portion of the proposed trail through southern Eden Landing, would 
require property acquisition at fair market value or a permanent public access easement. Therefore, the 
SBSP Restoration Project proponents/CDFW are unlikely to be the sole implementer of a public access 
bridge over the ACFCC on their own. As noted, building that bridge will require a substantial effort to 
acquire funding for and perform design, permitting, and construction, and to obtain necessary easements 
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or property acquisition. This is very likely to need cooperation between a number of partner agencies to 
successfully implement. The SBSP Restoration Project has already begun contributing to that effort by 
providing CEQA coverage for a bridge over the ACFCC. 

2.1.7 MCR 7: Public Access Trails (Routes, Elevations, and Parking) 

One of the Project aspects most frequently commented on in the Draft EIS/R were the public access 
features in the Phase 2 alternatives. This topic included opinions on and questions about the three trail 
routes for the Bay Trail spine, trail connections to the Alameda Creek Regional Trail and others, the 
“community connection” trail segment to link with the neighboring communities in Union City, the lack 
of added parking facilities, and consistency with external regional plans such as the Bay Trail system’s 
plans. Many of these comments cannot be fully addressed by a MCR and are addressed in full in the 
individual responses below. However, this MCR (along with MCR 6, which is specific to the public 
access bridge over the ACFCC – no further discussion of that particular element is in this MCR) is 
intended to address several common aspects which those comments share and thereby provide a context 
for a more detailed answer. 

Trail Route in the Preferred Alternative 

Despite the misconception in some of the comment letters, all of the action alternatives in the Draft EIS/R 
included three different routes to complete the Bay Trail spine through all or most of southern Eden 
Landing, depending on property ownership or easement acquisition. Some of the details (such as 
elevation) would have differed depending on the alternative chosen, but the routes were in every 
alternative, as were one or more bridges over internal channels, a new viewing platform, and a 
commitment to maintaining existing access long the Alameda Creek Regional Trail, regardless of the 
approach taken to connecting the ponds to the ACFCC.  

In the Preferred Alternative, Trail Route 1 was chosen as the alignment of the Bay Trail spine through 
southern Eden Landing. That was chosen in part to provide a more bayward experience for trail users 
(Trail Route 1 is the westernmost of the three considered) and to minimize the amount of land acquisition 
or easements or agreements necessary from outside parties that would be necessary to complete it. Note 
that several public access advocates expressed a strong preference for Trail Route 1. In addition, Trail 
Route 1 would need permission from the Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 
(ACFCWCD) only for small portions of trails and bridge abutments that would cross over its property.  

In contrast, Trail Route 2 would likely have needed acquisition of Cargill Pond 3C and its surrounding 
levees because a permanent easement for public access would not be obtained from Cargill because of 
their standing policy not to allow public access on their property owned in fee title. Neither acquisition or 
an easement is reasonably foreseeable at the present time, and so Trail Route 2 was dropped from the 
Preferred Alternative. Related to that, CDFW and the other agencies on the SBSP Restoration Project’s 
management team agree that spur trails to Turk Island and/or Cal Hill would be excellent public access 
features. Efforts continue to be made to acquire the parcel from Cargill. However, the Project cannot 
commit to providing the Bay Trail spine on a route that it does not currently have a likelihood of 
successfully acquiring in the near future. This is a major reason that Trail Route 2 was also not included 
in the Preferred Alternative. The selection of Trail Route 1 does not preclude access to Turk Island/Cal 
Hill in the future if that parcel is acquired at some point in the future. 
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Trail Route 3 and the associated “community connector” trail to Union City Boulevard were also 
removed from the Preferred Alternative because of the strong negative response to it in the comment 
letters. The original intentions of that route included providing more access for local residents and to 
provide a “fallback option” for the Bay Trail spine alignment if permission to build Trail Routes 1 or 2 
were not able to be obtained from the ACFCWCD or Cargill, respectively. However, the comments 
received indicated that advocates of the Bay Trail spine and other public access agencies did not value 
that added option, which was almost unanimously viewed as unsatisfactory. Also, there were concerns 
from several commenters (including the City of Union City and the East Bay Regional Park District) that 
creating this community connector would draw more outside trail users to the area and encourage them to 
park on the existing streets because no new added parking facility was included in the Phase 2 
alternatives. Since providing additional parking is not currently feasible (see more on that below), this 
community connector will not be included, though a community connector will be provided at the Veasy 
Street entrance. 

Several comment letters expressed displeasure at the lack of a new trail all the way to San Francisco Bay 
(i.e., the lack of a “blue water experience”) along OAC. Note that the existing Alameda Creek Regional 
Trail already provides that experience along Eden Landing’s southern border. That trail will be retained in 
Phase 2 at some expense and difficulty to the restoration effort. A similar experience is available in 
northern Eden Landing along the spur trail built as part of Phase 1 of the Project. Because the outer, bay-
facing levees along Pond E1 and E2 would be improved and because only controlled openings into 
southern Eden Landing are possible on its southern boundary with the ACFCC, much of the necessary 
tidal exchange into the project site would come from the north, through multiple breaches into OAC. This 
makes it infeasible to place a trail to the Bay along that alignment. 

A shorter trail along OAC to the former site of the Alvarado Salt Works (with or without the bridge over 
the OAC to northern Eden Landing) was removed from the Preferred Alternative for similar reasons. 
Management flexibility would be retained for Ponds E5 and E6 and the northern levee on Pond E6 may 
be breached as part of the adaptive management approach to the phased restoration of those Ponds.  

Levee-top Trail Elevations 

In the Preferred Alternative, levee elevations would be increased to 12 feet, North American Vertical 
Datum of 1988 (NAVD88), along most levee sections improved that would support the public access 
trail. That design would provide full adaptive management capability while also addressing concerns that 
either (a) the levees would not be high enough to comply with agency guidance on sea-level rise or with 
design guidelines for the Bay Trail spine, or (b) permitting of a future elevation increase would be 
prohibitively difficult due to concerns regarding endangered species habitat. In the short- and medium-
term, the Bay Trail spine levees would not necessarily need to be raised to elevation 12 feet because the 
mid-complex levee would be raised to keep fully tidal flows from the Bay Ponds away from those levees. 
But raising the levees as part of the Phase 2 action would preserve the adaptive management flexibility to 
adjust the way two of the Inland Ponds (E5 and E6) and the Southern Ponds (E1C, E2C, E4C, and E5C) 
are configured in the future. Those levees would also be built with wider bases to allow future increases 
in elevations without adding more fill in waters of the U.S. and State of California or otherwise affecting 
endangered species habitat.  

Long-term maintenance of the trails and the levees under them are discussed in MCR 8. 
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Parking 

A few letters in particular mentioned the lack of additional parking as part of the Phase 2 action. Note first 
that CDFW owns no suitable land on which to build a parking lot. As in other MCRs, however, both 
CDFW and the larger SBSP Restoration Project team would be willing to collaborate with other local 
agencies and provide assistance in adding parking in one of the surrounding areas.  

Second, with the removal of the community connector along Westport Way and Trail Route 3 out to 
Union City Boulevard (see MCR 1), there is only one community connector trail, at Veasy Street and no 
new “trailhead” as part of Phase 2, and thus a reduced need for a new parking area. Instead, a Preferred 
Alternative that completes the Bay Trail spine through southern Eden Landing (per the plan summarized 
in MCR 1 and detailed in Chapter 6) would make this portion of the Bay Trail more of a through-trail 
used for longer hikes or bicycle rides to or from existing trailheads. Those existing trailheads with parking 
are to the north (the Phase 1 parking area at northern Eden Landing) and to the south (the Alameda Creek 
Regional Trail parking lot along the ACFCC). The elimination of Trail Route 3 unless added parking is 
feasible (as per City of Union City preference) leaves only one new community connector trail at Veasy 
Street. The resulting Phase 2 public access features would provide excellent connectivity to the existing 
regional trail network. 

As part of ongoing operational activities at northern Eden Landing, CDFW could expand the parking area 
built in Phase 1 of the project to accommodate any additional demand by opening and improving the 
overflow parking area as appropriate. Currently the lot occasionally fills only for brief periods on certain 
weekend days, particularly during special events, and it is inefficient to build a parking lot to 
accommodate the peak demand instead of the typical demand. Weekend/peak demand will continue to be 
monitored at that site by CDFW, and the overflow area could be opened if significant new demand is 
supported. 

2.1.8 MCR 8: Maintenance Responsibilities 

Many of the comment letters on the Draft EIS/R contained questions about the ongoing maintenance of 
existing features at the ELER in general or of specific features of the SBSP Restoration Project Phase 2 
action itself. These comments addressed the operations and maintenance of existing levees, proposed 
levee modifications, proposed trails and bridges, invasive species control, nuisance wildlife species 
control, and so on. Several commenters inquired about whether and how the SBSP Restoration Project 
team would be able to adequately maintain (or fund the maintenance of) levees and the public access 
trails on their crests 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. 
However, there are some 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 a proposed project and the 
potential adverse impacts on the environment from its implementation and operation. Project proponents 
are required to analyze and disclose these impacts on the environment from the project being proposed. 
However, NEPA and CEQA generally do not require demonstration of sufficient long-term funding. As 
with all publicly provided facilities, services, and potential experiences, agency funding levels can vary 
widely over time. No public agency can “guarantee” long-term funding (as was requested in several 
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comment letters), as it does not unilaterally control its own budget or the levels of supplemental funding 
that may be obtained through grants or cost-sharing arrangements with outside partners. 

CDFW is the landowner and manager of the ELER and is responsible for maintaining the levees, water 
control structures, and other features of the lands and waters at the site as needed for habitat purposes. 
CDFW performs or coordinates other maintenance activities such as removal of invasive plant species, 
performing bird counts or other biological surveys, and patrolling to see that public access features are 
being used in accordance with Reserve rules (e.g., that people stay on trails, respect rules about dogs, 
etc.). These types of management actions are things that CDFW would need to do regardless of the details 
of the Preferred Alternative or whether there was an SBSP Restoration Project at all.  

The Project and CDFW are committed to the management of invasive vegetation species (including 
invasive Spartina and its hybrids, phragmites, and other species), controlling nuisance wildlife species, 
and maintaining appropriate human uses of the Reserve trails and public access features. They will do so 
through the continued support and collaboration with the Invasive Spartina Project and other efforts to 
control invasive species. As stated above, costs of this control are an important part of management, and 
both the Project and CDFW management will ensure that costs and funding are appropriately considered, 
estimated, and aggressively sought through various federal, state, regional and local funding sources. 

Finally, regarding maintenance of public access features, the SBSP Restoration Project proponents and 
the managers of CDFW’s ELER are committed to participating in the ongoing provision of wildlife-
compatible public access. The SBSP Restoration Project’s approach to doing that at ELER has been for 
the Project to design, plan, permit, and build the public access features using the funding it has assembled 
from various sources. Then, one or more local project partners would be actively sought to participate in 
funding and performing the long-term maintenance of trails, bridges, viewing platforms (including 
signage, benches, etc.), with CDFW’s involvement. This approach was successfully implemented in 
Phase 1 of the Project in northern Eden Landing during, in which the Project team and CDFW provided 
several new trails, viewing platforms, a kayak launch, and a public access parking area for Americans 
with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliance. The East Bay Regional Park District provides ongoing 
operation of the Eden Landing Bay Trail spine and Staging Area, while CDFW provides maintenance of 
those newer Phase 1 features.  

Other aspects of trails, and/or maintenance thereof, are discussed in these MCRs: 

▪ MCR 1 describes the Preferred Alternative for Phase 2 at Eden Landing, which includes the Bay 
Trail through the southern half of Eden Landing (on a route that minimizes the amount of land 
acquisition or easement agreements necessary from outside parties necessary to complete it), 
reduces potential adverse impacts on sensitive wildlife species from use of public access features, 
and addresses as many of the goals or visions of plans such as the Association of Bay Area 
Governments’ Bay Trail Plan as feasible to do while still maintaining existing levels of flood risk 
management while implementing Phase 2 tidal marsh restoration and retained or enhanced 
managed ponds. 

▪ MCR 3 describes the plans for levee maintenance (and thus the maintenance of levee-top trails) in 
light of sea-level rise.  

▪ MCR 6 describes the Project’s intentions as they relate to the public access bridge over the 
ACFCC. 
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MCR 7 describes the trail alignment included in the Preferred Alternative (as well as the rationale and 
explanation for that choice), notes a change in the levee-top elevations of those trails, and also addresses 
some of the other details and limitations of the trail system through southern Eden Landing, as it is based 
on acquiring some other lands or easements/permissions. 

2.2 Individual Comments and Responses 

2.2.1 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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Environmental Protection Agency (F-EPA) 

 

F-EPA-1 

F-EPA-2 
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F-EPA-3 
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Response to Environmental Protection Agency (F-EPA) 

F-EPA-1 

The project proponents appreciate your support of the project. 

F-EPA-2 

Project-level Mitigation Measure AQ-B has been updated in the Final EIR to encourage the use of marine 
vessels that meet the latest EPA exhaust emissions standards for marine compression-ignition engines 
(i.e., Tier 4 for Category 1 & 2 vessels, and Tier 3 for Category 3 vessels), unless such engines are 
unavailable. 

F-EPA-3 

Copies of the Final EIR will be provided as requested. 
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NOAA Fisheries (F-NMFS) 

 

F-NMFS-1 

F-NMFS-2 
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F-NMFS-2 
(cont.) 

F-NMFS-3 

F-NMFS-4 
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F-NMFS-4 
(cont.) 

F-NMFS-5 
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Response to NOAA Fisheries (F-NMFS) 

F-NMFS-1 

Your comments have been reviewed and considered during the formation of the Preferred Alternative and 
in preparation of the Final EIR.  

F-NMFS-2 

The project proponents agree that restoration of tidal marsh habitat and the inclusion of enhancement 
features such as rootwads, habitat islands and mounds, and habitat transition zones can benefit a wide 
range of aquatic species. As discussed in MCR 1, Selection of the Preferred Alternative, and MCR 5, Fish 
Habitat Restoration, the Preferred Alternative includes many of the same elements as Alternative Eden B 
intended to maximize connectivity, provide new foraging opportunities, and increase productivity.  

F-NMFS-3 

Section 3.5.3 of the EIR acknowledges that managed ponds can provide adverse conditions for aquatic 
species due to poor productivity, low dissolved oxygen levels, and/or increased predation pressure, and 
with Alternatives Eden C and D, the Inland and Southern Ponds would continue to be operated as 
seasonal or managed ponds for some duration. Note that Alternatives Eden C and D would not create 
managed ponds in areas that currently have tidal habitat, but instead would restore some ponds (the Bay 
Ponds) to tidal habitat which would provide a large area of increased habitat value for salmonids and 
other native fish, improve conditions in southern Eden Landing, and provide good nursery and forage 
habitat for juvenile fish. Therefore, each of the action alternatives is expected to benefit, but not 
necessarily provide the same degree of benefits to, aquatic species. 

F-NMFS-4 

The Preferred Alternative is intended to maximize tidal marsh restoration while still balancing multiple 
restoration goals. As such, the Bay Ponds would be converted to tidal marsh in the initial phase of 
restoration under the Preferred Alternative. Several connections are planned for the ACFCC, with one of 
the connections between the Bay Ponds and the ACFCC no longer through large culverts, as initially 
described, but instead through a full breach. This breach would be armored to prevent additional scour 
and uncontrolled widening that could undercut a new public access bridge on the Alameda Creek 
Regional Trail. The Southern Ponds would be opened to muted tidal flows through a culvert system, 
making them accessible to salmonids. However, because a single connection to the Southern Ponds could 
be associated with higher predation rates, this water control structure would be carefully monitored in the 
early years to evaluate the need for operational changes, consistent with an adaptive management 
approach. 

As described in MCR 1, Selection of the Preferred Alternative, and MCR 5, Fish Habitat Restoration, the 
Inland Ponds (E5, E6, and E6C) are not planned for tidal restoration in the Preferred Alternative during 
the first phase of restoration because of the Project’s need to balance multiple types of habitat restoration 
and enhancement actions. The  long-term operation of those ponds as enhanced managed ponds may be 
necessary to achieve the full balance of the Project’s intended ecological goals unless monitoring and 
implementation of the Adaptive Management Plan provide a basis for determining that tidal restoration of 
Ponds E6 and E5 is most beneficial. Pond E6C is proposed to be enhanced and maintained as seasonal 
habitat for western snowy plover and other pond nesting birds in the summer, while providing deeper 
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open water for overwintering diving ducks and dabbling ducks, among other migratory shorebird species 
during the spring and fall migration periods. 

As noted, however, multiple breaches (as well as extensive areas of levee lowering) are planned for the 
Bay Ponds’ northern connection with the OAC. Those, combined with the internal levee breaches and 
breaches to the ACFCC, will provide ample connectivity to allow multiple points of egress from these 
ponds and decrease potential predation. Enhancement features such as habitat islands and habitat 
transition zones are also included in the Preferred Alternative. 

F-NMFS-5 

Thank you for your comment letter.  
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California State Lands Commission (S-CSLC) 

 

S-CSLC-1 
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S-CSLC-1 
(cont.) 
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S-CSLC-1 
(cont.) 

S-CSLC-2 
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S-CSLC-2 
(cont.) 

S-CSLC-3 

S-CSLC-4 
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S-CSLC-4 
(cont.) 

S-CSLC-6 

S-CSLC-5 

S-CSLC-7 
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S-CSLC-8 

S-CSLC-9 

S-CSLC-10 

S-CSLC-11 



Appendix J  Response to Comments 

 

South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project, Eden Landing Phase 2  April 2019 
Final Environmental Impact Report 2-40 

 

S-CSLC-11 
(cont.) 

S-CSLC-12 

S-CSLC-13 

S-CSLC-14 
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S-CSLC-14 
(cont.) 

S-CSLC-15 

S-CSLC-16 
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Response to California State Lands Commission (S-CSLC) 

S-CSLC-1 

The project proponents appreciate the clear statement that a lease or other authorization from the CSLC 
will be needed for the project and the provision of the appropriate person (and contact information) with 
which to proceed with that process. 

S-CSLC-2 

This comment is a summary of portions of the project description. No response is required.  

S-CSLC-3 

The Final EIR includes a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) table that summarizes 
environmental commitment for the project. As discussed in Chapter 2 of the EIR, program-level 
avoidance and minimization measures outlined in Section 2.3 of the EIR and the conservation measures 
outlined in the USFWS programmatic Biological Opinion for the SBSP Restoration Project are 
incorporated into the Phase 2 project design and would be implemented as part of the action alternatives. 
The environmental commitments specified in Chapter 2, Alternatives, are incorporated into the project 
design and as such are not project-level mitigation measures. In addition, ongoing monitoring specified in 
the Adaptive Management Plan is a program-level activity that would be implemented even in the 
absence of Phase 2 actions. (And as a point of clarification, there were no biological resource program-
level mitigation measures in the 2007 Final EIS/R.) The MMRP table includes sections describing each of 
these types of environmental commitments. The significance determination in the resource chapters is 
based on the need for project-specific mitigation in addition to the environmental commitments described 
above.  

Clarifying text is included in the Final EIR to indicate that the biological opinion referenced in Section 
3.5 was the Programmatic biological opinion and not a future biological opinion specific to the Phase 2 
project at Eden Landing. Additional clarifying details were also included regarding BMPs required during 
pile driving. The inclusion of this additional clarifying information in the Final EIR does not change the 
analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIS/R (since the information clarifies and amplifies the information 
provided in the Draft EIS/R). 

S-CSLC-4 

Much of the information requested above is provided in the MMRP table for the Final EIR. As discussed 
in the response to comment S-CSLC-3, the MMRP table includes project-level mitigation measures and 
additional sections describing each type of environmental commitment. Additional information regarding 
application to specific impacts is discussed in the resource chapters. 

S-CSLC-5 

Additional clarifying details are included in Chapter 2, Alternatives, regarding the rootwads and logs and 
associated environmental enhancement features included on Pond E2’s bay-facing levee. Although there 
are range of potential options for how the rootwads and logs could be anchored (such as cabling to new 
boulders placed adjacent to the bay-facing levee), specific details regarding the anchoring is not available 
at the current level of design. Construction effects and potential long-term effects of the enhancement 
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features have been considered in the environmental resource sections; specific reference to these features 
as rootwads are now included (e.g., in Section 3.5).  

S-CSLC-6  

The input parameters for an underwater noise analysis are dependent on the specific number and size of 
temporary mooring piles that would be driven to secure the offloading facility. An approximate range for 
the size of the offloading facility, the number of temporary mooring piles, and the diameter of the piles 
are provided in Section 2.2 of the EIR; however, underwater noise analysis would require a level of 
specificity that has yet to be developed. As discussed in MCR 2, Details of Designs, the project is based 
on a preliminary design, which is consistent with the level of design detail required for both CEQA and 
NEPA. Permitting and other regulatory processes generally require more detailed design with more 
refined estimates of (in this case) size, number, and composition of mooring piles, which would typically 
require designs ranging between 30 and 60 percent. As the designs proceed, the specific information will 
become available. With respect to a discussion of BMPs, please see response to comment S-CSLC-3.  

S-CSLC-7 

Additional clarifying details have been added to Section 3.5 to address this concern. That additional text 
indicates that temporary cofferdams would be used during installation of new water control structures. As 
previously indicated in the impact analysis for steelhead and estuarine fish, if fish rescue and/or relocation 
would be required during construction, these activities would be completed under an agency-approved 
plan to limit impacts. Stranding during dewatering activities would be avoided because fish would be 
removed or flushed out of the cofferdams prior to dewatering wherever such activities would occur. 

S-CSLC-8 

Clarifying text has been added in Section 3.6 of the Final EIR to indicate 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-9 

As discussed in Section 3.7.3 of the EIR, cultural resources have not been identified in the deepwater 
channel of the Bay near the proposed location for the offloading facility. While there is a very low 
potential for encountering archaeological material within Bay mud, some isolated burials have been found 
in other areas of the Bay. If the pile driving activity is deep enough to extend below the Bay mud, then 
there is also some potential for encountering archaeological resources in the deeper strata (although no 
such sites have been found to date). The exact location for the offloading facility will be identified as the 
design proceeds. Geotechnical borings could provide information about the presence of cultural resources 
prior to pile driving and if those areas were found to have cultural resources, additional protection 
measures would be implemented as indicated in SBSP Mitigation Measure 3.8-1.  

S-CSLC-10 

As detailed in Section 2.3.2, SBSP Mitigation Measure 3.8-1 includes provisions for unanticipated finds, 
including but not limited to halting operations in the vicinity of the find and following appropriate contact 
procedures. Work would not resume in the vicinity of the find until a qualified professional archaeologist 
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has had the opportunity to examine the find. Additional clarifying information has been included in 
Section 3.7.3 regarding the specific case of encountering shipwrecks.  

S-CSLC-11 

The SBSP Restoration Project will coordinate with the listed CSLC personnel as requested if cultural 
resources are discovered on state lands. Clarifying text has also been included in Section 3.7.2 of the Final 
EIR indicating that the title to abandoned shipwrecks, archaeological sites, and historic or cultural 
resources on or in the tide and submerged lands of California is vested in the State of California. 

S-CSLC-12 

Consistent with AB52 requirements, CDFW sent a request on April 10, 2017 to the Native American 
Heritage Commission (NAHC) for a sacred lands file search and a list of tribes that are culturally or 
traditionally affiliated with the geographic area associated with the SBSP Phase 2 project at ELER. 
CDFW received a list of Native American contacts from the NACH on April 11, 2017. Letters were then 
sent to the tribes identified on the list on April 21, 2017 along with background information, maps and 
contact information to determine if they wanted to consult on the project. No requests for consultation 
followed.  

S-CSLC-13 

MCR 3, Sea-Level Rise, provides a discussion of future sea-level rise projections that have been 
considered including the Ocean Protection Council’s State of California Sea-Level Rise Guidance 2018 
Update. Consistent with project goals and objectives, the intent of the project is to maintain or improve 
existing levels of flood risk management at adjacent and nearby properties. This project goal is one of the 
primary design objectives and will continue to be incorporated into the design as the project proceeds. 

S-CSLC-14 

This comment provides information regarding CSLC’s review of a lease application. There are no 
specific comments therein.  

S-CSLC-15 

As per the Adaptive Management Plan, transects are evaluated in breached ponds and bathymetry and 
LiDAR (or Iconos satellite data and/or aerial photography and ground truthing) are performed 
periodically over a larger area of the South Bay to evaluate sediment dynamics and changes to subtidal 
shallows, channels, and mudflats. Monitoring triggers and potential management actions are identified 
and linked to these monitoring efforts. 

S-CSLC-16 

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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2.2.2 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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Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (L-AFCD1) 

 

L-AFCD1-1 

L-AFCD1-2 
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L-AFCD1-3 

L-AFCD1-4 

L-AFCD1-5 
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L-AFCD1-5 
(cont.) 

L-AFCD1-6 

L-AFCD1-7 

L-AFCD1-8 

L-AFCD1-9 
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L-AFCD1-10 

L-AFCD1-11 

L-AFCD1-12 

L-AFCD1-13 

L-AFCD1-14 
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L-AFCD1-14 
(cont.) 

L-AFCD1-15 

L-AFCD1-16 
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Response to Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 
(L-AFCD1) 

L-AFCD1-1 

The project proponents appreciate your support of the project. 

L-AFCD1-2 

As discussed in Section 1.2.4 of the EIR, the terminology used by the SBSP Restoration Project has 
changed from “flood protection” to “flood risk management” when describing forward-looking 
statements and actions that would be taken in the future to distinguish improvements to existing salt pond 
levees from improvements needed for FEMA-accredited levees designed specifically for flood protection. 
The term “flood risk” is used in a similar manner as in the 2007 Final EIS/R. 

L-AFCD1-3 

As discussed in Chapter 2 of the EIR, each of the action alternatives were developed to maintain or 
improve existing levels of flood risk management at adjacent and nearby properties as compared to 
existing conditions. Since land acquisitions in 1996 and 2003, CDFW has inspected their levees, 
identifying areas with potential erosion, and performed routine levee maintenance on an as needed basis. 
Such repairs have included re-armoring levee in Pond E10 and E2 in 2008 with large rock, rebuilding 
Pond E2’s water control structure in 2010 to address erosion beneath the structure within the headwalls, 
and re-armoring Pond E2’s levees in 2017 at four locations. As the landowner and manager of the ELER, 
CDFW would continue to maintain the levees, water control structures, and other features of the lands and 
waters at the site as needed for habitat purposes while maintaining (or improving) the level of flood 
protection and associated flood risk that existed at the time of land acquisition by the State. 

L-AFCD1-4 

There are no impacts from increased flood risk expected to be caused by the project. Consistent with 
project goals and objectives, the intent of the project is to maintain or improve existing levels of flood risk 
management at adjacent and nearby properties. This project goal is one of the primary design objectives 
and will continue to be incorporated into the design as the project proceeds. Water control structures, 
levee breaches, and other features described in the EIR are considered project elements, which would be 
funded in a similar manner as other project actions. The ACFCWCD’s request to include in the document 
a discussion of the ACFCWCD’s funding status is noted, and the inclusion of this comment in this 
appendix to the Final EIR satisfies that request.  

L-AFCD1-5 

As described in response to comment L-AFCD1-3, each of the action alternatives were developed to 
maintain or improve existing levels of flood risk management at adjacent and nearby properties. 
Preliminary hydrodynamic modeling provided in Appendix D of the EIR indicates that this objective 
would be met with proposed project improvements and existing pond bathymetry. As discussed in MCR 
1, the Preferred Alternative also incorporates multiple levee improvements and habitat transition zones, 
providing redundancy in flood risk management. 
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L-AFCD1-6 

The third sentence in this section was changed as requested but the fourth sentence was retained which 
indicates that the outboard levees would be maintained, as needed.  As a further point of clarification, the 
existing outboard levees were not built as flood risk management features, but they do provide some 
measure of de facto flood risk management.  

L-AFCD1-7 

Each of the action alternatives, including Alternative Eden B, was developed to maintain or improve 
existing levels of flood risk management at adjacent and nearby properties. Levee improvements were 
proposed to ensure that the extent of landward flooding during the 100-year design event was no greater 
than existing conditions. As described in MCR 1, the Preferred Alternative incorporates levee 
improvements and habitat transitions zones at multiple locations (e.g., outboard, mid-complex, and 
backside levees), providing redundancy in the flood risk management. The Preferred Alternative is also 
phased, and second phase of construction would incorporate “lessons learned” from the initial phase of 
construction. 

L-AFCD1-8 

As discussed in MCR 1, the Preferred Alternative includes a mid-complex levee on the west of the 
J-ponds and improvements to the levee on the northern side of Ponds E1C, E5C, and E4C. Pond E6C 
would be a permanent managed pond providing seasonal habitat for western snowy plover; as such, it 
would not have tidal flows. This configuration would isolate the J-ponds from adjacent areas with tidal 
action. Furthermore, as shown in the draft alternatives, the Preferred Alternative includes a new water 
control structure in the southern portion of the J-ponds that would allow the ACFCWCD to passively 
drain their detention ponds. This water control structure does not exist currently and all J-pond drainage is 
limited to the existing water control structure upstream and the Alvarado Pump Station. Therefore, the 
Preferred Alternative and expected project implementation should improve the ACFCWCD’s ability to 
manage storm water detention. 

L-AFCD1-9 

Daily tides would enter the Bay Ponds through the levee breaches. Levee lowering will allow increased 
flow during the higher ranges of the tidal cycle and is intended to increase habitat complexity for fish and 
wildlife. Under the Preferred Alternative, the outboard levee would be improved and a habitat transition 
zone would be placed along the eastern edge of the levee, buffering the improved levee and providing 
additional protection to the restored ponds. Pond E1’s northern levee and Pond E2’s southern levee would 
be breached, preventing vehicle access along the top of levee beyond those locations. Areas west of 
unarmored levee breaches would be lowered because those areas would already have restricted access due 
to the unarmored breaches.  

As discussed in response to comment L-AFCD1-3 and L-AFCD1-4, as the landowner and manager of the 
ELER, CDFW would continue to maintain the levees, water control structures, and other features of the 
lands and waters at the site as needed for habitat purposes. While land-based access would not be 
maintained due to breaches on the northern and southern levees to connect with stream channels (not on 
the outboard levee), marine access would a remain viable means of access for maintenance and occasional 
repairs, as needed. 
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L-AFCD1-10 

Rootwads and other enhancement features on the bay-facing levee are intended to increase habitat 
complexity and to encourage formation of fringe wetlands by accelerating accretion near the structure; 
they are not intended to be a flood risk management feature. Mechanisms to anchor these features would 
be developed during detailed design, but would not use existing features, such as the surface rip-rap, in a 
manner that would damage the levee. As discussed in MCR 1, the Preferred Alternative incorporates 
levee improvements and a habitat transitions zone at the outboard levee at Pond E1 and E2. 

L-AFCD1-11 

MCR 1, Selection of the Preferred Alternative, identifies the components selected for the Preferred 
Alternative. Due to this input, the Preferred Alternative includes an improved mid-complex levee and an 
armored and bridged breach at the ACFCC.  A bridge would not be needed across the breach to allow 
maintenance access to the outboard levee. While land-based access would not be maintained due to 
breaches on the northern and southern levees to connect with stream channels (not on the outboard levee), 
marine access would a remain viable means of access for maintenance, as needed. 

L-AFCD1-12 

Although there may be a combination of tide and creek flow that results in a water level in the ponds 
greater than 12 feet (for example, a 500-year tide is 12 feet; San Francisco Bay Tidal Datums and 
Extreme Tides Study, 2016), as discussed in the preliminary design hydrodynamic modeling report 
(Appendix D, Attachment 1), the design criteria of providing at a minimum the same level of tidal and 
fluvial flood protection as exists under current conditions was applied to flood scenarios with a 
combination of 10- and 100-year riverine and tidal events: the 100-year tide with 10-year riverine 
discharge from the OAC and ACFCC (coinciding tide and discharge peaks), and 10-year tide with 100-
year riverine discharge from the OAC and ACFCC (coinciding tide and discharge peaks). These flood 
scenarios were chosen because at the time of the modeling these scenarios were recommended by the 
ACFCWCD. Also note that this approach is more conservative than recommended in the Alameda 
County Hydrology and Hydraulics Manual (2003) where for primary facilities the highest of the 
following scenarios is to be used: 

 The FEMA 100-year water surface elevation; or 
 The 5-year recurrence peak discharge combined with a 100-year tide elevation in the Bay; or 
 The 15-year recurrence peak discharge with a MHHW elevation in the Bay. 

As seen by the modeling results for the flood scenarios, water surface elevations on the Inland Ponds 
landside levee were found to be at 10 feet NAVD88 or less in each of the modeled scenarios. 

L-AFCD1-13 

See response to comment L-AFCD1-12 regarding the flood scenarios modeled for the preliminary design. 
Although a continuous simulation analysis would provide results for a wide variety of fluvial and tidal 
conditions that could be used to evaluate the performance of a flood control basin, it is highly unlikely to 
provide a combination of extreme events (such as the 100-year fluvial and 10-year tidal) which has been 
used here to model a conservative scenario for inland flooding. 
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L-AFCD1-14 

As discussed in MCR 1, the Preferred Alternative includes three habitat transition zones in the project 
area: one located on the inside of the outboard levee, one on the west side of the mid-complex levee, and 
one on the west side of the backside levee. The habitat transition zone at the outboard levee would buffer 
the improved levee and provide additional protection to the restored ponds. See also response to comment 
L-AFCD1-4 regarding levee design. It should also be noted that the outboard levee at Cogswell Marsh on 
the Hayward Regional Shoreline did not fail; it was designed with the bayfront levee breached. Although 
a large portion of the marsh has been inundated and eroded, this was due to a potential design flaw, not a 
levee failure. At Eden Landing, no bayfront breach is proposed. 

L-AFCD1-15 

As discussed in MCR 1, the Preferred Alternative includes an improved mid-complex levee and a pilot 
channel connecting a control structure at the ACFCC and a levee breach at Pond E4. The potential for 
erosion from the pilot channel is being considered in the detailed design of the levee. The Preferred 
Alternative also includes an improved outboard levee with an adjacent habitat transition zone. The habitat 
transition zone would be placed along the eastern edge of Pond E2’s outboard levee, providing de facto 
flood risk management. Maintenance access to the outboard levee would be limited, as trucks and other 
vehicles would not be able to access the outboard levee after breaching Pond E1’s northern levee and 
Pond E2’s southern levee. However, the outboard levee would be inspected and repaired by marine access 
as needed to protect habitat in the Bay Ponds from additional damage. 

L-AFCD1-16 

Appendix D of the EIR describes the hydrodynamic modeling associated with the preliminary design. The 
flood scenarios modeled are described in response to comment L-AFCD1-12. Results for near-future 
conditions indicate that flooding during the 100-year design events would be no greater than existing 
conditions. As discussed in MCR 3, Sea-Level Rise, and MCR 8, Maintenance Responsibilities, CDFW 
will maintain existing levels of flood risk management with implementation of the Preferred Alternative. 
Potential future impacts from long-term sea-level rise in San Francisco Bay are not project impacts for 
evaluation in the NEPA/CEQA document. 
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Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (L-AFCD2) 

 

L-AFCD2-1 

L-AFCD2-2 

L-AFCD2-3 
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L-AFCD2-3 
(cont.) 

L-AFCD2-4 

L-AFCD2-5 

L-AFCD2-6 

L-AFCD2-7 

L-AFCD2-8 
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L-AFCD2-9 

L-AFCD2-8 
(cont.) 

L-AFCD2-10 

L-AFCD2-11 

L-AFCD2-12 
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L-AFCD2-13 

L-AFCD2-14 

L-AFCD2-15 

L-AFCD2-16 
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L-AFCD2-22 

L-AFCD2-23 

L-AFCD2-24 
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Response to Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 
(L-AFCD2) 

L-AFCD2-1 

See the response to comments L-AFCD1-1 through L-AFCD1-16 for responses to the previously 
submitted comments. 

L-AFCD2-2 

Section 3.2.3 of the EIR evaluates the increased risk of flooding that would occur as a result of 
maintaining the ponds at southern Eden Landing in accordance with existing Reserve management 
documents and practices. Activities such as maintaining levees or operating seasonal ponds would not 
cause coastal subsidence or sea-level rise to be worse. MCR 3, Sea-Level Rise, and MCR 8, Maintenance 
Responsibilities, discuss the limits of CDFW’s  flood management responsibilities.  For the No Action 
Alternative (Alternative Eden A), the existing level of flood risk management when acquired by the State 
would be maintained. We acknowledge that existing conditions may not be adequate for future 
conditions. 

L-AFCD2-3 

See response to comment L-AFCD1-6. The third sentence in this section was changed as requested but 
the fourth sentence was retained as this sentence also indicates that the outboard levees would be 
maintained as needed. As a further point of clarification, the existing outboard levees were not built as 
flood risk management features, but they do provide some measure of de facto flood risk management. 

L-AFCD2-4 

See response to comment L-AFCD1-7. Alternative Eden B also includes a habitat transition zone that 
would be placed along the western edge of the backside levee, which would buffer the improved levee 
and reduce the potential for levee failure. The backside levee in Alternative Eden B would be an 
engineered structure (improvements as per stamped engineering design drawings), but it would not be a 
FEMA-accredited levee designed specifically for flood protection. 

L-AFCD2-5 

See response to comment L-AFCD1-8. As discussed in the preliminary design hydrodynamic modeling 
report (Appendix D, Attachment 1), the modeled flood scenarios indicate that water from the ACFCC (in 
the 10-year tide and 100-year fluvial discharge scenario) or from the Bay (in the 100-year tide and 10-
year fluvial discharge scenario) is expected to flow into the J-ponds under existing conditions. This 
indicates that it is not the breach that allows tidal flow into the J-ponds, but instead this is due to the 
extreme tides or fluvial discharge and the low topography. In Alternative Eden B, some of the water from 
the ACFCC (in the 10-year tide and 100-year fluvial discharge scenario) would instead flow through the 
breach in Pond E2 and out towards OAC via the lowered levees on Pond E1. Water surface elevations in 
the J-ponds in Alternative Eden B are expected to be equal to or less than existing conditions for these 
modeled flood scenarios. 

L-AFCD2-6 

See response to comment L-AFCD1-9. 
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L-AFCD2-7 

See response to comment L-AFCD1-10 and L-AFCD1-5. 

L-AFCD2-8 

See response to comment L-AFCD1-11 and L-AFCD1-12. The SBSP Restoration Project proponents will 
continue to coordinate with the ACFCWCD during later stages of modeling and design. 

L-AFCD2-9 

See response to comment L-AFCD1-12 and L-AFCD1-13. 

L-AFCD2-10 

See response to comment L-AFCD1-11. 

L-AFCD2-11 

See response to comment L-AFCD1-14. Note that the levees improved for habitat separation and the 
levees improved for flood risk management in Alternative Eden C would be raised to the same minimum 
elevation and management and repair of those levees would be similar. In the Preferred Alternative, the 
outboard levee, the mid-complex levee, and the backside levee would all be improved, and with the 
inclusion of the habitat transition zones, each of these levees would serve multiple purposes including 
flood risk management and habitat enhancement. See also MCR 3, Sea-Level Rise, and MCR 8, 
Maintenance Responsibilities, regarding sea-level rise. 

L-AFCD2-12 

See response to comments L-AFCD1-8 and L-AFCD2-5. In Alternative Eden C, the breach at Pond E4 
levee that connects the pilot channel to pond is located west of the mid-complex levee. It is not a breach 
through the mid-complex levee connecting Pond E4 to the J-ponds. 

L-AFCD2-13 

In Alternative Eden C, a water control structure would connect OAC to Pond E6 and another water 
control structure would connect Pond E7 to Pond E5. In addition, the Inland Ponds would be permanent 
managed ponds. See response to comment L-AFCD1-12 and L-AFCD2-5 for a discussion of the modeled 
flood scenarios. Water levels in Ponds E5 and E6 under Alternative Eden C are expected to remain 
relatively low due to the mid-complex levee. 

L-AFCD2-14 

See response to comment L-AFCD1-12 and L-AFCD1-13. 

L-AFCD2-15 

See response to comments L-AFCD1-14 and L-AFCD2-11. 

L-AFCD2-16 

See response to comment L-AFCD1-9. 
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L-AFCD2-17 

In Alternative Eden D, a water control structure would connect OAC to Pond E6. See response to 
comment L-AFCD1-12 and L-AFCD2-5 for a discussion of the modeled flood scenarios. Water levels in 
Ponds E5 and E6 under Alternative Eden C are expected to remain relatively low during interim 
conditions due to the mid-complex levee and continue to be at or below 10 feet NAVD88 when breached. 
As was the case during the development of the preliminary design, the ACFCWCD would be given the 
opportunity to review future hydraulic and hydrologic modeling and analyses, if conducted to support 
implementation of the Preferred Alternative. 

L-AFCD2-18 

See response to comment L-AFCD1-12 and L-AFCD1-13. 

L-AFCD2-19 

See response to comment L-AFCD1-15. 

L-AFCD2-20 

See response to comment L-AFCD1-12 for a description of the flood scenarios evaluated in the 
preliminary design and why those particular scenarios were selected. A typical tide was also evaluated 
during the preliminary design to confirm that the restoration features would create adequate filling and 
draining of the ponds during tidal cycles. No flood impacts were found under the typical tide scenario. 
The flood and tide modeling scenarios provide a range of events that “bookend” the potential 
combinations of fluvial and tidal flows that would be experienced under existing conditions and with the 
action alternatives. Although other modeling scenarios can be investigated, this range of potential 
outcomes provided the necessary information needed to evaluate the extent of inland flooding at nearby 
communities in the EIR.  

As discussed in response to comment L-AFCD2-5, the modeled flood scenarios indicate that water from 
the ACFCC or from the Bay can flow into the J-ponds under existing conditions reducing the amount of 
flood storage that can be provided by the J-ponds. As discussed in MCR 1 and response to comment 
L-AFCD1-8, the Preferred Alternative includes a mid-complex levee on the west of the J-ponds and 
improvements to the levee on the northern side of Ponds E1C, E5C, and E4C to isolate the J-ponds from 
adjacent areas with tidal action.  

Hydrodynamic modeling will be used as needed to support later stages of design and the SBSP 
Restoration Project proponents will coordinate with the ACFCWCD during this process. Specific topics 
evaluated during detailed design would include issues such as potential scour from the pilot channel 
located west of the mid-complex levee, which may necessitate additional bank protection at the mid-
complex levee toe. 

L-AFCD2-21 

As discussed in the preliminary design hydrodynamic modeling report (Appendix D, Attachment 1), the 
hydrographs for the 10- and 100-year discharge events from OAC and ACFCC were selected to be 
consistent with contemporary modeling efforts for the ACFCC that were being performed for the 
ACFCWCD. Hydrodynamic modeling will be used to support later stages of design as needed and the 
SBSP Restoration Project proponents will coordinate with the ACFCWCD during this process.  
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Also note that a single peak hydrograph is consistent with the 24-hour design storm in the 2018 Alameda 
County Hydrology and Hydraulics manual. 

L-AFCD2-22 

The suggested refinement will be considered during detailed design. 

L-AFCD2-23 

With the exception of Alternative Eden D, which includes a temporary mid-complex levee, the levees 
included in the action alternative would remain in place during the fully restored condition. In addition 
and as acknowledged by the ACFCWCD in comment L-AFCD1-5, a fully developed and healthy tidal 
marsh habitat is expected to provide a robust shoreline flood mitigation function. As such, the de facto 
flood risk management provided by the project is expected to be maintained or improve rather than 
decrease in the fully restored condition assuming existing tidal elevations and fluvial flows. MCR 3, Sea-
Level Rise, and MCR 8, Maintenance Responsibilities, discuss the limits of CDFW’s flood management 
responsibilities. Potential future impacts from long-term sea-level rise in San Francisco Bay are not 
project impacts for evaluation in a NEPA/CEQA document.  

L-AFCD2-24 

The SBSP Restoration Project proponents will continue to coordinate with the ACFCWCD during later 
stages of design. 
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Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (L-AFCD3) 

 

L-AFCD3-1 

L-AFCD3-2 

L-AFCD3-3 

L-AFCD3-4 
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Response to Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 
(L-AFCD3) 

L-AFCD3-1 

A 45 to 60 day public review period for the Draft EIS/R is consistent with NEPA and CEQA guidelines.  

L-AFCD3-2 

The SBSP Restoration Project proponents will continue to coordinate with the ACFCWCD during later 
stages of design and construction. See response to comment L-AFCD2-5 (and Appendix D, Attachment 
1) regarding the hydrodynamic modeling results and the potential effects of the opening in the ACFCC, 
the pilot channel, and the levee breach in Pond E2 on the nearby high marsh and J-ponds. See also 
response to comment L-AFCD1-8 for a discussion of Preferred Alternative and its improvements at and 
near the J-ponds. Implementation of the Preferred Alternative is not expected to adversely affect 
ACFCWCD properties and may improve stormwater management. 

L-AFCD3-3 

Figure 2-9 indicates that the landfill is on a private parcel.  

L-AFCD3-4 

Figure 2-9 was revised in the Final EIR to indicate that the ACFCC, OAC, and the J-ponds are owned by 
the ACFCWCD, and not the County. 
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Alameda County Mosquito Abatement District (L-ACMAD) 

 

L-ACMAD-1 

L-ACMAD-2 

L-ACMAD-3 

L-ACMAD-4 
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L-ACMAD-5 

L-ACMAD-6 

L-ACMAD-7 

L-ACMAD-8 

L-ACMAD-9 

L-ACMAD-10 

L-ACMAD-11 



Appendix J  Response to Comments 

 

South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project, Eden Landing Phase 2  April 2019 
Final Environmental Impact Report 2-69 

 

L-ACMAD-12 

L-ACMAD-13 
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Response to Alameda County Mosquito Abatement District (L-ACMAD) 

L-ACMAD-1 

As discussed in MCR 1, the Preferred Alternative includes three habitat transition zones in the project 
area: one located on the inside of the outboard or bayward levee, one on the west side of the mid-complex 
levee, and one on the west side of the backside or landward levee. Access conditions vary for each of 
these habitat transition zones. The backside levee would remain accessible by maintenance truck. The 
mid-complex levee would be accessible by truck during the initial phase of restoration. However, 
depending on the eventual Adaptive Management Plan-informed decision about the long-term restoration 
of Ponds E5 and E6, the mid-complex levee and the northern levee of Pond E6 could be breached which 
would limit truck access to some areas. Vehicular access to the bayward habitat transition zone would 
also be limited, as both the northern levee on E1 and the southern levee on E2 would be breached and 
have sections where the levee is lowered. Off-road vehicles (Argos, ATVs) could be used in areas with 
sufficient elevation where conditions are safe (e.g., on the upper section of the transition zones and in 
areas with high marsh elevations). Traversing areas near levee breaches would likely be limited due to 
safety hazards, precluding land access.  

L-ACMAD-2 

Several issues will be considered during detailed design of the transition zones including settlement, 
compaction, the availability of soil/sediment of sufficient quality to meet surface/cover criteria, and the 
frequency and duration of standing water and the corresponding need for mosquito abatement. Note that 
the lower portion of the habitat transition zone would be inundated on a frequent (twice daily) basis, while 
the upper portion of the transition zone that ties into the levee would be rarely flushed/inundated. Only a 
small section of the transition zone would be inundated with the highest tide and not flushed the same day 
or the next day. Although there is a potential for differential settlement which allows small pockets of 
standing water to form within a narrow band on the transition zone and hold water for several days, these 
pools are expected to be small. The size and the depth of these depressions would generally be limited by 
the height of the lower lip of the pool and the lip itself would be subject to tidal inundation. Additional 
text is included in Section 3.9.3 of the EIR to clarify. Also note that long-term operation of ponds and the 
habitat transition zones are subject to adaptive management actions for vector control, as described below 
in response to comment L-ACMAD-4. 

L-ACMAD-3 

Clarifying text is included in the beginning of Section 2.2.10 which indicates that mosquito abatement 
activities could occur at levees, habitat transition zones, or in other areas of the ponds. 

L-ACMAD-4 

See response to comment L-ACMAD-1 and L-ACMAD-2. Also note that the project alternatives include 
implementation of adaptive management actions that are designed to avoid a substantial increase in the 
need for vector management activities. These actions include adjusting the design to enhance drainage or 
tidal flushing, controlling vegetation in ponded areas, and/or facilitating access to marsh ponds. Although 
vehicular access to outboard levees would be precluded under Alternative Eden D and the Preferred 
Alternative, other adaptive management measures would be implemented to decrease mosquito-breeding 
habitat in that area. 
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L-ACMAD-5 

See response to comment L-ACMAD-2. 

L-ACMAD-6 

Clarifying text is included in the beginning of Section 2.2.10 which indicates that mosquito abatement 
activities could occur at levees, habitat transition zones, or in other areas of the ponds. 

L-ACMAD-7 

Clarifying text is included in this paragraph, as suggested. 

L-ACMAD-8 

Text was revised as suggested. 

L-ACMAD-9 

As discussed in response to comment L-ACMAD-1, L-ACMAD-2, and L-ACMAD-4, the habitat 
transition zones would be designed for enhanced drainage and/or tidal flushing, constructed with a fairly 
uniform slope, and maintained per the Adaptive Management Plan. Although vehicular access to outboard 
levees would be precluded under Alternative Eden D and the Preferred Alternative, other adaptive 
management measures would be implemented to decrease mosquito-breeding habitat in that area. These 
actions would likely include controlling vegetation in ponded areas and/or minor regrading and the 
creation of minor ditches (as recommended above) when adaptive management triggers are exceeded. The 
detection of mosquitoes at levels exceeding management triggers would be addressed through 
implementation of the above Adaptive Management Plan actions. As such, the potential impact would be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of the Adaptive Management Plan. 

L-ACMAD-10 

See response to comment L-ACMAD-1. 

L-ACMAD-11 

See response to comments L-ACMAD-1, L-ACMAD-4, and L-ACMAD-9. 

L-ACMAD-12 

See response to comments L-ACMAD-1, L-ACMAD-4, and L-ACMAD-9. 

L-ACMAD-13 

The project proponents would continue to coordinate with the Alameda County Mosquito Abatement 
District regarding wetland areas as per the Adaptive Management Plan. 
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Alameda County Water District (L-ACWD) 

 

L-ACWD-1 
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Response to Alameda County Water District (L-ACWD) 

L-ACWD-1 

The project proponents appreciate your support of the project. As noted by the commenter, one the 
Project’s intended ecological goals is fish habitat restoration and enhancement. As discussed in MCR 1, 
Selection of the Preferred Alternative, and MCR 5, Fish Habitat Restoration, the Preferred Alternative 
includes restoration elements intended to maximize habitat connectivity, provide new foraging 
opportunities, and increase productivity. 

L-ACWD-2 

Text was revised to indicate that the primary use of the two Aquifer Reclamation Program (ARP) wells 
near southern Eden Landing is to improve water quality in the Newark Aquifer. 

L-ACWD-3 

The project proponents will coordinate with interested parties during construction and will continue to 
coordinate with ACWD regarding abandoned wells per SBSP Mitigation Measure 3.4-6. As discussed in 
Section 3.3.3 of the EIR, all known well locations in the Reserve were closed as part of Phase Out 
Agreement with Cargill and the Initial Stewardship Plan and therefore there are no known wells in the 
ELER. The project proponents appreciate any updated information provided regarding abandoned wells 
in the project area and vicinity. 

L-ACWD-4 

Section 3.3.1 of the EIR indicates that there are several ACWD monitoring wells located near the eastern 
edge of the salt ponds. According to figures from the ACWD’s 2017 groundwater monitoring report, 
these wells are primarily located east of the ELER within the city boundaries of the City of Union City, 
but a few wells are located along OAC near Ponds E6A and E8. The project proponents will coordinate 
access during construction to infrastructure located within the ELER that is owned by others, and 
coordinate access near work areas and staging areas. During construction, these features would be 
marked, protected or fenced, and avoided by the construction contractor. 

L-ACWD-5 

Issues raised by the ACWD regarding the potential for bridge piers and abutments that may create a 
preferred pathway between surface water and groundwater and the potential for bridge piers, and 
abutments to create an interconnection between groundwater aquifers and other water bearing zones 
would be considered during detailed design of the project. Note that the project proponents will continue 
to coordinate with interested parties during the design process and during project construction. More 
formal consultation would occur with agencies that issue project permits. 

L-ACWD-6 

Clarifying text is included in the paragraph, as suggested. 
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L-ACWD-7 

As noted by the commenter, Section 3.3.3 of the Draft EIS/R describes the potential use of brackish water 
from ARP wells in Alternative Eden B. The conflicting information identified by the commenter was 
deleted in the Final EIR. 

L-ACWD-8 

Clarifying text is included in the EIR to indicate that the referenced wells are regional groundwater wells. 
Focused monitoring efforts for the Adaptive Management Plan have been concentrated on ponds and 
regional surface waters, not on groundwater. As discussed in Section 3.3.3 of the EIR, tidal inundation of 
prior circulation or batch ponds are not expected to result in a significant change in groundwater 
hydrology or quality because groundwater currently has positive flow into the Bay.  

Consequently, regional groundwater quality data would be reviewed, but the installation of new 
groundwater monitoring wells would not be required to implement the Adaptive Management Plan. 
Observed spikes or increasing trends in TDS and chloride concentrations near the Project area would be 
evaluated against management triggers and potential management actions. 

L-ACWD-9 

Clarifying text is included in the Final EIR to indicate that it is perched groundwater from the shallow 
waterbearing zone that could be in partial hydraulic communication with the restored ponds. 

L-ACWD-10 

The project proponents will coordinate with interested parties during design and construction of SBSP 
Restoration Project, Phase 2 at the ELER. 
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City of Union City (L-CUC) 

 

L-CUC-1 

L-CUC-2 
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L-CUC-3 

L-CUC-4 

L-CUC-5 
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Response to City of Union City (L-CUC) 

L-CUC-1 

As discussed in MCR 1, Selection of the Preferred Alternative, and MCR 7, Public Access Trails (Routes, 
Elevations, and Parking), the Preferred Alternative includes a trail alignment through southern Eden 
Landing that would be located upon levees raised to a minimum elevation of 12 feet NAVD88, which is 
the same height as the proposed mid-complex levee. Because this trail alignment is intended to extend the 
Bay Trail spine through southern Eden Landing, the design of the levees would follow Bay Trail design 
guidelines with respect to trail width and surfacing, as practicable. Bridges would be passable by 
pedestrians and bicycles and depending on bridge length and location may also be passable by 
maintenance or emergency vehicles. 

As discussed in MCR 3, Sea-Level Rise, although 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 near San Francisco are likely to increase by 4 to 6 inches by 
2030, 7 to 13 inches by 2050, and 12 to 41 inches by 2100, relative to levels in 2000 (OPC 2018). 
Although improved levees may be subject to wave run-up, overtopping, and ponding at some point in the 
future, trails located on levees improved to 12 feet NAVD88 would generally be protected from coastal 
inundation from high tides during interim future conditions. Building the levees with wider bases to allow 
for future increases in elevations without adding more fill in waters of the U.S. and State of California or 
otherwise affecting endangered species habitat will also be considered during detailed design where 
feasible and reasonable. 

L-CUC-2 

As discussed in MCR 7, Public Access Trails (Routes, Elevations, and Parking), both CDFW and the 
larger SBSP Restoration Project team would be willing to collaborate with other local agencies and 
provide assistance in adding parking in one of the surrounding areas (such as seeking supplemental 
funding through grants).  

Also note that the Preferred Alternative includes one community connector at Veasy Street and no new 
“trailheads” with Phase 2, which makes this connection to the existing Bay Trail more of a through-trail 
used for longer hikes or bicycle rides to or from existing trailheads, and consequently there is a reduced 
need for a new parking area. Existing trailheads with parking are to the north (the Phase 1 parking area at 
northern Eden Landing) and to the south (the Alameda Creek Regional Trail parking lot along the 
ACFCC). As part of ongoing operational activities at northern Eden Landing, CDFW could expand the 
parking area built in Phase 1 of the project to accommodate any additional demand by opening and 
improving the overflow parking area as appropriate. Currently the lot occasionally fills only for brief 
periods on certain weekend days, particularly during special events, and it is inefficient to build a parking 
lot to accommodate the peak demand instead of the typical demand. Weekend/peak demand will continue 
to be monitored at that site by CDFW, and the overflow area could be opened if significant new demand 
is supported. 

L-CUC-3 

As discussed in MCR 7, Public Access Trails (Routes, Elevations, and Parking), the preferred trail 
alignment through southern Eden Landing is Trail Route 1. Trail Routes 2 and 3 and the community 
connector at Westport Way were not included in the Preferred Alternative. Trail Route 1 was chosen in 
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part to provide a more bayward experience for trail users (Trail Route 1 is the westernmost of the three 
considered) and to minimize the amount of land acquisition or easements or agreements necessary from 
outside parties that would be necessary to complete it. Trail Route 3 and the associated “community 
connector” trail to Union City Boulevard was not included in the Preferred Alternative because of a 
strong negative response to it by stakeholders (including the City of Union City) and because of the 
concern that the community connector would draw more outside trail users to the area and encourage 
them to park on existing streets. Bicycle and pedestrian links would still connect to the south via the 
Alameda Creek Regional Trail. 

L-CUC-4 

As discussed in MCR 1, the Preferred Alternative includes the trail alignment at Trail Route 1, which is 
the westernmost of the three route options considered, and the public access bridge over the ACFCC. 
However, it is important to acknowledge a few limits on what that inclusion means. First, neither the 
CDFW nor any of the other SBSP Restoration Project primary entities (the USFWS or the State Coastal 
Conservancy) owns the land on either side of the ACFCC. The Project therefore holds no unique ability 
or influence to obtain the necessary funding, permits, or property rights to actually build it. The 
construction of such a bridge, as with the completion of a portion of the proposed trail through southern 
Eden Landing, would require property acquisition at fair market value or a permanent public access 
easement. Therefore, the SBSP Restoration Project proponents/CDFW are unlikely to be the sole 
implementer of a public access bridge over the ACFCC on their own. As noted, building that bridge will 
require a substantial effort to acquire funding for and perform design, permitting, and construction, and to 
obtain necessary easements or property acquisition. This is very likely to need cooperation between a 
number of partner agencies to successfully implement. 

L-CUC-5 

See response to comment L-CUC-1 regarding sea-level rise and response to comment L-CUC-4 regarding 
public access links to Coyote Hills Regional Park via a public access bridge over the ACFCC. 
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East Bay Regional Park District (L-EBRP) 

 

L- 
EBRP-1 

L- 
EBRP-2 
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L- 
EBRP-3 

L- 
EBRP-4 

L- 
EBRP-5 

L- 
EBRP-6 

L- 
EBRP-7 
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L- 
EBRP-9 

L- 
EBRP-7 
(cont.) 

L- 
EBRP-8 
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Response to East Bay Regional Park District (L-EBRP) 

L-EBRP-1 

As discussed in MCR 7, Public Access Trails (Routes, Elevations, and Parking), all of the action 
alternatives in the Draft EIS/R included three different routes to complete the Bay Trail spine through all 
or most of southern Eden Landing, depending on property ownership or easement acquisition. Some of 
the details (such as elevation) would have differed depending on the alternative chosen, but the routes 
were in every alternative, as were one or more bridges over internal channels, a new viewing platform, 
and a commitment to maintaining existing access long the Alameda Creek Regional Trail, regardless of 
the approach taken to connecting the ponds to the ACFCC. In the Preferred Alternative, Trail Route 1 was 
chosen as the alignment of the Bay Trail spine through southern Eden Landing. It was chosen in part to 
provide a more bayward experience for trail users (Trail Route 1 is the westernmost of the three 
considered) and to minimize the amount of land acquisition or easements or agreements necessary from 
outside parties that would be necessary to complete it. Additional explanations of the trails that were 
selected for inclusion in the Preferred Alternative are in MCR 7, Public Access Trails (Routes, Elevations, 
and Parking). 

In addition to providing public access, each of the action alternatives (and the Preferred Alternative) 
includes features to address coastal flooding that would maintain or improve existing levels of flood risk 
management at adjacent and nearby properties. Note that CDFW is the landowner and manager of the 
ELER and is responsible for maintaining the levees, water control structures, and other features of the 
lands and waters at the site as needed for habitat purposes. CDFW performs or coordinates other 
maintenance activities such as removal of invasive plant species, performing bird counts or other 
biological surveys, and patrolling to see that public access features are being used in accordance with 
Reserve rules (e.g., that people stay on trails, respect rules about dogs, etc.) These types of management 
actions are activities that CDFW would continue to conduct regardless of the details of the Preferred 
Alternative or whether there was an SBSP Restoration Project at all.  

L-EBRP-2 

Refer to response to comment L-EBRP-1 and MCR 7, Public Access Trails (Routes, Elevations, and 
Parking), regarding public access for the action alternatives. Also note that the Preferred Alternative 
includes a trail alignment through southern Eden Landing that would be located upon levees raised to a 
minimum elevation of 12 feet NAVD88, which is the same height as the proposed mid-complex levee.  

As discussed in MCR 3, Sea-Level Rise, although 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 near San Francisco are likely to increase by 4 to 6 inches by 
2030, 7 to 13 inches by 2050, and 12 to 41 inches by 2100, relative to levels in 2000 (OPC 2018). 
Although improved levees may be subject to wave run-up, overtopping, and ponding at some point in the 
future, trails located on levees improved to 12 feet NAVD88 would generally be protected from coastal 
inundation from high tides during interim future conditions. Building the levees with wider bases to allow 
for future increases in elevations without adding more fill in waters of the U.S. and State of California or 
otherwise affecting endangered species habitat will also be considered during detailed design where 
feasible and reasonable.  
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L-EBRP-3 

As discussed above in response to comment L-EBRP-1 and MCR 7, Public Access Trails (Routes, 
Elevations, and Parking), the trail routes in the action alternatives would increase public access and 
complete the Bay Trail spine through southern Eden Landing, thereby providing people in the nearby 
community a new public access opportunity.  

L-EBRP-4 

As discussed in MCR 1, the Preferred Alternative includes Trail Route 1 and the public access bridge 
over the ACFCC. Trail Route 1 was chosen in part to provide a more bayward experience for trail users 
(Trail Route 1 is the westernmost of the three considered) and to minimize the amount of land acquisition 
or easements or agreements necessary from outside parties that would be necessary to complete it. 
Although the public access bridge over the ACFCC was included in only one of the action alternatives 
presented in the Draft EIS/R, the text of the Project Description in Chapter 2 notes that such a bridge is a 
modular component that could be included into any configuration of a Preferred Alternative or an 
eventually implemented project.  

However, it is important to acknowledge a few limits on what that inclusion means. First, neither the 
CDFW nor any of the other SBSP Restoration Project primary entities (the USFWS or the State Coastal 
Conservancy) owns the land on either side of the ACFCC. The Project therefore holds no unique ability 
or influence to obtain the necessary funding, permits, or property rights to actually build it. The 
construction of such a bridge, as with the completion of a portion of the proposed trail through southern 
Eden Landing, would require property acquisition at fair market value or a permanent public access 
easement. Therefore, the SBSP Restoration Project proponents/CDFW are unlikely to be the sole 
implementer of a public access bridge over the ACFCC on their own. As noted, building that bridge will 
require a substantial effort to acquire funding for and perform design, permitting, and construction, and to 
obtain necessary easements or property acquisition. This is very likely to need cooperation between a 
number of partner agencies to successfully implement. The SBSP Restoration Project has already begun 
contributing to that effort by providing NEPA and CEQA coverage for a bridge over the ACFCC.  

L-EBRP-5 

Each of those components are included in the Preferred Alternative. 

L-EBRP-6 

To facilitate fish passage between the ACFCC and the restored ponds, the Preferred Alternative includes a 
connection between the Bay Ponds and the ACFCC that will no longer be through large culverts, as 
initially described, but instead through a full breach. This breach however, would be armored to prevent 
additional scour and uncontrolled widening that could undercut a new public access bridge on the 
Alameda Creek Regional Trail. This breach bridge is intended to be drivable by heavy duty truck for 
maintenance purposes.  

As a point of clarification, although East Bay Regional Park District operates and maintains the Bay Trail 
spine on the original Baumberg Tract at the northern boundary of Eden Landing (which is about 3 miles 
in length), CDFW currently operates and maintains the 4 miles of new spur trails developed during Phase 
1 at ELER. 
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L-EBRP-7 

Section 3.6.4 of the EIR evaluates the potential impact associated with the physical deterioration of 
neighboring recreational facilities due to increased use in the ELER Phase 2 area. Projected recreational 
use of the ELER Phase 2 area is estimated to average 100 to 125 users per day with peak periods such as 
summer weekends within the range of 150 to 250 users per day. These estimates are similar to average 
daily use for the Hayward Regional Shoreline as measured at Hayward Marsh (150 to 200 users per day), 
Hayward’s Landing (120 to 150 users per day) and the San Lorenzo Trail Bridge (145 to 160 users per 
day). This is likely a conservative estimate, as the average daily use in the ELER Phase 1 area has 
historically been lower, with 50 to 125 users per day reported near the Phase 1 parking area at northern 
Eden Landing and only 10 to 75 users per day at Eden Shores (described in Appendix G). Low trail use in 
the ELER Phase 1 area was also found by Sokale and Trulio (2013).  

As discussed in MCR 7, Public Access Trails (Routes, Elevations, and Parking), the Preferred Alternative 
(and the action alternatives), which connects the existing Bay Trail segment at Eden Shores to the 
Alameda Creek Regional Trail, would be more of a through-trail used for longer hikes or bicycle rides to 
or from existing trailheads, and consequently there would be a reduced need for a new parking area. 
However, as part of ongoing operational activities at northern Eden Landing, CDFW could expand the 
parking area built in Phase 1 of the project to accommodate any additional demand by opening and 
improving the overflow parking area, as appropriate. Currently the lot occasionally fills only for brief 
periods on certain weekend days, particularly during special events. Weekend and peak demand will 
continue to be monitored at that site by CDFW, and the overflow area could be opened if significant new 
demand is supported.  

In addition, both CDFW and the larger SBSP Restoration Project team would be willing to collaborate 
with other local agencies and provide assistance in adding parking in one of the surrounding areas.  

Note that Section 3.6.3 of the EIR describes the proposed recreation and public access facilities in detail, 
including location, length, and improvements and Section 3.11.1 of the EIR describes the number of 
parking spaces in the ELER Phase1 area and at the Alameda Creek Regional Trail. Clarifying information 
is included in Section 3.6.4 of the Final EIR which indicates that the proposed facilities in southern Eden 
Landing are expected to be used as a through-trail for longer hikes or bicycle rides to or from existing 
trailheads.  

L-EBRP-8 

See Response to Comment L-EBRP-7. As part of ongoing operational activities at northern Eden 
Landing, CDFW could expand the parking area built in Phase 1 of the project to accommodate any 
additional demand by opening and improving the overflow parking area, as appropriate. Weekend and 
peak demand will continue to be monitored at that site by CDFW, and the overflow area could be opened 
if significant new demand is supported. In addition, both CDFW and the larger SBSP Restoration Project 
team would be willing to collaborate with other local agencies and provide assistance in adding parking in 
one of the surrounding areas. 

L-EBRP-9 

See response to comment L-EBRP-1 regarding the proposed public access for the action alternatives and 
response to comment L-EBRP-4 regarding the public access bridge over the ACFCC. 
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Port of Redwood City (L-PRC) 

 

L-PRC-1 
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L-PRC-1 
(cont.) 
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Response to Port of Redwood City (L-PRC) 

L-PRC-1 

The project proponents appreciate your support of the project. As discussed in MCR 1, Selection of the 
Preferred Alternative, and MCR 4, Beneficial Reuse of Dredge Material, including Placement Locations, 
Purpose, Timing, and Impacts, the Preferred Alternative for Phase 2 at Eden Landing includes the 
potential beneficial reuse of dredge material to raise pond bottom elevations and to build habitat transition 
zones in several ponds. Dredge material would be placed in the Bay Ponds (Ponds E1, E2, E4, and E7) 
and may be used to raise portions of Ponds E5 and E6, depending on the eventual Adaptive Management 
Plan-informed decision about the long-term restoration of those ponds to tidal marsh. 

Also note that, the SBSP Restoration Project proponents intend to accept dredge material for the 
beneficial reuse in project restoration actions if materials are available in the time frame needed for 
successful project implementation. As such, the project was developed such that if dredge materials were 
not available in an appropriate time frame, project implementation can proceed without such material. 
The project would benefit from the incorporation of dredge material but does not depend on it. The 
inclusion of beneficial reuse of dredge material in the Phase 2 Preferred Alternative at Eden Landing 
should not be interpreted as a commitment to wait indefinitely for that material to be supplied to the 
project site. 
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San Francisco Bay Trail Project, Bay Area Metro (L-SFBT) 

 

L-SFBT-1 
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L-SFBT-1 

L-SFBT-2 

L-SFBT-3 

L-SFBT-4 

L-SFBT-5 

L-SFBT-6 

L-SFBT-7 
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L-SFBT-7 
(cont.) 

L-SFBT-8 
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Response to San Francisco Bay Trail Project, Bay Area Metro (L-SFBT) 

L-SFBT-1 

The goal of Phase 2 of the SBSP Restoration Project at Eden Landing, which was adopted from the 2007 
Final EIS/R, is the restoration and enhancement of wetlands in the South Bay while providing for flood 
risk management and wildlife-oriented public access and recreation. As such, the public access options 
analyzed in the action alternatives include completing the Bay Trail spine along the eastern edge of 
southern Eden Landing in several different ways, depending on the Project’s ability to acquire external 
properties or access easements. 

As discussed in MCR 1, the Preferred Alternative includes Trail Route 1 and the public access bridge 
over the ACFCC. Trail Route 1 was chosen in part to provide a more bayward experience for trail users 
(Trail Route 1 is the westernmost of the three considered) and to minimize the amount of land acquisition 
or easements or agreements necessary from outside parties that would be necessary to complete it. The 
public access bridge over the ACFCC is included in the Preferred Alternative; however, it is important to 
acknowledge a few limits on what that inclusion means. First, neither the CDFW nor any of the other 
SBSP Restoration Project primary entities (the USFWS or the State Coastal Conservancy) owns the land 
on either side of the ACFCC. The Project therefore holds no unique ability or influence to obtain the 
necessary funding, permits, or property rights to actually build it. The construction of such a bridge, as 
with the completion of a portion of the proposed trail through southern Eden Landing, would require 
property acquisition at fair market value or a permanent public access easement. Therefore, the SBSP 
Restoration Project proponents/CDFW are unlikely to be the sole implementer of a public access bridge 
over the ACFCC on their own. As noted, building that bridge will require a substantial effort to acquire 
funding for and perform design, permitting, and construction, and to obtain necessary easements or 
property acquisition. This is very likely to need cooperation between a number of partner agencies to 
successfully implement. The SBSP Restoration Project has already begun contributing to that effort by 
providing NEPA and CEQA coverage for a bridge over the ACFCC. 

L-SFBT-2 

See response to comment L-SFBT-1 regarding the regarding the inclusion of Train Route 1 in the 
Preferred Alternative. 

L-SFBT-3 

As discussed in MCR 7, Public Access Trails (Routes, Elevations, and Parking), the action alternatives 
did not include a new trail all the way to San Francisco Bay along OAC because much of the necessary 
tidal exchange into the project site would come from OAC along the north perimeter of southern Eden 
Landing, through multiple breaches into OAC and levee lowering. Tidal exchange along OAC is required 
because the outer, bay-facing levee along Pond E1 and E2 would be improved and because only 
controlled openings into southern Eden Landing are possible on its southern boundary with the ACFCC. 
This makes it infeasible to place a trail to the Bay along that alignment. Section 3.6.4 of the EIR analyses 
the permanent removal of existing recreational features (trails) in locations that visitors have been 
accustomed to using and that would not be replaced in the general vicinity of the removed feature (Phase 
2 Impact 3.6-2). A trail along OAC, although in the Bay Trail plan developed in the 1980’s, is not an 
existing recreational feature. Therefore, the lack of this feature in the action alternatives does not 
represent a loss in trail and public access experience, nor does it require mitigation.  
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Note that MCR 1 describes the Preferred Alternative for Phase 2 at Eden Landing, which includes the Bay 
Trail through the southern half of Eden Landing to ACFCC on a route that minimizes the amount of land 
acquisition or easement agreements required from outside parties to complete it, reduces potential adverse 
impacts on sensitive wildlife species from use of public access features, and addresses as many of the 
goals or visions of plans such as the Association of Bay Area Governments’ Bay Trail Plan as feasible to 
do while still maintaining existing levels of flood risk management and implementing Phase 2 tidal marsh 
restoration and enhanced managed ponds. Also note that the existing Alameda Creek Regional Trail 
extends to the Bay along Eden Landing’s southern border. Although the ACFCC would be breached, that 
breach would be armored and bridged to retain public access to the Bay. 

L-SFBT-4 

This comment does not pertain to the adequacy or accuracy of this Phase 2 EIR. The project 
proponents/CDFW will continue to coordinate with the San Francisco Bay Trail Project regarding Phase 
1 recreational features, as needed for formal designation of the Bay Trail spurs, and for the new Phase 2 
Bay Trail spine segment.  

L-SFBT-5 

As discussed in MCR 1, Selection of the Preferred Alternative, and MCR 7, Public Access Trails (Routes, 
Elevations, and Parking), the Preferred Alternative includes a trail alignment through southern Eden 
Landing that would be located upon levees raised to a minimum elevation of 12 feet NAVD88, which is 
the same height as the proposed mid-complex levee. Because this trail alignment is intended to extend the 
Bay Trail spine through southern Eden Landing, the design of the levees would follow Bay Trail design 
guidelines with respect to trail width and surfacing, as practicable.  

As discussed in MCR 3, Sea-Level Rise, although 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 near San Francisco are likely to increase by 4 to 6 inches by 
2030, 7 to 13 inches by 2050, and 12 to 41 inches by 2100, relative to levels in 2000 (OPC 2018). 
Although improved levees may be subject to wave run-up, overtopping, and ponding at some point in the 
future, trails located on levees improved to 12 feet NAVD88 would generally be protected from coastal 
inundation from high tides during interim future conditions. Building the levees with wider bases to allow 
for future increases in elevations without adding more fill in waters of the U.S. and State of California or 
otherwise affecting endangered species habitat will also be considered during detailed design where 
feasible and reasonable.  

Consistent with project goals and objectives, the intent of the project is to maintain or improve existing 
levels of flood risk management at adjacent and nearby properties. This project goal is one of the primary 
design objectives and will continue to be incorporated into the design as the project proceeds. Potential 
future impacts from long-term sea-level rise in San Francisco Bay are not project impacts for evaluation 
in the NEPA/CEQA document. MCR 3, Sea-Level Rise, and MCR 8, Maintenance Responsibilities, 
discuss the limits of CDFW’s flood management responsibilities. 

Finally, regarding maintenance of public access features, the SBSP Restoration Project proponents and 
the managers of CDFW’s ELER are committed to participating in the ongoing provision of wildlife-
compatible public access. The SBSP Restoration Project’s approach to doing that at ELER has been for 
the Project to design, plan, permit, and build the public access features using the funding it has assembled 
from various sources. Then, one or more local project partners would be actively sought to participate in 
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funding and performing the long-term maintenance of trails, bridges, viewing platforms (including 
signage, benches, etc.), with CDFW’s involvement. This approach was successfully implemented in 
Phase 1 of the Project in northern Eden Landing during, in which the Project team and CDFW provided 
several new trails, viewing platforms, a kayak launch, and a public access parking area for ADA 
compliance. The East Bay Regional Park District provides ongoing operation of the Eden Landing Bay 
Trail spine and Staging Area, while CDFW provides maintenance of those newer Phase 1 features.  

L-SFBT-6 

See response to comment L-SFBT-5 regarding levee heights and widths for the Preferred Alternative. 

L-SFBT-7 

Section 3.6.3 of the EIR describes the trail route options analyzed in the action alternatives and provides 
an explanation of how and why Trail Route 3 was modified subsequent to the Phase 2 project scoping. 
Trail Route 3 was modified due to a range of potential environmental issues and costs including potential 
wetland/biological impacts, berm/fill geotechnical and structural issues, right of way ownership, and other 
concerns associated with the creation of either a retaining wall or boardwalk. Project costs were not the 
sole reason this trail route alignment was modified.  

As discussed in MCR 7, Public Access Trails (Routes, Elevations, and Parking), Trail Route 1 was 
selected as the preferred alignment for the Bay Trail spine through southern Eden Landing. It was chosen 
in part to provide a more bayward experience for trail users (Trail Route 1 is the westernmost of the three 
considered) and to minimize the amount of land acquisition or easements or agreements necessary from 
outside parties that would be necessary to complete it. It address many of the goals and visions of regional 
recreational resource plans, such as the Association of Bay Area Governments’ Bay Trail Plan, while still 
implementing the project’s restoration and flood risk management objectives. In addition, the trail variant 
selected for the Preferred Alternative reduces potential adverse impacts on sensitive wildlife species by 
avoiding the southern levee at Pond E6C. This trail alignment was not selected due to project costs, nor 
would it have been the least expensive trail route to implement. 

L-SFBT-8 

The project proponents will continue to coordinate with the San Francisco Bay Trail Project regarding 
Phase 2 recreational features at Eden Landing. 
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2.2.3 Organizations and Businesses 

Comments from organizations and businesses and the responses to those comments are presented in this 
section. 
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Alameda Creek Alliance (O-ACA) 

 

O-ACA-1 



Appendix J  Response to Comments 

 

South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project, Eden Landing Phase 2  April 2019 
Final Environmental Impact Report 2-100 

 

O-ACA-1 
(cont.) 

O-ACA-2 

O-ACA-3 
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O-ACA-3 
(cont.) 

O-ACA-4 

O-ACA-5 
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O-ACA-6 
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O-ACA-6 
(cont.) 

O-ACA-7 
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O-ACA-7 
(cont.) 

O-ACA-8 

O-ACA-9 
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O-ACA-10 

O-ACA-9 
(cont.) 
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O-ACA-11 

O-ACA-12 

O-ACA-13 
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O-ACA-14 

O-ACA-15 

O-ACA-16 
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O-ACA-16 
(cont.) 

O-ACA-17 

O-ACA-18 

O-ACA-19 
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Response to Alameda Creek Alliance (O-ACA) 

O-ACA-1 

See MCR 5, Fish Habitat Restoration, which provides a broad explanation of the types of fish habitat 
restoration and enhancements included in the Preferred Alternative for implementation as part of the 
Phase 2 project at Eden Landing. To facilitate fish passage between the ACFCC and the restored ponds, 
the Preferred Alternative includes the maximum number of connections outlined in the Draft EIS/R: two 
connections to the Bay Ponds and one to the Southern Ponds. One of the connections between the Bay 
Ponds and the ACFCC will no longer be through large culverts, as initially described, but instead through 
a full breach. The other two connections would be through culverts. The Bay Ponds would be opened to 
tidal flows from several breaches on the northern border with OAC and from two locations along the 
southern border with the ACFCC and there would be interior breaches to connect the four Bay Ponds to 
each other. The Southern Ponds would be opened to muted tidal flows through a culvert system, making 
them accessible to salmonids as well. Pilot channels, lowered levees at Ponds E1 and E2, and 
improvements to the bay-facing levee, are also included in the Preferred Alternative.  

The Inland Ponds (E5, E6, and E6C) are not planned for tidal restoration in the Preferred Alternative 
during the first phase of restoration because of the Project’s need to balance multiple types of habitat 
restoration and enhancement actions. The long-term operation of those ponds as enhanced managed ponds 
may be necessary to achieve the full balance of the Project’s intended ecological goals unless monitoring 
and implementation of the Adaptive Management Plan provide a basis for determining that tidal 
restoration of Ponds E6 and E5 is most beneficial. Similarly, Pond E6C is proposed to be enhanced and 
maintained as seasonal habitat for western snowy plover and other pond nesting birds in the summer, 
while providing deeper open water for overwintering diving ducks and dabbling ducks, among other 
migratory shorebird species during the spring and fall migration periods. Although connections to Union 
Sanitary District treated water and ACWD Aquifer Reclamation Program wells are not currently 
proposed, later connections by others would not be prevented by project actions. 

O-ACA-2 

The attachment was reviewed and considered during selection of the Preferred Alternative. Specific issues 
raised by McBain Associates are addressed below in response to comments O-ACA-6 through O-ACA-
19. As discussed in response to comment O-ACA-1, the Preferred Alternative includes fish habitat 
restoration and enhancement features intended to reduce predation risk and increase habitat connectivity 
between the ACFCC and the ponds, within the ponds themselves, and between the ponds and OAC. 

O-ACA-3 

The addition of pools and structural cover will be further considered during detailed design. As discussed 
in MCR 2, Details of Designs, the SBSP Restoration Project Management Team is committed to 
implementing lessons learned through its own Adaptive Management Plan as well as through the insights 
and contributions of knowledgeable people in regulatory agencies, research bodies, nongovernmental or 
advocacy organizations, and the public. As designs proceed, many of the suggested refinements will be 
incorporated into the design where feasible and appropriate. Also note that a bottom elevation of -4 feet 
NAVD88 was chosen for many of the pilot channels in the Bay Ponds to allow for about 1 foot of water 
in the channels during the lowest spring tide to prevent fish stranding (discussed in Appendix D). During 
mean lower low water (-1.1 feet NAVD88), about 3 feet of water would remain in the channels. 
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O-ACA-4 

One of the primary design goals for the tidally restored ponds is to regularly fill and drain. The filling 
increases exchange and allows sediment accretion throughout the pond’s interior, while the draining 
allows for vegetation growth in the restored marsh. As bottom elevations increase, pools and pockets may 
develop that hold water. Even in the short-term, transition zones to upland areas may not be fully flushed 
on a daily basis and differential settling may create some areas that pool. The SBSP Restoration Project 
proponents support adaptive management and science-based monitoring. Estuarine fish would be 
monitored as per the Adaptive Management Plan. Species richness and abundance of native fish species 
would be monitored in a range of habitats including restored marshes and associated unvegetated shallow 
water areas, major and minor sloughs, and deep and shallow-water ponds. Some of these habitats would 
likely be high food-production habitat. 

O-ACA-5 

As discussed in MCR 1, Selection of the Preferred Alternative, and MCR 7, Public Access Trails (Routes, 
Elevations, and Parking), the trail route chosen for the Preferred Alternative was selected, in part, to 
reduce potential adverse impacts on sensitive wildlife species from use of the spine trail open year-round 
(no long-term seasonal closures, except for approximately 10 days in November through January for sport 
waterfowl hunting). 

O-ACA-6 

As discussed in response to comment O-ACA-1 and MCR 5, Fish Habitat Restoration, ACFCC would 
have two connections to the Bay Ponds and one to the Southern Ponds in the Preferred Alternative. One 
of the connections between the Bay Ponds and the ACFCC will no longer be through large culverts, as 
initially described, but instead through a full breach. The other two connections would be through 
culverts. Because the Southern Ponds would have a single connection which can have higher predation 
rates than multiple connections, CDFW intends to operate the water control structure there under careful 
monitoring in the early years to evaluate whether this dynamic occurs. If adverse conditions develop, the 
Southern Ponds could be operated more as managed ponds and not left open to constant muted tidal 
flows, consistent with an adaptive management approach to the phased restoration by the SBSP 
Restoration Project. 

O-ACA-7 

As discussed in MCR 5, Fish Habitat Restoration, the Preferred Alternative includes multiple connections 
between the ACFCC and the southern Eden Landing ponds which would provide increased habitat 
connectivity for migrating salmonids and other native fish. As per the Adaptive Management Plan, 
estuarine fish would be monitored in foraging and rearing habitats within the project. Water quality 
parameters such as dissolved oxygen would also be monitored. Note that salinity and water temperature 
would be set by ambient conditions: the estuarine environment would reflect the combined mixture of 
fluvial flows and water from the Bay that passes through breaches and culverts, with the interior of the 
ponds generally expected to be well mixed due to tidal exchange. As such, salinity is expected to be lower 
when there is high fluvial outflow. 

O-ACA-8 

See response to comment O-ACA-7. 
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O-ACA-9 

As described in response to comment O-ACA-4, one of the primary design goals for the restored tidal 
ponds is to regularly fill and drain. The filling increases exchange and allows sediment accretion 
throughout the pond’s interior, while the draining allows for vegetation growth in the restored marsh. The 
creation of pilot channels would facilitate the filling and draining of the ponds. Small channels are 
expected to form on the pond bottoms which also facilitate drainage. Although sediment accretion would 
raise bottom elevations, the formation of a feature such as a sand bar that inhibits tidal exchange 
throughout the pond interior and creates a halocline is not expected when regularly inundated. When 
marsh habitat is fully developed, some pools and pockets may develop that hold water which does not get 
regularly flushed with the tides, but channel development should occur allowing smaller channels and 
pond interiors to drain to deeper channels expected to fully drain to the Bay. This expectation of a well-
mixed environment is supported by the results of the two dimensional hydrodynamic modeling conducted 
for the preliminary design (see Appendix D, Attachment 1). As discussed in Section 3.3.3 of the EIR, 
dissolved oxygen concentrations are correlated with hydraulic residence time and when mixing is high, 
hydraulic residence times are typically short and dissolved oxygen concentrations remain high. 

O-ACA-10 

See response to comments O-ACA-7 and O-ACA-9. Also note that the Navarro River and Mattole River 
estuaries/lagoons have limited tidal exchange due to long-shore transport of beach sand which blocks the 
opening at the mouth of the estuary. This differs from restored tidal ponds where the tidal prism would be 
increased due to breaches in the Bay Ponds and where the downgradient habitat is predominately 
mudflats (not sandy beaches). Conditions near the breach locations are expected to be erosional, not 
depositional, after restoration due to the increased tidal prism. (This has been the case at other restored 
ponds, such as the Island Ponds in Alviso, Napa Plant site, and North Bay salt ponds.) As such, the Bay 
Ponds are expected to well mixed and fill and drain with water from Alameda Creek, OAC, and the Bay, 
on a twice daily basis. 

O-ACA-11 

See response to comments O-ACA-1 and MCR 5, Fish Habitat Restoration, regarding the fisheries 
restoration features of the Preferred Alternative. Implementing the suggested breaching sequence for the 
ponds will be further considered during detailed design, but the restoration of the Bay Ponds is expected 
to be first, then other pond groupings.  

O-ACA-12 

As per the Adaptive Management Plan, estuarine fish would be monitored in foraging and rearing habitats 
within the project. Water quality parameters such as dissolved oxygen would also be monitored. Note that 
anoxic conditions are not expected to develop in the Bay Ponds if it fully fills and drains with the tides 
and multiple connections to OAC and to the ACFCC will facilitate tidal exchange. As discussed in 
response to comment O-ACA-6, if adverse conditions develop, the Southern Ponds could be operated 
more as managed ponds and not left open to constant muted tidal flows, consistent with an adaptive 
management approach to the phased restoration by the SBSP Restoration Project. 
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O-ACA-13 

As discussed in response to comment O-ACA-1 and MCR 5, Fish Habitat Restoration, multiple 
connections between ACFCC and the Bay Ponds are intended to provide habitat connectivity and access 
to potential foraging and rearing habitat in the ponds. 

O-ACA-14 

As discussed in MCR 5, Fish Habitat Restoration, the Preferred Alternative includes multiple connections 
between the ACFCC and the southern Eden Landing ponds which would provide increased habitat 
connectivity for migrating salmonids and other native fish. However, the bay-facing levee, including 
Pond E2 west levee, would be improved, rather than breached. The improved levees are expected to 
maintain or improve flood risk management and reduce the potential for scour of the restored habitat.  

Estuarine fish would be monitored in the restored area as per the Adaptive Management Plan. As 
discussed in response to comment O-ACA-6, because the Southern Ponds would have a single connection 
which can have higher predation rates than multiple connections, the SBSP Restoration Project team 
intends to operate the water control structure there under careful monitoring in the early years to evaluate 
whether this dynamic occurs. If adverse conditions develop, the Southern Ponds could be operated more 
as managed ponds and not left open to constant muted tidal flows, consistent with an adaptive 
management approach to the phased restoration by the SBSP Restoration Project. 

O-ACA-15 

See response to comments O-ACA-1 and MCR 5, Fish Habitat Restoration, regarding habitat 
connectivity. See response to comment O-ACA-14 regarding improvement to the bay-facing levee. Also 
note that steelhead and estuarine fish were monitored in the Phase 1 area, per the Adaptive Management 
Plan. 

O-ACA-16 

See response to comment O-ACA-7 and O-ACA-9 regarding salinity, temperature, water quality 
monitoring, and modeling. See response to comment O-ACA-3 regarding the addition of pools and 
structural cover. 

O-ACA-17 

See response to comment O-ACA-1, MCR 1, Selection of the Preferred Alternative, and MCR 5, Fish 
Habitat Restoration, regarding the types of fish habitat restoration and enhancements included in the 
Preferred Alternative. See also OACA-3 and MCR 2, Details of Designs, regarding the SBSP Restoration 
Project Management Team’s commitment to implementing lessons learned through its own Adaptive 
Management Plan as well as through the insights and contributions of knowledgeable people in regulatory 
agencies, research bodies, nongovernmental or advocacy organizations, and the public. 

O-ACA-18 

See response to comment O-ACA-14 regarding monitoring of estuarine fish in the restored ponds per the 
Adaptive Management Plan. See also O-ACA-4 regarding the SBSP Restoration Project proponent’s 
support of science-based monitoring. It should also be noted that CDFW fisheries staff generally do not 
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support the use of hatchery fish as a proxy for wild run fish; this issue was addressed in the Phase 1 Pond 
A8 studies.  

O-ACA-19 

The project proponents will continue to coordinate with interested parties during design and construction 
of SBSP Restoration Project, Phase 2 at the ELER. See response to comment O-ACA-3 and MCR 2, 
Details of Designs, regarding the SBSP Restoration Project Management Team’s commitment to 
implementing lessons learned through its own Adaptive Management Plan as well as through the insights 
and contributions of knowledgeable people in regulatory agencies, research bodies, nongovernmental or 
advocacy organizations, and the public. 
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Bay Planning Coalition (O-BPC) 

 

O-BPC-1 
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O-BPC-1 
(cont.) 
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Response to Bay Planning Coalition (O-BPC) 

O-BPC-1 

The project proponents appreciate BPC’s support of the project. As discussed in MCR 1, Selection of the 
Preferred Alternative, and MCR 4, Beneficial Reuse of Dredge Material, including Placement Locations, 
Purpose, Timing, and Impacts, the Preferred Alternative for Phase 2 at Eden Landing includes the 
potential beneficial reuse of dredge material to raise pond bottom elevations and to build habitat transition 
zones in several ponds. Dredge material would be placed in the Bay Ponds (E1, E2, E4, and E7) and may 
be used to raise portions of Ponds E5 and E6, depending on the eventual Adaptive Management Plan-
informed decision about the long-term restoration of those ponds to tidal marsh. 

Also note that, the SBSP Restoration Project proponents intend to accept dredge material for the 
beneficial reuse in project restoration actions if materials are available in the time frame needed for 
successful project implementation. As such, the project was developed such that if dredge materials were 
not available in an appropriate time frame, project implementation can proceed without such material. 
The project would benefit from the incorporation of dredge material but does not depend on it. The 
inclusion of beneficial reuse of dredge material in the Phase 2 Preferred Alternative at Eden Landing 
should not be interpreted as a commitment to wait indefinitely for that material to be supplied to the 
project site. 
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Citizen's Committee to Complete the Refuge, CA Audubon, SF Baykeeper and 
Ohlone Audubon Society (O-CR1) 

 

O-CR1-1 
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O-CR1-2 

O-CR1-3 

O-CR1-4 

O-CR1-5 

O-CR1-6 
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O-CR1-6 
(cont.) 

O-CR1-7 

O-CR1-8 

O-CR1-9 



Appendix J  Response to Comments 

 

South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project, Eden Landing Phase 2  April 2019 
Final Environmental Impact Report 2-120 

 

O-CR1-9 
(cont.) 

O-CR1-10 

O-CR1-11 

O-CR1-12 

O-CR1-13 

O-CR1-14 

O-CR1-15 
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O-CR1-15 
(cont.) 

O-CR1-16 

O-CR1-17 

O-CR1-18 

O-CR1-19 

O-CR1-20 
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O-CR1-20 
(cont.) 

O-CR1-21 

O-CR1-22 

O-CR1-23 

O-CR1-24 

O-CR1-25 
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O-CR1-26 

O-CR1-27 

O-CR1-28 

O-CR1-29 

O-CR1-30 
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O-CR1-30 
(cont.) 

O-CR1-31 

O-CR1-32 
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Response to Citizen's Committee to Complete the Refuge, CA Audubon, SF 
Baykeeper and Ohlone Audubon Society (O-CR1) 

O-CR1-1 

The overarching goal of the SBSP Restoration Project is the restoration and enhancement of wetlands in 
the South Bay while providing for flood risk management and wildlife-oriented public access and 
recreation. As such, the Preferred Alternative was selected to maximize tidal marsh restoration while still 
balancing multiple restoration goals.  

Comments from Dr. Peter Baye are addressed in I-PB1-1 to I-PB2-16. 

O-CR1-2 

See MCR 1, Selection of the Preferred Alternative, regarding common components in Alternative Eden D 
and the Preferred Alternative. The Inland Ponds (E5, E6, and E6C) are not planned for tidal restoration in 
the Preferred Alternative during the first phase of restoration because of the project’s need to balance 
multiple types of habitat restoration and enhancement actions. The  long-term operation of those ponds as 
enhanced managed ponds may be necessary to achieve the full balance of the project’s intended 
ecological goals. Pond E6C is proposed to be enhanced and maintained as seasonal habitat for western 
snowy plover and other pond nesting birds in the summer, while providing deeper open water for 
overwintering diving ducks and dabbling ducks, among other migratory shorebird species during the 
spring and fall migration periods. The Southern Ponds would be opened to muted tidal flows through a 
culvert system during the first phase of restoration; however, those ponds could be operated more as true 
managed ponds and not left open to constant muted tidal flows if ongoing monitoring shows that more 
managed ponds are needed for bird habitat. This is consistent with an adaptive management approach to 
the phased restoration of the Southern Ponds. 

O-CR1-3 

Potential recreation-oriented impacts to sensitive species and their habitats are discussed in Section 3.5.3 
of the EIR. As discussed in MCR 7, Public Access Trails (Routes, Elevations, and Parking), the preferred 
trail alignment through southern Eden Landing is Trail Route 1. Trail Routes 2 and 3, the community 
connector at Westport Way, and the spur trail shown in Alternative Eden C are not included in the 
Preferred Alternative. Trail Route 1 was chosen in part to provide a more bayward experience for trail 
users (Trail Route 1 is the westernmost of the three considered) and to minimize the amount of land 
acquisition or easements or agreements necessary from outside parties that would be necessary to 
complete it. Trail Route 3 and the associated “community connector” trail to Union City Boulevard are 
not included in the Preferred Alternative because of a strong negative response to it by others and because 
of the concern that the community connector would draw more outside trail users to the area and 
encourage them to park on existing streets. Bicycle and pedestrian links would still connect to the south 
via the Alameda Creek Regional Trail. The new trails would have restricted hours (sunrise to sunset in 
ELER), but the spine trail would be open year-round except for approximately 10 days in November 
through January for sport waterfowl hunting. If East Bay Regional Park District agrees to operate the Bay 
Trail spine, dogs would be prohibited as is the case for their current operation of the spine along northern 
Eden Landing. 
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O-CR1-4  

Although Alternative Eden D remains as described in the Draft EIS/R, the Preferred Alternative is 
comprised of individual components selected from the various action alternatives as discussed in MCR 1; 
however, the connection between ACFCC and Pond E2 will no longer be through large culverts, as 
initially described, but instead through a full breach. This breach would be armored to prevent additional 
scour and uncontrolled widening that could undercut a new public access bridge on the Alameda Creek 
Regional Trail. Because effects from levee breaches are analyzed in each of the action alternatives and 
because a connection between ACFCC and Pond E2 is analyzed with Alternative Eden B, the effects of 
breaching the ACFCC are within the range of conditions analyzed in the EIR. 

O-CR1-5 

Alternative Eden D includes the beneficial reuse of up to 6 MCY of dredged material in the Bay and 
Inland Ponds. The preliminary design does not include prioritization sequencing for the ponds; however, 
the Bay Ponds would likely receive the dredge material before the Inland Ponds to minimize disruption to 
pond operations and to minimize the amount of infrastructure needed to transport the dredge material. As 
discussed in MCR 4, Beneficial Reuse of Dredge Material, including Placement Locations, Purpose, 
Timing, and Impacts, the Preferred Alternative includes the potential beneficial reuse of dredge material 
to raise pond bottom elevations and to build habitat transition zones in the Bay Ponds (Ponds E1, E2, E4, 
and E7) and potentially in Ponds E5 and E6, depending on the eventual Adaptive Management Plan-
informed decision about the long-term restoration of those ponds to tidal marsh. Dredge materials would 
not be placed in Ponds E5 and E6 if they remain managed ponds during the time period of dredge 
material placement. Ponds E5 and E6 could be operated to provide deep, open water habitat suitable for 
diving ducks, depending on whether those ponds would be restored to full tidal action at a later stage 
(e.g., if diving duck use does not increase substantially). Pond E6C would retained and enhanced as a 
managed pond and be seasonally dry or flooded, for snowy plover and other breeding waterbirds in spring 
and summer, and for overwintering diving ducks. 

Divers and piscivorous birds are expected to use deeper ponds until they fill in with sediment and become 
too shallow. Even then, they would likely use the deeper channels to some extent. Fish habitat would be 
improved by Phase 2 action, which in turn should help the piscivores. In addition, some of the northern 
Eden Landing ponds and nearby Cargill-managed ponds (such as ponds N1A and N2A) provide for some 
deeper water habitat. 

O-CR1-6 

Habitat islands would be made from remnant levees, not dredge materials, and would be designed 
appropriately and treated as needed to prevent deep cracking, as was done for Phase 1 pond enhancements 
in Ponds E12, E13, and in E14. Vegetation management would occur as needed to for suitable habitat for 
plovers and terns. 

O-CR1-7 

The sentence indicating “regular use” was revised in Section 3.5.1 of the Final EIR. Note that Ponds E1 
and E2 are used intermittently by least terns, but not in large numbers and not every year. Other nearby 
ponds with higher numbers of least terns include Ponds N1A and N2A (both Cargill managed ponds, 
south of Eden Landing). For the most part, least terns use the South Bay as post-breeding dispersal, after 
they have finished nesting at nearby colonies such as Alameda Point and Hayward Shoreline, and new 
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breeding and post breeding staging at the recently established colony at Pond E14, and on their way south 
for the winter. 

O-CR1-8 

Clarifying text included in Table 3.5-2 of the Final EIR. 

O-CR1-9 

See response to comment O-CR1-2 regarding the project’s need to balance multiple types of habitat 
restoration and the mix of ponds and tidal restoration included in the Preferred Alternative. 

O-CR1-10  

The SBSP Restoration Project proponents have monitored waterbirds over multiple years and De La Cruz 
(2018) has summarized trends and habitat associations for waterbirds in the South Bay. Our research 
indicates no effect on distance of ponds to the Bay for foraging shorebirds. This study can be found at 
https://pubs.er.usgs.gov/publication/ofr20181040 

O-CR1-11 

See response to comment O-CR1-2 regarding the mix of managed ponds and tidal restoration included in 
the Preferred Alternative. Ponds managed in northern Eden Landing, such as Ponds E8, E6B and E6A, 
and Ponds E10 and E11 all provide suitable diving duck habitat in the winter. Pond E6C is proposed to be 
maintained as seasonal habitat for western snowy plover and other pond-nesting birds in the summer, 
while providing deeper open water for overwintering diving ducks and dabbling ducks, among other 
migratory shorebird species during the spring and fall migration periods. The other Inland Ponds and the 
Southern Ponds would be adaptively managed. Monitoring and assessment would be conducted as per the 
Adaptive Management Plan which would inform potential operational changes for those ponds.  

As discussed in Section 3.5.3 of the EIR and response to comment O-CR1-5, divers and piscivorous birds 
that currently use the Bay Ponds are expected to continue to use those ponds until they fill in with 
sediment and become too shallow which may take years (even then, they will use the deeper channels to 
some extent), but some may disperse from the Phase 2 area at ELER into other Eden Landing ponds as 
noted above, into Cargill operated ponds or other areas in the South Bay and North Bay. 

O-CR1-12 

Monitoring will be conducted as per the Adaptive Management Plan. As with all publicly provided 
facilities, services, and potential experiences, agency funding levels can vary over time. As such, SBSP 
Restoration Project and CDFW management will actively seek to ensure that costs and funding are 
appropriately considered, estimated, and aggressively sought through various federal, state, regional and 
local funding sources. 

O-CR1-13 

This sentence was comparing the differences between Alternative Eden C and Alternative Eden D. 
Alternative Eden C includes a water control structure in the mid-complex levee that could be used for 
operations of the Inland Ponds.  
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As discussed in Section 3.5.3 of the EIR and response to comment O-CR1-5, divers and piscivorous birds 
that currently use the Bay Ponds are expected to continue to use those ponds until they fill in with 
sediment and become too shallow which may take years (even then, they will use the deeper channels to 
some extent), but some may disperse from the Phase 2 area at ELER. 

O-CR1-14 

Western snowy plovers have not been recorded nesting in the Bay Ponds or Pond E5, but they have 
nested in Pond E6 (1 nest each in 2015 and 2018), along the north eastern border, on higher ground, and 
they have nested in Pond E6C in 2015 (8 nests), 2016 (8 nests), 2017 (2 nests), and 2018 (1 nest). 

The Preferred Alternative includes the potential placement of dredge material in the Bay Ponds and in 
Ponds E5 and E6. If dredge material is added into these ponds, it would either not happen during the 
nesting season, surveys would be done to ensure no nesting birds, or the area would be flooded prior to 
nesting season to prevent the loss of nesting birds. 

O-CR1-15 

Section 3.5.3 of the EIR discusses potential effects to avocets, stilts, and terns from the long-term 
transition of ponds to tidal marsh habitat as well how levee lowering and habitat islands could provide 
new nesting opportunities in the interim. Issues raised regarding suitability and predation are being 
considered in the design. With the possible exception of northern harriers, avian predators are not 
expected to increase due to project actions. 

O-CR1-16 

Gull control would be implemented if California gulls attempted to begin a new colony in areas where 
snowy plovers currently nest. It is labor intensive, and requires a long-term, concerted effort. However, 
the Restoration Project has been successful in the past hazing gulls out of sensitive areas. 

O-CR1-17 

The SBSP Restoration Project proponents have seen a loss of avocets and stilts throughout the South Bay. 
While they have lost some historic nesting sites (such as Pond A8), other sites (such as New Chicago 
Marsh) have also had lower numbers. It is not clear if this is a South Bay issue, or something happening 
at a larger, flyway scale. The SBSP Restoration Project is currently developing a large-scale survey to 
determine locations and numbers of nesting avocets , stilts and terns that will be conducted in SBSP 
Restoration Project area as well as other areas around the South Bay, consistent with a similar study 
conducted previously in the 2001 to 2002. 

O-CR1-18 

See the discussion under Impact 3.5-7 for an analysis of potential effects to phalaropes, Eared Grebes, and 
Bonaparte's Gulls.  

Based on SFBBO/USGS counts for 2003-2015, phalaropes are most abundant on ponds M4, M1, N4AA, 
N7, and N3 (greater than 600 total birds counted, all Cargill managed ponds) and Eared Grebes are most 
abundant on ponds M4, M3, A15, N3, N1 (greater than 25,000 total birds counted, all ponds except A15 
are Cargill managed ponds). As both of these species/guilds like higher salinity ponds, it is not unusual 
that they are using these ponds. 
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As referred to in the comment, different species/guilds have different optimal salinities and pond depths 
and therefore the southern Eden Landing Ponds are not currently, nor would they be in the future, the 
ideal habitat for every species/guild. As discussed in response to comment O-CR1-11, the Preferred 
Alternative has a mix of tidal restoration and adaptively managed ponds. Monitoring and assessment 
would be conducted as per the Adaptive Management Plan to inform potential operational changes for the 
Inland and Southern Ponds. 

O-CR1-19 

See the discussion under Impact 3.5-8 for an analysis of potential effects to diving ducks. See also 
response to comment O-CR1-18. 

O-CR1-20 

As discussed under Impact 3.5-9, foraging occurs primarily in ponds, with relatively few individuals 
using tidal habitats. With the introduction of dredge materials into the Inland Ponds under Alternative 
Eden D, pond elevations would increase and foraging habitat could be reduced. However, the improved 
water control structures would allow operational flexibility when managing water depth; and therefore 
maintaining seasonal habitat or flooding the ponds would continue to be an operational decision. 

O-CR1-21 

Impact 3.5-9 provides a discussion of the change in ruddy duck use in Pond E9, E2, E4, E6A, E6E, E7, 
E8, E8X, and E10 as well as variations found in the San Francisco Estuary as a whole. These observations 
support the statement that ruddy ducks have been found to forage in nearby managed ponds when tidal 
flows are restored to adjacent areas. 

O-CR1-22 

Impact 3.5-10 provides a discussion of observed foraging distances for least terns and approximate 
distances from nearby colonies to the ELER Phase 2 area. As noted in that section and discussed in 
response to comment O-CR1-7, Ponds E1 and E2 are used intermittently by least terns, but not in large 
numbers and not every year. For the most part, least terns use Ponds E1 and E2 and the larger South Bay 
as post-breeding dispersal, after they have finished nesting at nearby colonies such as Alameda Point and 
Hayward Shoreline, and new breeding and post breeding staging at the recently established colony at 
Pond E14, and on their way south for the winter. 

O-CR1-23 

Refuge habitat has been incorporated at internal levees to maximum extent possible. Additional habitat is 
expected to develop over time as elevations increase. 

O-CR1-24 

As discussed in Section 3.9.1 of the EIR, mosquito control techniques employed by the ACMAD are 
implemented at ELER and emphasize control of larvae through source reduction, source prevention, 
larviciding, use of predatory fish, and/or other chemical and biological means, as opposed to the spraying 
of adults. The existing need for mosquito abatement has been limited, as very few areas in ELER have 
had mosquito issues. 
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O-CR1-25 

See response to comment O-CR1-4. Although Alternative Eden D remains as described in the Draft 
EIS/R, the Preferred Alternative includes a the connection between ACFCC and Pond E2 which will no 
longer be through large culverts, as initially described, but instead through a full breach. This breach 
would be armored to prevent additional scour and uncontrolled widening that could undercut a new public 
access bridge on the Alameda Creek Regional Trail. 

O-CR1-26 

As discussed in Impact 3.5-15, pond-associated piscivores, such as the American white pelican, would 
likely redistribute locally as a result of the loss of managed pond habitat (e.g., to Cargill-managed ponds 
or to retained managed ponds in northern Eden Landing). Although there is opportunity for them to 
redistribute to northern Eden Landing, they may prefer Cargill or Refuge ponds. According to data taken 
from SFBBO/USGS counts for 2003-2015, American white pelicans are most abundant on ponds N3A, 
A5, AB2, A17, and A1 (greater than 8,500 total birds counted, all but one are Refuge managed ponds; 
N3A is a Cargill managed pond).  

As discussed in response to comment O-CR1-18, different species/guilds have different optimal 
conditions and therefore the southern Eden Landing Ponds are not currently, nor would they be in the 
future, the ideal habitat for every species/guild. The Preferred Alternative includes a mix of tidal 
restoration and adaptively managed ponds. Monitoring and assessment would be conducted as per the 
Adaptive Management Plan to inform potential operational changes in the Inland and Southern Ponds. 

O-CR1-27 

As discussed in Impact 3.5-16, dabbling ducks forage in a variety of habitats in the South Bay, including 
mudflats, shallow subtidal habitats, tidal sloughs and marsh channels, marsh ponds, managed and muted 
tidal marsh, seasonal wetlands, managed ponds, and water treatment plants. With tidal restoration of the 
Bay Ponds, open water pond foraging habitat for dabbling ducks would decline, but tidal marsh and 
mudflat foraging habitat would increase. Pond elevations may be raised relatively quickly by dredge 
material placement or relatively slowly by sediment accretion over a period of many years, but because 
dabbling ducks forage in a wide variety of habitat types, it may be misleading to assume a temporal loss 
in foraging habitat as they would likely utilize the ponds with either configuration. 

O-CR1-28 

As discussed in Impact 3.5-17, an underwater noise analysis would be completed during later stages of 
design and project permitting and would reflect more refined estimates for the size and composition of 
temporary mooring piles required for the offloading facility and booster pump(s). 

O-CR1-29 

See response to comment O-CR1-3. 

O-CR1-30 

As indicated in Section 3.5.3 of the EIR, project actions include preconstruction surveys for special-status 
plant species, implementation of the Adaptive Management Plan, and collaboration with the Invasive 
Spartina Project. 
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O-CR1-31 

SBSP Restoration Project proponents support adaptive management and science-based monitoring. 
Periodic science updates as well as recent literature and technical studies are posted on the SBSP 
Restoration Project website. 

O-CR1-32 

Monitoring would be conducted as per the Adaptive Management Plan. As discussed in response to 
comment O-CR1-12, as with all publicly provided facilities, services, and potential experiences, agency 
funding levels can vary over time. As such, SBSP Restoration Project management actively seek to 
ensure that costs and funding are appropriately considered, estimated, and aggressively sought through 
various federal, state, regional and local funding sources. 
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Citizen's Committee to Complete the Refuge, CA Audubon, SF Baykeeper, and 
Ohlone Audubon Society (O-CR2) 

 

O-CR2-1 
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O-CR2-2 

O-CR2-3 

O-CR2-4 

O-CR2-1 
(cont.) 

O-CR2-5 
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O-CR2-5 
(cont.) 

O-CR2-7 

O-CR2-8 

O-CR2-9 

O-CR2-6 
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O-CR2-10 

O-CR2-11 

O-CR2-12 

O-CR2-9 
(cont.) 
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O-CR2-13 

O-CR2-14 

O-CR2-16 

O-CR2-17 

O-CR2-15 

O-CR2-18 
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O-CR2-18 
(cont.) 

O-CR2-19 

O-CR2-21 

O-CR2-22 

O-CR2-20 
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O-CR2-23 

O-CR2-24 

O-CR2-25 

O-CR2-26 

O-CR2-27 

O-CR2-22 
(cont.) 
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O-CR2-27 
(cont.) 

O-CR2-28 

O-CR2-29 

O-CR2-30 

O-CR2-31 
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O-CR2-31 
(cont.) 

O-CR2-32 
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Response to Citizen's Committee to Complete the Refuge, CA Audubon, SF 
Baykeeper, and Ohlone Audubon Society (O-CR2) 

O-CR2-1 

See response to comment O-CR1-1. Note that the Adaptive Management Plan includes numerous 
measures that track waterbird densities in the South Bay and potential management actions are triggered 
depending on the monitoring outcome. Also note that the Preferred Alternative included adaptive 
management of both the Inland and Southern Ponds, allowing operational flexibility depending on the 
outcome and response to phased restoration. 

O-CR2-2 

See response to comment O-CR1-2. See also response to comment O-CR1-23 regarding high tide refuge 
habitat. 

O-CR2-3 

See response to comment O-CR1-3. The Preferred Alternative does not include the “spur” trails along, 
and bridge over, OAC. 

O-CR2-4 

See response to comment O-CR1-4. 

O-CR2-5 

See response to comment O-CR1-5. 

O-CR2-6 

See response to comment O-CR1-6. 

O-CR2-7 

See response to comment O-CR1-7. 

O-CR2-8 

See response to comment O-CR1-8. 

O-CR2-9 

See response to comment O-CR1-9. 

O-CR2-10 

See response to comment O-CR1-10. 

O-CR2-11 

See response to comment O-CR1-11. De La Cruz’s finding that SBSP Restoration Project ponds provide 
higher bird abundance and diversity than salt production ponds is consistent with the project’s restoration 
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goals and objectives. Also note that the Preferred Alternative includes numerous habitat islands and 
mounds in the Bay Ponds and the Southern Ponds.  

As discussed in MCR 2, Details of Designs, the SBSP Restoration Project Management Team is 
committed to implementing lessons learned through its own Adaptive Management Plan as well as 
through the insights and contributions of knowledgeable people in regulatory agencies, research bodies, 
nongovernmental or advocacy organizations, and the public. As designs proceed, many of the suggested 
refinements will be incorporated into the design where feasible and appropriate. 

O-CR2-12 

See response to comment O-CR1-12. 

O-CR2-13 

See response to comment O-CR1-13. 

O-CR2-14 

See response to comment O-CR1-14. 

O-CR2-15 

See response to comment O-CR1-15. 

O-CR2-16 

See response to comment O-CR1-16. 

O-CR2-17 

See response to comment O-CR1-17. 

O-CR2-18 

See response to comment O-CR1-18. 

O-CR2-19 

See response to comment O-CR1-19. 

O-CR2-20 

See response to comment O-CR1-20. 

O-CR2-21 

See response to comment O-CR1-21. 

O-CR2-22 

See response to comment O-CR1-22. 
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O-CR2-23 

See response to comment O-CR1-23. 

O-CR2-24 

See response to comment O-CR1-24. 

O-CR2-25 

See response to comment O-CR1-25. 

O-CR2-26 

See response to comment O-CR1-26. 

O-CR2-27 

See response to comment O-CR1-27. 

O-CR2-28 

See response to comment O-CR1-28. 

O-CR2-29 

See response to comment O-CR1-29. 

O-CR2-30 

See response to comment O-CR1-30. 

O-CR2-31 

See response to comment O-CR1-31. 

O-CR2-32 

See response to comment O-CR1-32. Note that monitoring is conducted as per the Adaptive Management 
Plan and additional science-based monitoring is used to address key uncertainties. 
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California Trout (O-CT) 

 

O-CT-1 



Appendix J  Response to Comments 

 

South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project, Eden Landing Phase 2  April 2019 
Final Environmental Impact Report 2-158 

 

O-CT-1 
(cont.) 

O-CT-2 

O-CT-3 

O-CT-4 

O-CT-5 
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O-CT-5 
(cont.) 

O-CT-6 

O-CT-7 

O-CT-8 
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O-CT-9 



Appendix J  Response to Comments 

 

South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project, Eden Landing Phase 2  April 2019 
Final Environmental Impact Report 2-161 

 

O-CT-9 
(cont.) 

O-CT-10 
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O-CT-10 
(cont.) 

O-CT-11 

O-CT-12 
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O-CT-12 
(cont.) 

O-CT-13 
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O-CT-14 

O-CT-15 

O-CT-16 
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O-CT-17 

O-CT-18 

O-CT-19 
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O-CT-19 
(cont.) 

O-CT-20 

O-CT-21 

O-CT-22 
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Response to Response to California Trout (O-CT) 

O-CT-1 

See MCR 5, Fish Habitat Restoration, which provides a broad explanation of the types of fish habitat 
restoration and enhancements included in the Preferred Alternative for implementation as part of the 
Phase 2 project at Eden Landing. Note that one of the primary design goals for the restored tidal ponds is 
to regularly fill and drain to allow for tidal exchange and for vegetation growth in the restored marsh. The 
pilot channels would assist with the filling and draining of the ponds. For the preliminary design, the 
bottom elevation of the deeper pilot channels in the Bay Ponds was set at -4 feet NAVD88 to allow for 
about 1 foot of water in the channel during the lowest spring tide to prevent fish stranding. Smaller spur 
channels would have bottom elevations of 0 feet NAVD88, and once breached, additional shallow 
channels are expected to form on the bottom of the ponds that connect back to these main drainage 
channels. As such, a variety of bottom channel elevations are expected in the ponds. 

O-CT-2 

See response to comment O-CT-1 regarding bottom elevations for channels. The inclusion of deeper 
holes and large woody cover would be considered during detailed design. As discussed in MCR 2, Details 
of Designs, the SBSP Restoration Project Management Team is committed to implementing lessons 
learned through its own Adaptive Management Plan as well as through the insights and contributions of 
knowledgeable people in regulatory agencies, research bodies, nongovernmental or advocacy 
organizations, and the public. As designs proceed, many of the suggested refinements will be 
incorporated into the design where feasible and appropriate. 

O-CT-3 

See response to comments O-CT-1 and O-CT-2 regarding design considerations. 

O-CT-4 

As discussed in MCR 5, Fish Habitat Restoration, the Preferred Alternative includes the maximum 
number of connections between the ACFCC and the restored ponds outlined in the Draft EIS/R: two 
connections to the Bay Ponds and one to the Southern Ponds. One of the connections between the Bay 
Ponds and the ACFCC will no longer be through large culverts, as initially described, but instead through 
a full breach. The other two connections would be through culverts. Because the Southern Ponds would 
have a single connection which can have higher predation rates than multiple connections, the SBSP 
Restoration Project team intends to operate the water control structure there under careful monitoring in 
the early years to evaluate whether this dynamic occurs. If adverse conditions develop, the Southern 
Ponds could be operated more as managed ponds and not left open to constant muted tidal flows, 
consistent with an adaptive management approach to the phased restoration by the SBSP Restoration 
Project. 

O-CT-5 

As discussed in MCR 1, the Preferred Alternative includes levee lowering as well as levee breaches. 
Levee lowering would occur at Pond E1’s northern levee and Pond E2’s southern levee west of the 
breaches. The levee lowering is expected to increase hydraulic connectivity between channels and 
marshes. 
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O-CT-6 

As discussed in response to comment O-CT-4 and MCR 5, Fish Habitat Restoration, ACFCC would have 
two connections to the Bay Ponds and one to the Southern Ponds in the Preferred Alternative. One of the 
connections between the Bay Ponds and the ACFCC will no longer be through large culverts, as initially 
described, but instead through a full breach. The other two connections would be through culverts. These 
connections also include their associated pilot channels. See also response to comment O-CT-2 regarding 
consideration of deeper holes and large woody cover during detailed design. 

O-CT-7  

See response to comment O-CT-6 regarding the different types of connections proposed between ACFCC 
and the restored ponds. 

O-CT-8  

As described in response to comment O-CT-4, the Preferred Alternative includes an adaptive 
management approach for restoration of the Southern Ponds. Note that the SBSP Restoration Project 
proponents support adaptive management and science-based monitoring. Estuarine fish in foraging and 
rearing habitats within the ponds would be monitored as per the Adaptive Management Plan. Water 
quality parameters such as dissolved oxygen would also be monitored. 

O-CT-9  

As discussed in response to comment O-CT-4, ACFCC would have two connections to the Bay Ponds 
and one to the Southern Ponds in the Preferred Alternative. One of the connections between the Bay 
Ponds and the ACFCC will no longer be through large culverts, as initially described, but instead through 
a full breach. The other two connections would be through culverts. Because the Southern Ponds would 
have a single connection which can have higher predation rates than multiple connections, the SBSP 
Restoration Project team intends to operate the water control structure there under careful monitoring in 
the early years to evaluate whether this dynamic occurs. If adverse conditions develop, the Southern 
Ponds could be operated more as managed ponds and not left open to constant muted tidal flows, 
consistent with an adaptive management approach to the phased restoration by the SBSP Restoration 
Project. 

O-CT-10 

As discussed in MCR 5, Fish Habitat Restoration, the Preferred Alternative includes multiple connections 
between the ACFCC and the southern Eden Landing ponds which would provide increased habitat 
connectivity for migrating salmonids and other native fish. As per the Adaptive Management Plan, 
estuarine fish would be monitored in foraging and rearing habitats within the project. Water quality 
parameters such as dissolved oxygen would also be monitored. Note that salinity and water temperature 
would be set by ambient conditions: the estuarine environment would reflect the combined mixture of 
fluvial flows and water from the Bay that passes through breaches and culverts, and the interior of the 
ponds are generally expected to be well mixed due to tidal exchange. As such, salinity is expected to be 
lower when there is high fluvial outflow.  

O-CT-11 

See response to comment O-CT-10. 
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O-CT-12 

As described in response to comment O-CT-1, one of the primary design goals for the restored tidal ponds 
is to regularly fill and drain. The filling increases exchange and allows sediment accretion throughout the 
pond’s interior, while the draining allows for vegetation growth in the restored marsh. The creation of 
pilot channels would facilitate the filling and draining of the ponds. Small channels are expected to form 
on the pond bottoms which also facilitate drainage. Although sediment accretion would raise bottom 
elevations, the formation of a feature such as a sand bar that inhibits tidal exchange throughout the pond 
interior and creates a halocline is not expected when regularly inundated. When marsh habitat is fully 
developed, some pools and pockets may develop that hold water which does not get regularly flushed 
with the tides, but channel development should occur allowing smaller channels and pond interiors to 
drain to deeper channels  expected to fully drain to the Bay. This expectation of a well-mixed 
environment is supported by the results of the one dimensional and two dimensional hydrodynamic 
modeling conducted for the preliminary design (see Appendix D, Attachment 1). As discussed in Section 
3.3.3 of the EIR, dissolved oxygen concentrations are often correlated with hydraulic residence time and 
when residence time is short, dissolved oxygen concentrations are generally high. 

O-CT-13 

See response to comments O-CT-10 and O-CT-12. Also note that the Navarro River and Mattole River 
estuaries/lagoons have limited tidal exchange which differs from restored tidal ponds which are expected 
to fill and drain with water from Alameda Creek, OAC, and the Bay, on a twice daily basis. 

O-CT-14 

See MCR 5, Fish Habitat Restoration, regarding the fisheries restoration features of the Preferred 
Alternative. Implementing the suggested breaching sequence for the ponds will be considered during 
detailed design. 

O-CT-15 

As per the Adaptive Management Plan, estuarine fish would be monitored in the restored ponds. Anoxic 
conditions are not expected to develop in the Bay Ponds if it fully fills and drains with the tides. Multiple 
connections to OAC and to the ACFCC would facilitate tidal exchange. Dissolved oxygen concentrations 
will be monitored in the Inland and Southern Ponds. As discussed in response to comment O-CT-4 and 
O-CT-9, if adverse conditions develop, the Southern Ponds could be operated more as managed ponds 
and not left open to constant muted tidal flows, consistent with an adaptive management approach to the 
phased restoration by the SBSP Restoration Project. 

O-CT-16 

As discussed in MCR 5, Fish Habitat Restoration, multiple connections between ACFCC and the Bay 
Ponds are intended to provide habitat connectivity and access to potential foraging and rearing habitat in 
the ponds. 

O-CT-17 

As discussed in MCR 5, Fish Habitat Restoration, the Preferred Alternative includes multiple connections 
between the ACFCC and the southern Eden Landing ponds which would provide increased habitat 
connectivity for migrating salmonids and other native fish. However, the bay-facing levee, including 
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Pond E2 west levee, would be improved, rather than breached. The improved levees are expected to 
maintain or improve flood risk management and reduce the potential for scour of the restored habitat.  

Estuarine fish would be monitored in the restored ponds as per the Adaptive Management Plan. As 
discussed in response to comment O-CT-4 and O-CT-9, because the Southern Ponds would have a single 
connection which can have higher predation rates than multiple connections, the SBSP Restoration 
Project team intends to operate the water control structure there under careful monitoring in the early 
years to evaluate whether this dynamic occurs. If adverse conditions develop, the Southern Ponds could 
be operated more as managed ponds and not left open to constant muted tidal flows, consistent with an 
adaptive management approach to the phased restoration by the SBSP Restoration Project. 

O-CT-18 

See MCR 5, Fish Habitat Restoration, regarding habitat connectivity. See response to comment O-CT-17 
regarding improvement to the bay-facing levee. Also note that steelhead and estuarine fish are monitored 
in the Phase 1 area, as per the Adaptive Management Plan. 

O-CT-19 

See response to comment O-CT-10 and O-CT-12 regarding salinity, temperature, water quality 
monitoring, and modeling. See also response to comment O-CT-1 and O-CT-2 regarding design 
considerations. 

O-CT-20 

See MCR 1, Selection of the Preferred Alternative, and MCR 5, Fish Habitat Restoration, regarding the 
types of fish habitat restoration and enhancements included in the Preferred Alternative. See also O-CT-
19 and MCR 2, Details of Designs, regarding the SBSP Restoration Project Management Team’s 
commitment to implementing lessons learned through its own Adaptive Management Plan as well as 
through the insights and contributions of knowledgeable people in regulatory agencies, research bodies, 
nongovernmental or advocacy organizations, and the public. 

O-CT-21 

See response to comment O-CT-17 regarding monitoring of estuarine fish in the restored ponds per the 
Adaptive Management Plan. See also O-CT-8 regarding the SBSP Restoration Project proponent’s 
support of science-based monitoring. 

O-CT-22 

The project proponents will continue to coordinate with interested parties during design and construction 
of SBSP Restoration Project, Phase 2 at the ELER. See MCR 2, Details of Designs, regarding the SBSP 
Restoration Project Management Team’s commitment to implementing lessons learned through its own 
Adaptive Management Plan as well as through the insights and contributions of knowledgeable people in 
regulatory agencies, research bodies, nongovernmental or advocacy organizations, and the public. 
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Friends of Five Creeks (O-FFC) 

 

O-FFC-1 



Appendix J  Response to Comments 

 

South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project, Eden Landing Phase 2  April 2019 
Final Environmental Impact Report 2-172 

Response to Friends of Five Creeks (O-FFC) 

O-FFC-1 

See MCR 5, Fish Habitat Restoration, which provides a broad explanation of the types of fish habitat 
restoration and enhancements included in the Preferred Alternative for implementation as part of the 
Phase 2 project at Eden Landing. To facilitate fish passage between the ACFCC and the restored ponds, 
the Preferred Alternative includes two connections to the Bay Ponds and one to the Southern Ponds. One 
of the connections between the Bay Ponds and the ACFCC will no longer be through large culverts, as 
initially described, but instead through a full breach. The other two connections would be through 
culverts. The Bay Ponds would be opened to tidal flows from several breaches on the northern border 
with OAC and from two locations along the southern border with the ACFCC and there would be interior 
breaches to connect the four Bay Ponds to each other. The Southern Ponds would be opened to muted 
tidal flows through a culvert system, making them accessible to salmonids as well. Pilot channels, 
lowered levees at Ponds E1 and E2, and improvements to the bay-facing levee, are also included in the 
Preferred Alternative.  

The Inland Ponds (E5, E6, and E6C) are not planned for tidal restoration in the Preferred Alternative 
during the first phase of restoration because of the Project’s need to balance multiple types of habitat 
restoration and enhancement actions. The  long-term operation of those ponds as enhanced managed 
ponds may be necessary to achieve the full balance of the Project’s intended ecological goals unless 
monitoring and implementation of the Adaptive Management Plan provide a basis for determining that 
tidal restoration of Ponds E6 and E5 is most beneficial. Similarly, Pond E6C is proposed to be enhanced 
and maintained as seasonal habitat for western snowy plover and other pond nesting birds in the summer, 
while providing deeper open water for overwintering diving ducks and dabbling ducks, among other 
migratory shorebird species during the spring and fall migration periods. Although connections to Union 
Sanitary District treated water and ACWD Aquifer Reclamation Program wells are not currently 
proposed, later connections by others would not be prevented by project actions. 



Appendix J  Response to Comments 

 

South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project, Eden Landing Phase 2  April 2019 
Final Environmental Impact Report 2-173 

Public Sediment Team via SCAPE / Landscape Architecture DPC (O-PST) 

 

O-PST-1 

O-PST-2 
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O-PST-2 
(cont.) 

O-PST-3 

O-PST-4 

O-PST-5 

O-PST-6 
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O-PST-7 
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O-PST-7 
(cont.) 
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O-PST-7 
(cont.) 
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O-PST-8 
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O-PST-8 
(cont.) 
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O-PST-9 
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O-PST-9 
(cont.) 
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O-PST-10 



Appendix J  Response to Comments 

 

South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project, Eden Landing Phase 2  April 2019 
Final Environmental Impact Report 2-183 

 

O-PST-11 

O-PST-12 
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O-PST-12 
(cont.) 
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O-PST-12 
(cont.) 
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Response to Public Sediment Team via SCAPE / Landscape Architecture DPC 
(O-PST) 

O-PST-1 

The project proponents appreciate your support of the project. 

O-PST-2 

See MCR 1, Selection of the Preferred Alternative, regarding common components in the action 
alternatives and the Preferred Alternative. 

O-PST-3 

The Preferred Alternative is intended to maximize tidal marsh restoration while still balancing multiple 
restoration goals. As such, the Bay Ponds would be converted to tidal marsh in the initial phase of 
restoration under the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative includes the mid-complex levee, 
levee improvements to the outboard and inland levee, habitat transition zones at multiple locations 
including the eastern side of Pond E2’s outboard levee, and levee breaches at OAC. Several connections 
are also planned for the ACFCC, with one of the connections between the Bay Ponds and the ACFCC no 
longer through large culverts, as initially described, but instead through a full breach. This breach would 
be armored to prevent additional scour and uncontrolled widening that could undercut a new public 
access bridge on the Alameda Creek Regional Trail. 

O-PST-4 

As described in O-PST-3, one of the connections between the Bay Ponds and the ACFCC no longer 
through large culverts, as initially described, but instead through a full breach. The breach would be sized 
to facilitate sediment transport to the Bay Ponds as well as fish passage. Although the exact breach width 
will be developed during detailed design, the breach is expected to be less than 200 feet in width. 

O-PST-5 

As discussed in MCR 7, Public Access Trails (Routes, Elevations, and Parking), the preferred trail 
alignment through southern Eden Landing is Trail Route 1. Trail Routes 2 and 3, the community 
connector at Westport Way, and the spur trail shown in Alternative Eden C were not included in the 
Preferred Alternative. Trail Route 1 was chosen in part to provide a more bayward experience for trail 
users (Trail Route 1 is the westernmost of the three considered) and to minimize the amount of land 
acquisition or easements or agreements necessary from outside parties that would be necessary to 
complete it. Trail Route 3 and the associated “community connector” trail to Union City Boulevard was 
not included in the Preferred Alternative because of a strong negative response to it by stakeholders and 
because of the concern that the community connector would draw more outside trail users to the area and 
encourage them to park on existing streets. Bicycle and pedestrian links would still connect to the south 
via the Alameda Creek Regional Trail. 

The preferred trail alignment does not exclude the possibility of future acquisition of the Cargill-owned 
properties at Turk Island, Cal Hill and adjacent ponds, but it does not rely on it. Also, as mentioned in 
response to comment O-PST-3, the ACFCC breach would be armored to allow for a new public access 
bridge on the Alameda Creek Regional Trail. 
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O-PST-6 

As discussed in MCR 4, Beneficial Reuse of Dredge Material, including Placement Locations, Purpose, 
Timing, and Impacts, the Preferred Alternative for Phase 2 at Eden Landing includes the potential 
beneficial reuse of dredge material to raise pond bottom elevations and to build habitat transition zones in 
several ponds. Dredge material would be placed in the Bay Ponds (Ponds E1, E2, E4, and E7) and may be 
used to raise portions of Ponds E5 and E6, depending on the eventual Adaptive Management Plan-
informed decision about the long-term restoration of those ponds to tidal marsh. 

The Preferred Alternative does not exclude the possibility of mudflat feeding or tributary seeding being 
developed at a future date, but it does not include these features. 

O-PST-7 

As discussed in response to comment O-PST-6, the Preferred Alternative for Phase 2 at Eden Landing 
includes the potential beneficial reuse of dredge material to raise pond bottom elevations. The SBSP 
Restoration Project proponents intend to accept dredge material for the beneficial reuse in project 
restoration actions if materials are available in the time frame needed for successful project 
implementation. As such, the project was developed such that if dredge materials were not available in an 
appropriate time frame, project implementation can proceed without such material.  

See also response to comment O-PST-3 for a discussion of other components of the Preferred Alternative, 
including the mid-complex levee, levee breaches at OAC and the ACFCC. The Preferred Alternative also 
includes rootwads at Pond E2’s outboard levee to help trap sediment and form beach-like areas as a 
habitat enhancement while providing some erosion protection. Gravels or other coarse materials would be 
placed at or near the rootwads to provide habitat complexity. These gravels are expected to be placed 
along approximately 300 linear feet at the toe of the bay-facing levee to form a small, pilot-scale gravel 
beach. The Preferred Alternative does not exclude the possibility of development of a larger-scale pebble 
dune/barrier island at a future date, but it does not include this feature. 

O-PST-8 

See response to comment O-PST-5 regarding the trail alignment selected for the Preferred Alternative. 
The Preferred Alternative also includes a public access bridge over the ACFCC. However, it is important 
to acknowledge a few limits on what that inclusion means. First, neither the CDFW nor any of the other 
SBSP Restoration Project primary entities (the USFWS or the State Coastal Conservancy) owns the land 
on either side of the ACFCC. The Project therefore holds no unique ability or influence to obtain the 
necessary funding, permits, or property rights to actually build it. The construction of such a bridge, as 
with the completion of a portion of the proposed trail through southern Eden Landing, would require 
property acquisition at fair market value or a permanent public access easement. Therefore, the SBSP 
Restoration Project proponents/ CDFW are unlikely to be the sole implementer of a public access bridge 
over the ACFCC on their own. As noted, building that bridge will require a substantial effort to acquire 
funding for and perform design, permitting, and construction, and to obtain necessary easements or 
property acquisition. This is very likely to need cooperation between a number of partner agencies to 
successfully implement. 
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O-PST-9 

See response to comment O-PST-7 for a discussion of the enhancement features proposed in the Preferred 
Alternative on the western side of the Pond E2’s outboard levee. As discussed above, gravels or other 
coarse materials are expected to be placed along approximately 300 linear feet at the toe of the bay-facing 
levee to form a small, pilot-scale gravel beach. The Preferred Alternative does not exclude the possibility 
of development of a larger-scale pebble dune/barrier island at a future date, but it does not include this 
feature. 

O-PST-10 

Monitoring and adaptive management actions are integral components of the SBSP Restoration Project 
Adaptive Management Plan. The monitoring and sensing program envisioned and described in the 
comment would likely require coordination with a variety of stakeholders and agency groups. Phase 2 
project actions at ELER would not preclude development of such a system at a future date. 

O-PST-11 

See response to comment O-PST-3 regarding the inclusion of a breach at the ACFCC in the Preferred 
Alternative. 

O-PST-12 

Your comments have been reviewed and considered during the formation of the Preferred Alternative and 
in preparation of the Final EIR. 
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San Francisco Bay Bird Observatory (O-SFBBO) 

 

O-SFBBO-1 

O-SFBBO-2 
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O-SFBBO-2 
(cont.) 
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Response to San Francisco Bay Bird Observatory (O-SFBBO) 

O-SFBBO-1 

As described in MCR 1, Selection of the Preferred Alternative, Pond E6C is proposed to be enhanced and 
maintained as seasonal habitat for western snowy plover and other pond nesting birds in the summer, 
while providing deeper open water for overwintering diving ducks and dabbling ducks, among other 
migratory shorebird species during the spring and fall migration periods. The adjacent Inland Ponds (E5 
and E6) would also remain managed ponds during the first phase of restoration; however, if monitoring 
and implementation of the Adaptive Management Plan determines that tidal restoration of Ponds E6 and 
E5 is most beneficial, then Ponds E5 and E6 would be open to muted tidal flow. Conversely, the Southern 
Ponds would be opened to muted tidal flows through a culvert system during the first phase of restoration; 
however, those ponds could be operated more as true managed ponds and not left open to constant muted 
tidal flows if ongoing monitoring shows that more managed ponds are needed for bird habitat. 

O-SFBBO-2 

With the Preferred Alternative, additional water control structures would be constructed in the Inland and 
Southern Ponds and some of the existing structures would be repaired. These improved water control 
structures would allow increased operational flexibility (relative to existing conditions) to manage water 
depth in managed ponds. Monitoring of western snowy plover would continue as per the Adaptive 
Management Plan. 
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Trout Unlimited, John Muir Chapter (O-JMTU) 

 

O-JMTU-1 
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O-JMTU-1 
(cont.) 
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Response to Trout Unlimited, John Muir Chapter (O-JMTU) 

O-JMTU-1 

See MCR 5, Fish Habitat Restoration, which provides a broad explanation of the types of fish habitat 
restoration and enhancements included in the Preferred Alternative for implementation as part of the 
Phase 2 project at Eden Landing. To facilitate fish passage between the ACFCC and the restored ponds, 
the Preferred Alternative includes two connections to the Bay Ponds and one to the Southern Ponds. One 
of the connections between the Bay Ponds and the ACFCC will no longer be through large culverts, as 
initially described, but instead through a full breach. The other two connections would be through 
culverts. The Bay Ponds would be opened to tidal flows from several breaches on the northern border 
with OAC and from two locations along the southern border with the ACFCC and there would be interior 
breaches to connect the four Bay Ponds to each other. The Southern Ponds would be opened to muted 
tidal flows through a culvert system, making them accessible to salmonids as well. Pilot channels, 
lowered levees at Ponds E1 and E2, and improvements to the bay-facing levee, are also included in the 
Preferred Alternative.  

The Inland Ponds (E5, E6, and E6C) are not planned for tidal restoration in the Preferred Alternative 
during the first phase of restoration because of the Project’s need to balance multiple types of habitat 
restoration and enhancement actions. The  long-term operation of those ponds as enhanced managed 
ponds may be necessary to achieve the full balance of the Project’s intended ecological goals unless 
monitoring and implementation of the Adaptive Management Plan provide a basis for determining that 
tidal restoration of Ponds E6 and E5 is most beneficial. Similarly, Pond E6C is proposed to be enhanced 
and maintained as seasonal habitat for western snowy plover and other pond nesting birds in the summer, 
while providing deeper open water for overwintering diving ducks and dabbling ducks, among other 
migratory shorebird species during the spring and fall migration periods. Although connections to Union 
Sanitary District treated water and ACWD Aquifer Reclamation Program wells are not currently 
proposed, later connections by others would not be prevented by project actions. 
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Trout Unlimited (O-TU) 

 

O-TU-1 
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O-TU-1 
(cont.) 

O-TU-2 

O-TU-3 

O-TU-4 

O-TU-5 
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Response to Trout Unlimited (O-TU2) 

O-TU-1 

As discussed in MCR 5, Fish Habitat Restoration, the Preferred Alternative uses a phased approach for 
tidal restoration. Tidal flows would be restored to the Bay Ponds and the Southern Ponds would be 
opened to muted tidal flows through culverts. To facilitate fish passage between the ACFCC and the 
restored ponds, the Preferred Alternative includes two connections to the Bay Ponds and one to the 
Southern Ponds with the associated pilot channels. One of the connections between the Bay Ponds and the 
ACFCC will no longer be through large culverts, as initially described, but instead through a full breach. 
The other two connections would be through culverts. Because the Southern Ponds would have a single 
connection which can have higher predation rates than multiple connections, the SBSP Restoration 
Project team intends to operate the water control structure there under careful monitoring in the early 
years to evaluate whether this dynamic occurs. If adverse conditions develop, the Southern Ponds could 
be operated more as managed ponds and not left open to constant muted tidal flows, consistent with an 
adaptive management approach to the phased restoration by the SBSP Restoration Project. 

O-TU-2 

As per the Adaptive Management Plan, estuarine fish would be monitored in foraging and rearing habitats 
within the project. Water quality parameters such as dissolved oxygen would also be monitored. Note that 
salinity and water temperature would be set by ambient conditions: the estuarine environment would 
reflect the combined mixture of fluvial flows and water from the Bay that passes through breaches and 
culverts, and the interior of the ponds are generally expected to be well mixed due to tidal exchange. This 
expectation of a well-mixed environment is supported by the results of the two dimensional 
hydrodynamic modeling conducted for the preliminary design (see Appendix D, Attachment 1). As 
discussed in Section 3.3.3 of the EIR, dissolved oxygen concentrations are correlated with hydraulic 
residence time and when mixing is high, hydraulic residence times are typically short and dissolved 
oxygen concentrations remain high. 

O-TU-3 

As discussed in response to comment O-TU-1 and MCR 5, Fish Habitat Restoration, ACFCC would have 
two connections to the Bay Ponds and one to the Southern Ponds in the Preferred Alternative. One of the 
connections between the Bay Ponds and the ACFCC will no longer be through large culverts, as initially 
described, but instead through a full breach. The other two connections would be through culverts. These 
connections also include the associated pilot channels. 

O-TU-4 

The addition of large woody debris at the pilot channels will be considered during detailed design. As 
discussed in MCR 2, Details of Designs, the SBSP Restoration Project Management Team is committed 
to implementing lessons learned through its own Adaptive Management Plan as well as through the 
insights and contributions of knowledgeable people in regulatory agencies, research bodies, 
nongovernmental or advocacy organizations, and the public. As designs proceed, many of the suggested 
refinements will be incorporated into the design where feasible and appropriate. 
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O-TU-5 

Steelhead, salmonids, and estuarine fish would be monitored in the restored areas as per the Adaptive 
Management Plan. 
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Haley & Aldrich, Inc. on behalf of Pacific Gas and Electric Company (B-HA) 

 

B-HA-1 

B-HA-2 

B-HA-3 
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B-HA-4 

B-HA-3 
(cont.) 
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Response to Haley & Aldrich, Inc on behalf of Pacific Gas and Electric 
Company (B-HA) 

B-HA-1 

As discussed in MCR 4, Beneficial Reuse of Dredge Material, including Placement Locations, Purpose, 
Timing, and Impacts, the SBSP Restoration Project proponents intend to accept dredge material for the 
beneficial reuse in project restoration actions if materials are available in the time frame needed for 
successful project implementation. As such, the project was developed such that if dredge materials were 
not available in an appropriate time frame, project implementation can proceed without such material. 

B-HA-2 

Site-specific waste discharge requirements are expected to be obtained prior to dredge material activities 
and the quality of the dredge materials would be required to meet permit requirements. This is clarified in 
Section 2.2 and Section 3.3 of the EIR. Development of a permitting approach would occur during later 
stages of design and permitting. 

B-HA-3 

There are no specific estimates for a need of coarse vs fine grain materials at this time. 

B-HA-4 

The Southern Eden Landing Preliminary Design Memorandum (Appendix E; Figure 3.1) provides a 
cumulative frequency plot of the bottom elevations in the ponds. Although a small portion of the Bay and 
Inland Ponds are depths greater than two feet below target elevations, these areas are small, and therefore 
we generally expect that the need would be (almost exclusively) for wetland cover material. 
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McBain Associates (B-MBA) 

 

B-MBA-1 

B-MBA-2 
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B-MBA-3 
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Response to McBain Associates (B-MBA) 

B-MBA-1 

As discussed in MCR 5, Fish Habitat Restoration, the Preferred Alternative uses a phased approach for 
tidal restoration. Tidal flows would be restored to the Bay Ponds and the Southern Ponds would be 
opened to muted tidal flows through culverts. To facilitate fish passage between the ACFCC and the 
restored ponds, the Preferred Alternative includes two connections to the Bay Ponds and one to the 
Southern Ponds with the associated pilot channels. One of the connections between the Bay Ponds and the 
ACFCC will no longer be through large culverts, as initially described, but instead through a full breach. 
The other two connections would be through culverts. Because the Southern Ponds would have a single 
connection which can have higher predation rates than multiple connections, the SBSP Restoration 
Project team intends to operate the water control structure there under careful monitoring in the early 
years to evaluate whether this dynamic occurs. If adverse conditions develop, the Southern Ponds could 
be operated more as managed ponds and not left open to constant muted tidal flows, consistent with an 
adaptive management approach to the phased restoration by the SBSP Restoration Project. 

B-MBA-2 

See response to comment B-MBA-1 regarding incorporation of a breach in the ACFCC and the inclusion 
of pilot channels at each opening to the ACFCC. The addition of pools and structural cover will be 
considered during detailed design. As discussed in MCR 2, Details of Designs, the SBSP Restoration 
Project Management Team is committed to implementing lessons learned through its own Adaptive 
Management Plan as well as through the insights and contributions of knowledgeable people in regulatory 
agencies, research bodies, nongovernmental or advocacy organizations, and the public. As designs 
proceed, many of the suggested refinements will be incorporated into the design where feasible and 
appropriate. 

B-MBA-3 

The SBSP Restoration Project proponents support adaptive management and science-based monitoring. 
As per the Adaptive Management Plan, estuarine fish would be monitored in foraging and rearing habitats 
within the project. Water quality parameters such as dissolved oxygen would also be monitored. 
Monitoring of high food production habitat can be considered. 
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Staten Solar (B-SS) 

 

B-SS-1 
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Response to Staten Solar (B-SS) 

B-SS-1 

Section 1.2 of the EIR describes the overarching goal and objectives for the SBSP Restoration Project and 
Phase 2 actions at ELER. Setting aside a portion of the ponds to develop a floating solar farm would not 
meet purpose and need for the project. 
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2.2.5 Individuals 

Comments from individuals and the responses to those comments are presented in this section. 
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Baye, Peter (I-PB1) 

 

I-PB1-1 
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I-PB1-1 
(cont.) 

I-PB1-2 

I-PB1-3 
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I-PB1-3 
(cont.) 
 

I-PB1-4 
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I-PB1-4 
(cont.) 
 

I-PB1-5 
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I-PB1-5 
(cont.) 
 

I-PB1-6 
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Response to Baye, Peter (I-PB1) 

I-PB1-1  

As described in Section 2 of the EIR, the Preliminary Alternatives Analysis Report (Appendix B) 
contains the full description of the initial alternatives, the screening criteria, the selection of alternatives 
carried over into the Draft EIS/R, and the alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed study. 
Because it is a report that describes the development of the project alternatives, elements that were 
eliminated and did not move forward into the environmental alternatives analysis are also described 
therein.  

Chapter 2 of the EIR describes each of the project alternatives and the project elements. Alternative Eden 
D includes a habitat transition zone on the eastern side of the outboard levee. It does not include a “land 
mass” or barrier island on the outboard side of the levee. 

I-PB1-2 

As discussed in response to comment I-PB1-1, Alternative Eden D does not include a “land mass” or 
barrier island on the outboard side of the Bay Ponds to provide coastal flood risk protection. Instead, a 
habitat transition zone would be built on the eastern side of Pond E2’s outboard levee.  

The Eden Landing Geotechnical Investigation and Analyses (Appendix D, Attachment 2) provides the 
results of the site-specific geotechnical analyses. The analyses indicates that if a specific levee section 
were to be overbuilt to a 15 feet elevation, a 5 to 1 (horizontal to vertical) slope would be needed. 
Alternatively, staged construction to an elevation of 12 feet followed by periodic maintenance may be 
needed.  

During future design phases, this geotechnical data will be used to assess the existing levees’ ability to 
support construction equipment, to perform seepage and slope stability analysis for raised levees, to 
evaluate the potential magnitude of consolidation settlement induced by placement of additional levee fill, 
and to design foundation elements for water control structures, bridge abutments, and boardwalks. 
Consolidation settlement will also be evaluated in areas designated for habitat transition zone fill; 
placement of additional fill may be required to account for settlement and achieve the proposed finished 
grade. For the preliminary design, conservative assumptions were made for proposed slopes and bulking 
factors. Later design phases will be based off the geotechnical investigation results. 

I-PB1-3 

See response to comment I-PB1-1 regarding purpose of the Preliminary Alternatives Analysis Report 
(Appendix B), its relationship to the Draft EIS/R, and the lack of a “land mass” in the action alternatives. 
Alternative Eden B does include placement of rootwads and logs outside of Pond E2 to help trap sediment 
and form beach-like areas as a habitat enhancement while providing some erosion protection. The 
Preferred Alternative includes rootwads and other enhancement features on the western side of Pond E2’s 
outboard levee. Gravels would be placed at or near the rootwads along approximately 300 linear feet at 
the toe of the bay-facing levee to form a small, pilot-scale gravel beach. Although an extensive barrier 
beach is not included, the Preferred Alternative does not exclude the possibility of development of a 
larger-scale barrier beach at a future date. 
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I-PB1-4 

See response to comment I-PB1-1 regarding purpose of the Preliminary Alternatives Analysis Report 
(Appendix B), its relationship to the Draft EIS/R, and how certain elements in Appendix B have not been 
brought forward into the Draft EIS/R. Section 2.2 of the EIR describes the primarily purpose of the 
habitat transition zone as it relates to habitat diversity and complexity. Secondary effects may include the 
de facto enhancement of flood risk management and habitat resiliency in the face of sea-level rise. See 
MCR 3, Sea-Level Rise, regarding estimates of future sea-level rise and climate change impacts on marsh 
restoration, and regarding sea-level rise and habitat restoration planning.  

See also MCR 2, Details of Designs, regarding the level of detail required under CEQA and NEPA for 
analysis of the environmental impacts of the project. Both NEPA and CEQA require the development and 
analysis of a range of alternatives. The comparison of alternatives is not required by NEPA or CEQA so 
that the “best” alternative for assuring the project's “success” can be identified, but rather so that the 
adverse impacts from different alternatives can be identified and compared. Note that the Preferred 
Alternative includes three habitat transition zones, each of which can provide various benefits depending 
on landscape position. 

Habitat transition zone could be built from onsite materials, dredge materials, or from the import of 
upland fill materials. As such, the construction impacts associated with dredge material placement is also 
relevant to this feature. Soil and vegetation criteria for the habitat transition zones will be developed 
during later stages of design. 

I-PB1-5 

The suggested seed mix and the timing for its sowing, as well as suggestions for planting propagules and 
development of wet and dry planting plans, will be considered during detailed design. Suggestions 
regarding how to make the outcome of the project better, such as how to increase the chance of getting 
favorable types of vegetation communities, are not about adverse impacts on the existing environment. 
Therefore, while the SBSP Restoration Project proponents appreciate these inputs and points and will 
consider them in the next step of the design process, they are not impacts to address in a NEPA/CEQA 
document. 

As discussed in MCR 2, Details of Designs, the SBSP Restoration Project Management Team is 
committed to implementing lessons learned through its own Adaptive Management Plan as well as 
through the insights and contributions of knowledgeable people in regulatory agencies, research bodies, 
nongovernmental or advocacy organizations, and the public. As designs proceed, many of the suggested 
refinements will be incorporated into the design where feasible and appropriate. 

I-PB1-6 

Section 2.2 of the EIR indicates that the suitability criteria for dredge materials would be based on the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board’s screening guidelines for wetland cover material and Section 3.3 
of the EIR describes these criteria in detail. Sediment quality in inundation areas is expected to meet the 
wetland cover suitability criteria and/or site-specific waste discharge requirements regardless of 
alternative or location for the habitat transition zone. The Regional Water Quality Control Board also has 
quality guidelines for foundation materials that may be applicable for dredge materials placed below 
wetland cover materials, depending on future permit requirements. The quality of upland fill materials is 
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also expected to meet permit requirements. Sources for upland fill materials need not be identified at this 
time. 

I-PB1-7 

Physical soil properties and vegetation criteria for the habitat transition zones will be developed during 
later stages of design. Suggestions regarding the exclusion of stony terrestrial subsoil and materials with 
high sand content within the top layer (1.5 feet) of the habitat transition zones will be considered during 
detailed design. 

I-PB1-8 

The Preliminary Design Memorandum of Dredged Material Placement at Southern Eden Landing 
(Appendix E) describes how the secondary pipelines could be used to allow for mounding along the 
proposed habitat transition zone locations. Suggestions regarding timing movement of the dredge 
discharge pipe points to develop a series of sediment splays or fans, distributary channels, and discharge 
point scour pools will be considered during detailed design. 

I-PB1-9 

Suggestions regarding the testing and exclusion of materials with high sulfate/sulfide content within the 
top layer (1.5 feet) of the habitat transition zones will be considered during detailed design. 

I-PB1-10 

Suggestions regarding the placement of cell berm layouts (if used) will be considered during detailed 
design. Note that some historical oxbows would be re-connected where feasible, but in general, the 
relatively linear OAC and ACFCC levees and the internal pond levees have disconnected many of the 
historic channels. 

I-PB1-11 

The suggested allocation of the dredge material for habitat transition zones vs. pond bottoms (as a 
percentage) will be considered during detailed design. 

I-PB1-12 

As noted in MCR 4, Beneficial Reuse of Dredge Material, including Placement Locations, Purpose, 
Timing, and Impacts, the SBSP Restoration Project proponents intend to accept dredge material for the 
beneficial reuse in project restoration actions if materials are available in the time frame needed for 
successful project implementation. As such, the project was developed such that if dredge materials were 
not available in an appropriate time frame, project implementation can proceed without such material. 
The project would benefit from the incorporation of dredge material but does not depend on it. The 
inclusion of beneficial reuse of dredge material in the Phase 2 Preferred Alternative at Eden Landing 
should not be interpreted as a commitment to wait indefinitely for that material to be supplied to the 
project site. 

I-PB1-13 

Although the transport of dredge materials originating in upstream areas of the ACFCC (via a slurry 
pipeline) is not incorporated into the project design, such materials can be accepted at the site and placed 
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with other dredge materials in the Bay (and possibly Inland) Ponds. These materials would need to meet 
project requirements for cleanliness and the source project would need to cover the NEPA/CEQA, and 
regulatory concerns of generating the slurry material and transporting it to the site. Also note that some 
sediment in Alameda Creek is expected to be transported via natural processes through the connection 
between the ACFCC and the Bay Ponds.  

I-PB1-14 

Suggestions regarding target elevations and the exclusion of unvegetated habitat islands will be 
considered during detailed design. 

I-PB1-15 

Refuge habitat has been incorporated in the preliminary design at internal levees. The Preferred 
Alternative (and each of the action alternatives) includes both habitat islands and habitat transition zones; 
therefore, an explicit comparison that weighs the benefits of how each type of feature would function as 
high tide refugia is not needed. See also MCR 2, Details of Designs, regarding the comparison of 
alternatives under CEQA and NEPA. 

I-PB1-16 

Rootwads are intended to create drag, allowing an opportunity for suspended sediment to settle out of the 
water column. Rootwads would be anchored in place and coarse sediment would be used as backfill areas 
near the structure. Additional debris and coarse material is expected to collect near the structure and form 
beach-like areas as a habitat enhancement while providing some erosion protection. This clarifying 
information as included in Section 2.2.2 of the Final EIR. As further discussed in Chapter 6 of the Final 
EIR, gravels would be placed at or near the rootwads along approximately 300 linear feet at the toe of the 
bay-facing levee to form a small, pilot-scale gravel beach in the Preferred Alternative. Although, an 
extensive barrier beach is not included, the Preferred Alternative does not exclude the possibility of 
development of a larger-scale barrier beach at a future date.  

See also response to comment I-PB1-4 and MCR 2, Details of Designs, regarding the level of detail 
required under CEQA and NEPA for analysis of the environmental impacts of the project. 
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Baye, Peter (I-PB2) 

 

I-PB2-1 
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Response to Baye, Peter (I-PB2) 

I-PB2-1 

See response to comment I-PB1-1. 

I-PB2-2 

See response to comment I-PB1-2.  

I-PB2-3 

See response to comment I-PB1-3. 

I-PB2-4 

See response to comment I-PB1-4. 

I-PB2-5 

See response to comment I-PB1-5. 

I-PB2-6 

See response to comment I-PB1-6.  

I-PB2-7 

See response to comment I-PB1-7. 

I-PB2-8 

See response to comment I-PB1-8. 

I-PB2-9 

See response to comment I-PB1-9. 

I-PB2-10 

See response to comment I-PB1-10. 

I-PB2-11 

See response to comment I-PB1-11. 

I-PB2-12 

See response to comment I-PB1-12.  

I-PB2-13 

See response to comment I-PB1-13. 
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I-PB2-14 

See response to comment I-PB1-14. 

I-PB2-15 

See response to comment I-PB1-15. See also I-PB1-4 for a discussion of the landscape positions for the 
habitat transition zones in the Preferred Alternative. 

I-PB2-16 

See response to comment I-PB1-16. 
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Ervin, Jim (I-JE) 

 

I-JE-1 
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I-JE-7 
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O-JE-13 

I-JE-14 

I-JE-15 

I-JE-16 
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Response to Ervin, Jim (I-JE) 

I-JE-1 

Monitoring and adaptive management actions are integral components of the SBSP Restoration Project; 
this approach would continue with implementation of Phase 2 actions in ELER. As per the Adaptive 
Management Plan, native and non-native estuarine fish will be monitored in tidal habitat, ponds, and 
sloughs. As discussed in MCR 2, Details of Designs, the SBSP Restoration Project Management Team is 
committed to implementing lessons learned through its own Adaptive Management Plan as well as 
through the insights and contributions of knowledgeable people in regulatory agencies, research bodies, 
nongovernmental or advocacy organizations, and the public. Focused monitoring of invasive/nuisance 
aquatic species will also be considered. 

I-JE-2 

See MCR 1, Selection of the Preferred Alternative, regarding common components in Alternative Eden B 
and the Preferred Alternative. See also MCR 5, Fish Habitat Restoration, regarding the fisheries 
restoration features of the Preferred Alternative. 

I-JE-3 

The Inland Ponds (E5, E6, and E6C) are not planned for tidal restoration in the Preferred Alternative 
during the first phase of restoration because of the project’s need to balance multiple types of habitat 
restoration and enhancement actions. The  long-term operation of those ponds as enhanced managed 
ponds may be necessary to achieve the full balance of the project’s intended ecological goals. Pond E6C 
is proposed to be enhanced and maintained as seasonal habitat for western snowy plover and other pond 
nesting birds in the summer, while providing deeper open water for overwintering diving ducks and 
dabbling ducks, among other migratory shorebird species during the spring and fall migration periods. 
The Southern Ponds would be opened to muted tidal flows through a culvert system during the first phase 
of restoration; however, those ponds could be operated more as true managed ponds and not left open to 
constant muted tidal flows if ongoing monitoring shows that more managed ponds are needed for bird 
habitat. This is consistent with an adaptive management approach to the phased restoration of the 
Southern Ponds. 

I-JE-4 

With the Preferred Alternative, additional water control structure would be constructed in the Inland and 
Southern Ponds and some of the existing structures would be repaired. These improved water control 
structures would allow increased operational flexibility (relative to the existing conditions)  to manage 
water depth and circulation in managed ponds that can be used to reduce residence time, increase 
dissolved oxygen concentrations, and reduce the potential for algae blooms. 

I-JE-5 

See MCR 1, Selection of the Preferred Alternative, regarding common components in Alternative Eden B 
and the Preferred Alternative. See also MCR 5, Fish Habitat Restoration, which provides a broad 
explanation of the types of fish habitat restoration and enhancements included in the Preferred 
Alternative. To facilitate fish passage between the ACFCC and the restored ponds, the Preferred 
Alternative includes a connection between the Bay Ponds and the ACFCC that will no longer be through 
large culverts, as initially described, but instead through a full breach. This breach however, would be 
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armored to prevent additional scour and uncontrolled widening that could undercut a new public access 
bridge on the Alameda Creek Regional Trail. Although connections to Union Sanitary District treated 
water and ACWD Aquifer Reclamation Program wells are not currently proposed, later connections by 
others would not be prevented by project actions. 

I-JE-6 

Western snowy plovers have not been recorded nesting in the Bay Ponds or Pond E5, but they have 
nested in Pond E6 (1 nest each in 2015 and 2018), along the north eastern border, on higher ground, and 
they have nested in Pond E6C in 2015 (8 nests), 2016 (8 nests), 2017 (2 nests), and 2018 (1 nest).. 
Because of the existing use of Pond E6C, this pond is proposed to be enhanced and maintained as 
seasonal habitat for western snowy plover and other pond nesting birds in the summer, while providing 
deeper open water for overwintering diving ducks and dabbling ducks, among other migratory shorebird 
species during the spring and fall migration periods. 

The Preferred Alternative is intended to maximize tidal marsh restoration while still balancing multiple 
restoration goals. Restoration of tidal flow to the Bay Ponds would provide a large area of increased 
habitat value for salmonids and other native fish, improve conditions in southern Eden Landing, and 
provide good nursery and forage habitat for juvenile fish. 

I-JE-7 

Managed ponds have a more stable water surface elevation, and those ponds can be maintained with a 
certain water level and a certain salinity (to some extent) that can help produce and support specific types 
of prey (fish, invertebrates) that then attract certain types of foraging birds. It is not circular logic to try 
and provide a variety of habitats for a variety of bird species. 

I-JE-8 

The bald eagle is a rare visitor to the ELER Phase 2 area, while the golden eagle has been found to be an 
occasional forager during the non-breeding season. Although this may change in the future, the list is 
representative of occurrence frequencies to date. 

I-JE-9 

Section 3.5.3 (Impact 3.5-14) of the EIR discusses potential effects from the project on estuarine fish, 
including longfin smelt. Longfin smelt would benefit from the restored tidal marsh and channels which 
are expected to provide extensive and diverse foraging and nursery habitat for estuarine fish. Within the 
restored ponds, salinity and water temperature would be set by ambient conditions: the estuarine 
environment would reflect the combined mixture of fluvial flows and water from the Bay that passes 
through breaches and culverts, with the interior of the ponds generally expected to be well mixed due to 
tidal exchange. As such, salinity is expected to be lower when there is high fluvial outflow. 

I-JE-10 

The comparison being made is between the existing managed ponds and the proposed enhanced managed 
ponds. This is not a comparison between managed ponds and tidal habitat. Fish screen are not being 
proposed for control structures in the Inland and Southern Ponds. 
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I-JE-11 

An additional clarifying sentence was included in Section 3.5.3 of the Final EIR that summarizes this 
Phase 1 finding. 

I-JE-12 

This sentence is intended to indicate that managed pond habitat would no longer be located in the Bay, 
Inland, and Southern Ponds with Alternative Eden B; not that small shorebirds are dependent on managed 
pond habitat. A clarifying phrase is included at the end of the sentence in the Final EIR. 

I-JE-13 

USGS data indicates that Forster’s terns will forage in ponds but prefer tidal sloughs. The quote used is in 
reference to nesting terns not foraging terns. 

I-JE-14 

As discussed in response to comment I-JE-4, improved water control structures would allow operational 
flexibility when managing water depth and circulation in managed ponds and can be used to reduce 
residence time and increase dissolved oxygen concentrations, minimizing adverse conditions for fish and 
improving them relative to the existing conditions. 

I-JE-15 

Text was revised to remove the word slightly from the sentence. 

I-JE-16 

The scientific name is provided at the first time use the conventional name “California bay shrimp” is 
used in Section 3.5. The sentence quoted above is not referring to effects from freshwater pulse flows, but 
instead is referring to overall quantity of estuarine habitat. 
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Bogios, Constantine (I-CB1) 

 

I-CB1-1 
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Response to Bogios, Constantine (I-CB1) 

I-CB1-1 

See MCR 1, Selection of the Preferred Alternative, regarding common components in Alternative Eden B 
and the Preferred Alternative. See also MCR 5, Fish Habitat Restoration, regarding the fisheries 
restoration features of the Preferred Alternative. 
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Bogios, Constantine (I-CB2) 

 

I-CB2-1 
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Response to Bogios, Constantine (I-CB2) 

I-CB2-1 

See MCR 1, Selection of the Preferred Alternative, regarding common components in Alternative Eden B 
and the Preferred Alternative. See also MCR 5, Fish Habitat Restoration, regarding the fisheries 
restoration features of the Preferred Alternative. 
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Boniello, Ralph (I-RB) 

 

I-RB-1 
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Response to Boniello, Ralph (I-RB) 

I-RB-1 

See MCR 1, Selection of the Preferred Alternative, regarding common components in Alternative Eden B 
and the Preferred Alternative. See also MCR 5, Fish Habitat Restoration, which provides a broad 
explanation of the types of fish habitat restoration and enhancements included in the Preferred Alternative 
and the pond’s increased habitat connectivity to OAC and the ACFCC. Pilot channels, lowered levees at 
Ponds E1 and E2, and improvements to the bay-facing levee, are also included in the Preferred 
Alternative. The Inland Ponds (E5, E6, and E6C) are not planned for tidal restoration in the Preferred 
Alternative during the first phase of restoration because of the Project’s need to balance multiple types of 
habitat restoration and enhancement actions. The  long-term operation of those ponds as enhanced 
managed ponds may be necessary to achieve the full balance of the Project’s intended ecological goals. 
Although connections to Union Sanitary District treated water and ACWD Aquifer Reclamation Program 
wells are not currently proposed, later connections by others would not be prevented by project actions. 
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Clegg, James (I-JC) 

 

I-JC-1 
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Response to Clegg, James (I-JC) 

I-JC-1 

This species is still present and abundant in many of the moderate to higher salinity ponds. 
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Cook, J. (I-JPC) 

 

I-JPC-1 
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Response to Cook, J. (I-JPC) 

I-JPC-1 

See MCR 8, Maintenance Responsibilities, regarding CDFW’s ownership of ELER and how local 
partnership will likely be sought for the long-term maintenance of trails, bridges, and viewing platforms 
(including signage, benches, etc.) within ELER. Phase 2 trails would have restricted hours (sunrise to 
sunset in ELER), but the spine trail would be open year-round except for approximately 10 days in 
November through January for sport waterfowl hunting. If East Bay Regional Park District agrees to 
operate the Bay Trail spine, dogs would be prohibited as is the case for their current operation of the spine 
along northern Eden Landing. As discussed in Section 3.6.4 of the EIR, limited waterfowl hunting at 
ELER would continue, though there would be a loss of available managed ponds for hunting.  

As discussed in MCR 7, Public Access Trails (Routes, Elevations, and Parking), the Preferred Alternative 
includes a trail alignment through southern Eden Landing that would be located upon levees raised to a 
minimum elevation of 12 feet NAVD88, which is the same height as the proposed mid-complex levee 
(see also MCR 3, Sea-Level Rise). 

None of the programmatic alternatives in the 2007 Final EIS/R included the construction of new shoreline 
trails in southern Eden Landing.  

As discussed in MCR 7, Public Access Trails (Routes, Elevations, and Parking), the trail route selected in 
the Preferred Alternative connects to the Alameda Creek Regional Trail, which is located in the City of 
Fremont southeast of Pond CP3C.  

Public access to southern Eden Landing would be provided on the indicated trail route. This access would 
not be a “mitigation measure” but rather an integral part of the proposed action itself. 
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Copper, Elizabeth (I-EC) 

 

I-EC-1 
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Response to Copper, Elizabeth (I-EC) 

I-EC-1 

This comment is not about the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIS/R but rather reflects questions about 
the 2007 Final EIS/R. Programmatic Alternative C was selected as the Preferred Alternative in the 2007 
Final EIS/R, but the selection of the 90-10 alternative for the program as a whole is an upper bound, not a 
hard and fast goal. The lower bound is the 50-50 alternative, and the plan is to end up somewhere in the 
middle, depending on how the various ecosystems and species respond. 

Many of the specific issues raised in this comment are discussed in the context of the Phase 2 actions at 
ELER in Section 3.5.3 of the EIR, including the availability of high tide roosting habitats for small birds, 
preferences of eared grebes and phalaropes for prey in high-salinity ponds, foraging preferences for 
avocets and stilts, and changes in habitat type from managed ponds to mudflat to vegetated marsh with 
breaching and natural sediment accretion. Although there is less emphasis on the life history of specific 
prey species, changes to foraging habitat are discussed for different guilds/groupings of birds.  

Waterbird surveys are an integral part of the Adaptive Management Plan and ongoing survey information 
would to be used during phased restoration at ELER. As described in MCR 1, Selection of the Preferred 
Alternative, Pond E6C is proposed to be enhanced and maintained as seasonal habitat for western snowy 
plover and other pond nesting birds in the summer, while providing deeper open water for overwintering 
diving ducks and dabbling ducks, among other migratory shorebird species during the spring and fall 
migration periods. The adjacent Inland Ponds (E5 and E6) would also remain managed ponds during the 
first phase of restoration; however, if monitoring and implementation of the Adaptive Management Plan 
determines that tidal restoration of Ponds E6 and E5 is most beneficial, then Ponds E5 and E6 would be 
open to muted tidal flow. Conversely, the Southern Ponds would be opened to muted tidal flows through 
a culvert system during the first phase of restoration; however, those ponds could be operated more as 
true managed ponds and not left open to constant muted tidal flows if ongoing monitoring shows that 
more managed ponds are needed for bird habitat.  

The SBSP Restoration Project Management Team is committed to implementing lessons learned through 
its own Adaptive Management Plan as well as through the insights and contributions of knowledgeable 
people in regulatory agencies, research bodies, nongovernmental or advocacy organizations, and the 
public. Current research is regularly evaluated and those insights and major scientific findings guide 
ongoing restoration actions.  
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Coyne, Brian (I-BC) 

 

I-BC-1 
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Response to Coyne, Brian (I-BC) 

I-BC-1 

As discussed in MCR 7, Public Access Trails (Routes, Elevations, and Parking), the Preferred Alternative 
includes a trail alignment through southern Eden Landing that includes the public access bridge over the 
ACFCC. 
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Dalal, Namita (I-ND) 

 

I-ND-1 
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Response to Dalal, Namita (I-ND) 

I-ND-1 

See MCR 1, Selection of the Preferred Alternative, regarding common components in Alternative Eden B 
and the Preferred Alternative. See also MCR 5, Fish Habitat Restoration, which provides a broad 
explanation of the types of fish habitat restoration and enhancements included in the Preferred Alternative 
and the pond’s increased habitat connectivity to OAC and the ACFCC. Pilot channels, lowered levees at 
Ponds E1 and E2, and improvements to the bay-facing levee, are also included in the Preferred 
Alternative. The Inland Ponds (E5, E6, and E6C) are not planned for tidal restoration in the Preferred 
Alternative during the first phase of restoration because of the Project’s need to balance multiple types of 
habitat restoration and enhancement actions. The long-term operation of those ponds as enhanced 
managed ponds may be necessary to achieve the full balance of the Project’s intended ecological goals. 
Although connections to Union Sanitary District treated water and ACWD Aquifer Reclamation Program 
wells are not currently proposed, later connections by others would not be prevented by project actions. 
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Devine, Timothy (I-TD) 

 

I-TD-1 
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Response to Devine, Timothy (I-TD) 

I-TD-1 

See MCR 5, Fish Habitat Restoration, regarding the fisheries restoration features of the Preferred 
Alternative. 



Appendix J  Response to Comments 

 

South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project, Eden Landing Phase 2  April 2019 
Final Environmental Impact Report 2-289 

Galvan, Stonetree (I-SG) 

 

I-SG-1 
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I-SG-1  
(cont.) 
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Response to Galvan, Stonetree (I-SG) 

I-SG-1 

1) The ELER Phase 2 project area is a subset of the overall SBSP Restoration Project area that focuses on 
the Phase 2 actions at Eden Landing. The project area also includes an offloader and slurry pipe system 
within the Bay, which is analyzed in the EIR. The regional setting provides information on a broader area 
extending beyond the immediate project vicinity. Indirect effects on a larger regional area (such as 
potential changes in flyover populations) are discussed under the specific resource topic.  

2) Each of the trail route options analyzed in the EIR crosses over or includes areas that are owned or 
managed by others (such as the J-ponds) and would therefore require easements or agreements from 
outside parties. No arrangement exists between CDFW and Cargill regarding operations of Pond CP3C or 
any other pond. The lands that remain under Cargill  ownership are not open to the general public.  

3) An easement or an agreement with the ACFWCD would be developed prior to bridging the J-ponds 
and providing trail access over the 20-tide gate structure. See MCR 8, Maintenance Responsibilities, 
regarding local partnership for the long-term maintenance of trails, bridges, and viewing platforms 
(including signage, benches, etc.).  

4) See MCR 8, Maintenance Responsibilities, regarding management of the Phase 1 trails. The trails and 
kayak launch completed as part of ELER Phase 1 were opened within a few months of their completion. 
The Phase 1 trails are closed to general use on waterfowl hunt days (currently 10 days per year) to ensure 
public safety.  

5) As discussed in MCR 7, Public Access Trails (Routes, Elevations, and Parking), the preferred trail 
alignment is more of a through-trail used for longer hikes or bicycle rides to or from existing trailheads, 
and consequently there would be a reduced need for a new parking area. However, as part of ongoing 
operational activities at northern Eden Landing, CDFW could expand the parking area built near Phase 1 
of the project to accommodate any additional demand by opening and improving the overflow parking 
area, as appropriate. Currently the lot occasionally fills only for brief periods on certain weekend days, 
particularly during special events. Weekend and peak demand will continue to be monitored at that site by 
CDFW, and the overflow area could be opened if significant new demand is supported.  

6-7) See MCR 8, Maintenance Responsibilities, regarding local partnership for the long-term maintenance 
of trails, bridges, and viewing platforms. 

8) A preferred trail alignment is selected in the Final EIR, CDFW would then need to approve the project 
with the selected trail alignment, design drawings would be further developed, project permits would be 
obtained, necessary easements or agreements would be obtained, design drawings and contractor 
specification would be finalized, and contractor bids would be solicited. Each of these permitting, design, 
and pre-construction elements would be required prior to construction of the public access trail through 
southern Eden Landing.  

9) See MCR 7, Public Access Trails (Routes, Elevations, and Parking), for a description of how and why 
the preferred trail route was selected.  

10-11) It would be difficult to allocate project construction costs between different resource areas, as 
levee improvements and other features can address multiple project goals. However, the import of 
materials for levee improvements and the construction of habitat transition zones represent one of the 
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most substantial construction elements in the proposed project. With respect to land area, the levees that 
would support the public access trail also provide habitat separation. Although Phase 2 actions would 
provide public access to new areas within the ponds, it would not provide access to all the ponds, or all of 
the perimeter levees.  

12) Clarifying text is included in Section 3.8.2 of the Final EIR to discuss shoreline and open space 
principles of the Alameda County General Plan as it relates to shoreline access. For a general description 
of the regulatory setting as it relates to recreation and public access, see Section 3.6.2 of the EIR. Note 
that Section 4.3 of the EIR discuss the effects of the incremental contribution from the project from the 
development of public access and trails in the context of other reasonably foreseeable projects in the 
project vicinity.  

13) The three possible shoreline (Bay Trail) alignments adjacent to or through the area’s wetlands are 
different from previous planning documents because they are based the restoration goals of the Project, 
conditions of the existing levees, and the need to avoid sensitive wildlife species. As discussed in Section 
3.6.2 of the EIR, the Bay Trail Plan includes a shoreline spur to the Bay at OAC. However, as discussed 
in MCR 7, Public Access Trails (Routes, Elevations, and Parking), the action alternatives did not include 
a new trail all the way to San Francisco Bay along OAC because much of the necessary tidal exchange 
into the project site would come from OAC along the north perimeter of southern Eden Landing, through 
multiple breaches into OAC and levee lowering. Tidal exchange along OAC is required because the outer, 
bay-facing levee along Pond E1 and E2 would be improved and because only controlled openings into 
southern Eden Landing are possible on its southern boundary with the ACFCC. This makes it infeasible 
to place a trail to the Bay along that alignment. The SBSP Restoration Project proponents have been 
coordinating with local and regional agencies regarding these Phase 2 actions in southern Eden Landing.  

14) See Section 3.10.3 of the EIR for a discussion of how new recreational and public access facilities, 
which would provide enhanced access to outdoor recreational activities and improve the “livability” for 
the local communities, could affect the lifestyles and social interactions for the communities near ELER. 
See also MCR 7, Public Access Trails (Routes, Elevations, and Parking), regarding the type and amount 
of public access facilities provided in the Preferred Alternative.  

15) Phase 2 actions in ELER would not require the closure of an existing park. However, some trail 
segments may be affected during construction; for example, sections of the Alameda Creek Regional 
Trail would be closed during construction of a public access bridge over the ACFCC. Effects resulting 
from the temporary construction-related closure of adjacent public parks or other recreation facilities are 
discussed in Section 3.6.4 of the EIR.  

16) See MCR 1, Selection of the Preferred Alternative, and Chapter 6 of the Final EIR, which identifies 
the Preferred Alternative (as well as the Environmentally Superior Alternative) for Phase 2 at Eden 
Landing. The federal lead agency will identify the Environmentally Preferred Alternative as part of its 
NEPA process. 



Appendix J  Response to Comments 

 

South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project, Eden Landing Phase 2  April 2019 
Final Environmental Impact Report 2-293 

Johnson, Ralph (I-RJ) 

 

I-RJ-1 
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Response to Johnson, Ralph (I-RJ) 

I-RJ-1 

See MCR 1, Selection of the Preferred Alternative, regarding common components in Alternative Eden B 
and the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative includes levee improvements at multiple 
locations (e.g., outboard, mid-complex, and backside levees). The backside levee would be an engineered 
structure, but it would not be a FEMA-accredited levee designed specifically for flood protection. 

There are currently no agreements for land acquisition of Pond CP3C or for a trade between the J-ponds 
and Pond E4C. Such agreements would not be precluded due to Phase 2 actions at ELER. 
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Knopf, Clay (I-CK) 

 

I-CK-1 
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Response to Knopf, Clay (I-CK) 

I-CK-1 

See MCR 1, Selection of the Preferred Alternative, regarding common components in Alternative Eden B 
and the Preferred Alternative. See also MCR 5, Fish Habitat Restoration, which provides a broad 
explanation of the types of fish habitat restoration and enhancements included in the Preferred Alternative 
and the pond’s increased habitat connectivity to OAC and the ACFCC. Pilot channels, lowered levees at 
Ponds E1 and E2, and improvements to the bay-facing levee, are also included in the Preferred 
Alternative. 
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Marshak, Bob (I-BM) 

 

I-BM-1 
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Response to Marshak, Bob (I-BM) 

I-BM-1 

See MCR 5, Fish Habitat Restoration, regarding the fisheries restoration features of the Preferred 
Alternative. 



Appendix J  Response to Comments 

 

South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project, Eden Landing Phase 2  April 2019 
Final Environmental Impact Report 2-299 

Morelli, Leslie (I-LM) 

 

I-LM-1 
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Response to Morelli, Leslie (I-LM) 

I-LM-1 

See MCR 5, Fish Habitat Restoration, which provides a broad explanation of the types of fish habitat 
restoration and enhancements included in the Preferred Alternative and the pond’s increased habitat 
connectivity to OAC and the ACFCC. Pilot channels, lowered levees at Ponds E1 and E2, and 
improvements to the bay-facing levee, are also included in the Preferred Alternative. The Inland Ponds 
(E5, E6, and E6C) are not planned for tidal restoration in the Preferred Alternative during the first phase 
of restoration because of the Project’s need to balance multiple types of habitat restoration and 
enhancement actions. The  long-term operation of those ponds as enhanced managed ponds may be 
necessary to achieve the full balance of the Project’s intended ecological goals. Although connections to 
Union Sanitary District treated water and ACWD Aquifer Reclamation Program wells are not currently 
proposed, later connections by others would not be prevented by project actions. 
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Nicholas, Myasha (I-MN) 

 

I-MN-1 
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Response to Nicholas, Myasha (I-MN) 

I-MN-1 

See MCR 1, Selection of the Preferred Alternative, regarding common components in Alternative Eden B 
and the Preferred Alternative. See also MCR 5, Fish Habitat Restoration, regarding the fisheries 
restoration features of the Preferred Alternative. 
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Phillips, Barbara (I-BP) 

 

I-BP-1 



Appendix J  Response to Comments 

 

South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project, Eden Landing Phase 2  April 2019 
Final Environmental Impact Report 2-304 

Response to Phillips, Barbara (I-BP) 

I-BP-1 

See MCR 1, Selection of the Preferred Alternative, regarding common components in Alternative Eden B 
and the Preferred Alternative. See also MCR 5, Fish Habitat Restoration, regarding the fisheries 
restoration features of the Preferred Alternative. 
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Richardson, Matt (I-MR) 

 

I-MR-1 



Appendix J  Response to Comments 

 

South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project, Eden Landing Phase 2  April 2019 
Final Environmental Impact Report 2-306 

Response to Richardson, Matt (I-MR) 

I-MR-1 

See MCR 1, Selection of the Preferred Alternative, regarding common components in Alternative Eden B 
and the Preferred Alternative. See also MCR 5, Fish Habitat Restoration, regarding the fisheries 
restoration features of the Preferred Alternative. 
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Scordelis, Philip (I-PS) 

 

I-PS-1 
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Response to Scordelis, Philip (I-PS) 

I-PS-1 

See MCR 1, Selection of the Preferred Alternative, regarding common components in Alternative Eden B 
and the Preferred Alternative. See also MCR 5, Fish Habitat Restoration, regarding the fisheries 
restoration features of the Preferred Alternative and the pond’s increased habitat connectivity to OAC and 
the ACFCC. Pilot channels, lowered levees at Ponds E1 and E2, and improvements to the bay-facing 
levee, are also included in the Preferred Alternative. The Inland Ponds (E5, E6, and E6C) are not planned 
for tidal restoration in the Preferred Alternative during the first phase of restoration because of the 
Project’s need to balance multiple types of habitat restoration and enhancement actions. The  long-term 
operation of those ponds as enhanced managed ponds may be necessary to achieve the full balance of the 
Project’s intended ecological goals. Although connections to Union Sanitary District treated water and 
ACWD Aquifer Reclamation Program wells are not currently proposed, later connections by others would 
not be prevented by project actions. 



Appendix J  Response to Comments 

 

South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project, Eden Landing Phase 2  April 2019 
Final Environmental Impact Report 2-309 

Tepe, Alan (I-AT) 

 

I-AT-1 
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Response to Tepe, Alan (I-AT) 

I-AT-1 

See MCR 1, Selection of the Preferred Alternative, regarding common components in Alternative Eden B 
and the Preferred Alternative. See also MCR 5, Fish Habitat Restoration, regarding the fisheries 
restoration features of the Preferred Alternative. 
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Thompson, Lawrence (I-LT) 

 

I-LT-1 
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Response to Thompson, Lawrence (I-LT) 

I-LT-1 

See MCR 1, Selection of the Preferred Alternative, regarding common components in Alternative Eden B 
and the Preferred Alternative. See also MCR 5, Fish Habitat Restoration, which provides a broad 
explanation of the types of fish habitat restoration and enhancements included in the Preferred Alternative 
and the pond’s increased habitat connectivity to OAC and the ACFCC. Pilot channels, lowered levees at 
Ponds E1 and E2, and improvements to the bay-facing levee, are also included in the Preferred 
Alternative. The Inland Ponds (E5, E6, and E6C) are not planned for tidal restoration in the Preferred 
Alternative during the first phase of restoration because of the Project’s need to balance multiple types of 
habitat restoration and enhancement actions. The  long-term operation of those ponds as enhanced 
managed ponds may be necessary to achieve the full balance of the Project’s intended ecological goals. 
Although connections to Union Sanitary District treated water and ACWD Aquifer Reclamation Program 
wells are not currently proposed, later connections by others would not be prevented by project actions. 
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SV (I-SV) 

 

I-SV-1 
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Response to SV (I-SV) 

I-SV-1 

See MCR 5, Fish Habitat Restoration, regarding the fisheries restoration features of the Preferred 
Alternative. 
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Woodcock, Charlene (I-CW) 

 

I-CW-1 
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Response to Woodcock, Charlene (I-CW) 

I-CW-1 

See MCR 1, Selection of the Preferred Alternative, regarding common components in Alternative Eden B 
and the Preferred Alternative. See also MCR 5, Fish Habitat Restoration, which provides a broad 
explanation of the types of fish habitat restoration and enhancements included in the Preferred Alternative 
and the pond’s increased habitat connectivity to OAC and the ACFCC. Pilot channels, lowered levees at 
Ponds E1 and E2, and improvements to the bay-facing levee, are also included in the Preferred 
Alternative. The Inland Ponds (E5, E6, and E6C) are not planned for tidal restoration in the Preferred 
Alternative during the first phase of restoration because of the Project’s need to balance multiple types of 
habitat restoration and enhancement actions. The  long-term operation of those ponds as enhanced 
managed ponds may be necessary to achieve the full balance of the Project’s intended ecological goals. 
Although connections to Union Sanitary District treated water and ACWD Aquifer Reclamation Program 
wells are not currently proposed, later connections by others would not be prevented by project actions.  
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2.3 Late Submissions 

Comments from the organization that submitted a comment letter after the close of the comment period, 
and the responses to those comments, are presented in this section. The comment period was not extended 
for this organization, but their comments are provided here for completeness.  
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2.3.1 Organizations and Businesses 

Sierra Club, San Francisco Bay (O-SC) 
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Response to Sierra Club, San Francisco Bay (O-SC) 

Issues raised by these comments have already been addressed in previous responses. Responses to the 
Citizen’s Committee to Complete the Refuge, CA Audubon, SF Baykeeper and Ohlone Audubon 
Society’s comments can be found in Section 2.2.3 of this appendix. MCR 1, Selection of the Preferred 
Alternative, discusses the restoration components of the Preferred Alternative. MCR 7, Public Access 
Trails (Routes, Elevations, and Parking), discusses the preferred trail alignment through southern Eden 
Landing. Potential recreation-oriented impacts to sensitive species and their habitats are discussed in 
Section 3.5.3 of the EIR. The public access bridge over the ACFCC is included in the Preferred 
Alternative. Potential impacts of this feature were analyzed in the EIR under Alternative Eden C. 
Maintenance Responsibilities are discussed in MCR 8.  
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